Individuation by partitive constructions in Spanish

Salvador Climent


Facultat de Filologia. 

Universitat de Barcelona
Since partitive constructions (‘a grain of rice’, ‘a cup of coffee’) are one of the ways of individuating referents in many languages, there is a need to establish the mechanisms to obtain appropriate representations for such compounds by composing partitive nouns and noun phrases which denote a whole of reference. Furthermore, some partitives are nouns which show a polymorphic behaviour. Namely, depending on the context, they may be interpreted either as object referents or as partitives (e.g. ‘cup’, container vs. cointainee interpretations. This work discusses these and other related issues and posits representations intended to account for such phenomena in Spanish
. The main claim is that the semantics of partitives largely depends on constitutive information. Specially, the semantics of portions, seems to be grounded on a generalised construal of any entity as being made of some stuff.
1. Introduction
A semiotic need, which probably any existing or conceivable language has to accomplish, is the capability of referring to entities as discrete individual units. The mechanism by which languages extract individuals from a continuum of reference is usually called individuation (cf., e.g., Lyons, 1977).


There are diverse ressources by which languages achieve individuation. For instance, English uses deictic reference (‘this’), pronouns (‘him’) or a range of noun-headed constructions (‘two trees’, ‘a branch’, ‘many cups of coffee’, ‘this team’, ‘a group of people’, ‘a head of cattle’). Languages have different mechanisms to convey information about individuation. For instance, Euskera
 marks nouns when referring to discrete specific entities by means of either singular or plural suffixes (1a,b), while when they denote an indefinite genericity they are not marked (1c) (cf. Sagüés, 1989). In the latter case they are described as bearing the so-called number of mugagabe (‘without boundaries’). 

(1)
a. etxe-a [house-SINGULAR( = ‘the house’ (definite)


b. bi etxe-ak [two house-PLURAL( = ‘the two houses’ (definite)


c. bi etxe [two house-MUGAGABE ( = ‘two houses’ (non definite)
Classifier Languages, such as Japanese, Chinese or Thai, individuate in many cases by means of classifier constructions (2a,b), where the noun or its specifier are affixed or combined with a morpheme which, apart from denoting individual entity, sets different kinds of formal specifications on (namely, they classify( the entity thus construed: type, shape, collection, animacity, consistency, size, arrangement, quantity, etc. (cf. Allan, 1977). Classifiers might as well be used, in absence of the noun, in deictic constructions or anaphorically (2c,d)
.

(2)
a. khru( lâ(j khon [teacher three person( = ‘three teachers’


b. os-tehk te [three-plant tree] = ‘three trees'


c. tua nán [body this( = ‘this (animal, object, etc.)’


d. sì( tua [four body( = ‘four (animals, objects, etc.)’

Bunt (1981, cf. Vossen, 1994) posits that there are two basic manners of referring to entities, discrete and cumulative, which largely correspond to the notions of bounded and unbounded concepts (Jackendoff, 1991; Langacker, 1991). Roughly, an amount of the former is representable as a set of individuals, while the latter are representable as an indifferentiated mass in such a way that portions of it are conceived as different amounts of the same stuff. Boundaries of concepts which are referred to cumulatively —namely unbounded— are not in view or of concern.


English, Spanish, French and related languages place no overt mark on lexemes which could supply any hint to distinguish between kinds of entities. Therefore, differences must be traced out of their grammatical performance, e.g. alternations ‘much’/’many’ and the such, namely countability. On the contrary, in Euskera and Classifier Languages all nouns are, in principle, unbounded, thus needing combination to some morpheme to bound them.


In short, it seems to exist two general language independent principles related to this question. First, there are two fundamental ways of conceptualising things: either as individuals or as stuff. Second, communication requires for languages to have means of expressing individuation. Languages such as Euskera or Classifier Languages show that lexicalization of discreteness is not a sort of universal objective default for many kinds of entities (e.g. houses, teachers, trees) —in fact, in such languages the apparent default is the opposite.


Relatedly, it has to be noticed that the very same entity can be referred to by means of nouns inherently denoting either bounded or unbounded concepts. Depending on the speaker’s viewpoint or on pragmatic constraints, a song can be called ‘noise’ (3a,b); a cigarette can be called ‘tobacco’; a stick, ‘wood’ (3c,d), a fight, ‘violence’; a gown, ‘cloth’; or a herd, ‘animals’ (3e,f) —or even ‘meat’ (3g). In other words, it seems that identical entities can be alternatively referred to as, on the one hand, individuals; or, on the other hand, the stuff they are conceived as being made of.

(3)
a. ¡Qué maravillosa canción! = [what beautiful song( ‘what a beautiful song!’


b. ¡Vaya ruido espantoso! = [what noise horrible( ‘what a horrible noise!’


c. Trae aquí ese palo = [bring here that stick( ‘give me that stick’


d. Trae aquí esa madera = [bring here that wood( ‘give me that piece of wood’

e. Esos rebaños son del Rey = [those herds are of-the King( ‘those herds belong 



to the King’

f. Esos animales son del Rey = [those animals are of-the King( ‘those animals 



belong to the King’

g. Toda esa carne es del Rey = [all that meat is of-the King( ‘all that meat belongs to the King’

Besides, the other way round, the same word form can be used in many cases to express either bounded or unbounded construals of an entity. The obvious example in English (4a,b) or Spanish (4c,d) is that of mass-count alternancies, but it is not the only one. In Spanish the singular form of typically countable individuals can be used to refer to indefinite plurality (4e) —although the use of the alternative plural form (4f) is the usual procedure. In cases like (4e), politician-SINGULAR is seen in the same way as, for instance, ‘rice’; that is, individual units (grains of rice, individual politicians) turn to fall out of conceptual scope (the cumulation is what really matters. 

(4)
a. I need more coffee


b. I need another coffee


c. Voy a comer arroz 


[I-go to eat rice( = ‘I’m going to eat rice’


d. Voy a comerme un arroz 


[I-go to eat-myself a rice( = ‘I’m going to eat a (dish of) rice’


e. Hay mucho político corrupto 


[there-is much politician corrupt( = ‘there are a lot of corrupt politicians’


f. Hay muchos políticos corruptos

[there-are many politician corrupt( = ‘there are a lot of corrupt politicians'

The phenomenon exemplified by (4e) is somewhat similar to that of grinding (cf. Jackendoff, 1991). The difference is that, in cases of grinding (5a ( 5b, 5c ( 5d), the derived singular forms (5b, 5d) stand for a slightly different kind of entity: the stuff the original individual is (conceived as being) made of. Therefore grinding sense extensions are analogous to alternations such as ‘song’ / ‘noise’ or ‘stick’/’wood’ mentioned above in (3).

(5)
a. The car ran over a dog


b. There was dog all over the street


c. Pon un tomate en la ensalada

[you-put a tomato in the salad( (‘tomato’ = an individual vegetable)


d. Pon tomate en la pizza

[you-put tomato in the pizza( (‘tomato’ = tomato-derived sauce)

From my point of view, the regularity in all the examples in (3), (4) and (5) is that, from two different points of view, at least in Spanish, bounded / unbounded alternations are always at reach. On the one hand, the same entity can be alternatively referred by means of either bounded or unbounded grammatical units —e.g. a song: (3a,b); a cup of coffee: (4a,b); a plurality of politicians: (4e,f). On the other hand, a word form —such as ‘coffee’ (4a,b), ‘arroz’ (4c,d), ‘dog’ (5a,b) or ‘tomate’ (5c,d)( can alternatively refer to either individuals or stuff. 


Moreover, all these alternations seem to rely on a general principle of construal: any individual entity (no matter if abstract or physical) is made of some kind of stuff. E.g., [a coffee( is made of [coffee]; [a dog] is made of [dog/flesh]; [a song] is made of [sound/noise]; a [bottle( is made of [glass(; [a piece of information( is made of [information(; [a sheet of paper( is made of [paper(.


Nevertheless, it is obvious that not every possible alternative interpretation of a lexeme necessarily bears a similar, balanced, linguistic status. Namely (in Spanish or English) some words (‘tomato’, ‘politician’, ‘dog’, ‘song’) typically denote individuals while other (‘coffee’, ‘noise’, ‘rice’, ‘wood’) typically denote stuff. That is, in spite of the fact that given the appropriate linguistic context nouns can be forced to adopt the alternative denotation, the speaker’s intuition is that, in some cases, the individual denotation is the basic one and the mass reading the derivate —and in other cases the other way round. 


It must be noticed that this phenomenon does not depend on how things really are but on how they are conceptualised. For instance, on the one hand, there is no notorious objective difference between [rice( and [lentils( which explains why the first lexical concept is typically cumulative and the second is discrete. On the other hand, the same concept may be typically cumulative in one language but typically discrete in another one; for instance, [furniture( is cumulative in English but discrete in Spanish —in English a discrete item is ‘a piece of furniture’, while in Spanish a discrete item is a ‘mueble’ (singular) and a multiplicity, ‘mueble-s’ (plural).
2. Lexicalization of individual entities 
Several kinds of things, apart from typical individuals (6a,b) can be referred to in a discrete way, for instance, a number, set or plurality of things (6c,d,e); a quantity of a mass (6f,g,h); or a part, portion or element of a discrete entity (6i,j,k,l).

(6)
a. un árbol [a tree( = ‘a tree’


b. un palo [a stick( = ‘a stick’


c. una jauría de lobos [a pack of wolves( = ‘a pack of wolves’


d. un equipo [a team( = ‘a team’


e. ganado, animales [cattle, animals( = ‘cattle’, ‘animals’


f. un vaso de vino, un vino [a glass of wine, a wine( = ‘a glass of wine’


g. una madera, una barra de madera 


[a wood, a bar of wood( = ‘a piece of wood’, ‘a bar of wood’


h. un arroz, un plato de arroz [a rice, a dish of rice( = ‘a dish of rice’


i. una rama [a branch( = ‘a branch’


j. la cima de una montaña [the top of a mountain( = ‘the top of a mountain’


k. una cabeza de ganado [a head of cattle( = ‘a head of cattle’


l. uno del equipo [one of-the team( = ‘one of the team’

Moreover, it is also a fact that not every individual entity happens to be lexicalized in a given language. Some entities are referred to by means of a single lexeme (6a,b,d). Others are not lexicalized, so they are referred by means of partitive phrases (6c,j). Lastly, others can be expressed by means of either, depending on profiling of properties (shape, container, etc. (6f,g,h). 


The consequence for the semantic representation of nominals is that in many cases referential nouns and partitive constructions —i.e, phrases [PartitiveNoun ‘of‘ NounPhrase(( are denotationally equivalent, since both denote discrete entities. Therefore, semantic representations for both referential nouns and partitive constructions must be somewhat equivalent. For instance, the semantic composition of ‘head’ + ’of’ + ‘cattle’ must output a representation roughly equivalent to that of ‘animal’; or the composition of ‘bar’ + ‘of’ + ‘wood’, to that of ‘stick’.


From a Generative Lexicon (henceforth GL) perspective this also means that the formal representations of partitive constructions must behave in further semantic compositions in a way analogous to that of nouns. That is, they must bear a QUALIA STRUCTURE able to act compositionally in the same way as the QUALIA STRUCTURE of nouns do. Consider the examples in (7).

(7)
a. bake the cake


b. *bake the slice of cake


c. enjoy the cake


d. enjoy the slice of cake


e. eat a cake


f. eat a slice of cake

Pustejovsky (1995) describes (7a) as a typical case of co-composition, where composition is triggered by the identitity of the AGENTIVE ROLES of the verb, ‘bake’, and the complement, ‘the cake’ —namely a ‘baking-act’. This composition must be blocked in (7b), since the AGENTIVE ROLE of ‘slice of cake’ is not a process of baking, but a process of slicing. Besides, (7c) is explained as a case of type coercion (a predicate coercing an argument to shift to the type requested by its selectional restrictions). ‘Enjoy’ in (7c) selects for a complement typed event, a type which is obtained from the TELIC ROLE of ‘cake’, eat;  such a mechanism must also work with (7d), since as well in this case the TELIC ROLE of ‘slice of cake’ must be eat. 


Another crucial semantic aspect to be accounted for is the regular selection of arguments by verbs. For instance, a verb such as ‘eat’ selects for arguments of type food, such as ‘cake’ in (7e). Consequently, ‘slice of cake’ in (7f) must as well be typed food —not for instance portion, as it could be expected from the type of the syntactic head of the partitive construction, ‘slice’. 


Therefore, it is important for the framework to account for the composition between a partitive noun (henceforth, PN) and its NP-complement to give raise to the appropriate structure for the full partitive phrase [PN ‘of’ NP(.

3.  General properties of partitive nouns and partitive constructions
An important point to notice about partitive constructions is that the position of the PN can be filled either by typical PNs (‘piece’, ‘slice’ or the such), or by common nouns in a partitive function. Cases of the latter type are extremely subject to linguistic creativity, since most of them are metaphorical extensions (consider (8):

(8)
a. A labyrinth of streets


b. Una lluvia de insultos [a rain of  insults( ( ‘a shower of abuse’


c. Una montaña de documentos [a mountain of documents( 

 Moreover, as it is usual in language, there are also cases in between. The most relevant are those of nouns which can sistematically occur either as referential (common) nouns or as relational partitives, as it is the case of containers (‘break the cup’ vs. ‘drink a cup of coffee’). 


A crucial goal within GL is accounting for this and any other case of logical polysemy in a way which avoids enumerating separate senses in the lexicon. The way to proceed is to posit underspecified lexical entries bearing the following porperties: on the one hand, they should subsume and account for either senses of the word; on the other hand, they should express the systematic relationship which holds between them.


I will only consider in this work the semantics of pure partitives, and I will develop a formal representation for portions and containers. The former are taken as typical examples of partitives, and the latter as the paradigmatic case of nouns which are logically polysemous between partitives and objects. The case of those regular common nouns which are occasionally re-classified as partitives, such as ‘labyrinth’, ‘rain’ or ‘mountain’ in (8), is not addressed in this work, since the case has to be framed within a broader account including the treatment of metaphoric sense extensions.


There are several notionally different kinds of partitive nouns. At first sight we may distinguish between grouping (‘group’, ‘pack’, ‘team’) and extracting partitives (portions of a mass, elements of a collection). A third main kind to be considered is that of topological parts, such as ‘end’, ‘tip’ or ‘surface’. A classification of partitives is developed in §4 attending to the different kinds of terms they can combine with. Nevertheless, all partitives share a number of common charachteristics, which are the following:

( Partitives are nouns which cannot be referential in isolation
. They always need a complement to build complete reference to an entity, so they are logically relational.

( A partitive construction (e.g. ‘cup of coffee’) always denote an individual, even in the case the NP-complement of reference (e.g. ‘coffee’) denote a mass; therefore, composition of partitives with NPs is a mechanism of individuation.

( Moreover, partitives usually have a multiple semantic function. On the one side, all of them are relative quantifiers of their complement nominal, since they specify a quantity in relation to the entity of reference (cf. Langacker, 1991). In addition, most of them behave as adjectives since they predicate different kinds of properties of the entity, e.g. shape (‘bar’, ‘sheed’),  means of bringing about (‘slice’), structure (‘grain’), etc.

( Partitives act as functors which take the entity denoted by the NP as an argument; in consequence, partitives are subject to selectional restrictions. §4 below discusses this point in some detail.

In particular, partitives denoting portions typically select for cumulative complements: either a mass or a plural (which is also a cumulation, in this case a cumulation of individuals). Nevertheless, there are also cases, as in (9), in which the complement is, at least apparently, not a cumulative but an individual. 

(9)
a. un trozo de silla [a portion-fragment of chair(

b. una rodaja de tomate [a round-slice of tomato(
In cases like these, the individual usually surfaces bearing the grammatical features of cumulative reference (namely zero-determination. This can suggest that some effect of mass-re-classification of individuals might take part in the process. A solution to deal with this problem is presented in §5.

( In spite of being the syntactic head of partitive constructions, partitives do not seem, in many aspects, to be the semantic head. Recall the example (7f) in the previous section, or other analogous examples, such as ‘drink a cup of coffee’ or ‘read a mountain of documents’. As ‘drink’ selects for arguments of type liquid_food, therefore ‘cup of coffee’ must also be typed liquid_food (not, for instance, container. Analogously, since ‘read’ selects for arguments of type text, ‘mountain of documents’ must be of type text —not mountain.


With respect to the syntactic aspect of composition I will treat partitive phrases not as an N/PP constituent but as a nominal compound, PN/NP, thus following the analysis of Chomsky (1981) for similar cases, which considers that the preposition in this kind of structures is a mere surface case marker lacking of semantic content. This analysis is corroborated in Spanish by the possibility of ellision (usually occuring in spoken performance( of the preposition de (‘of’) in phrases such as (10a); something which, on the other hand, is not possible in the case of semantic contentful prepositions (10b).

(10)
a. Un vaso vino [a glass wine( (= Un vaso de vino,  ‘a glass of wine’)

b. *Vengo Barcelona [*I come Barcelona( (= Vengo de Barcelona, ‘I come from Barcelona’)

The consequence is that, contrarily to what happens with head nouns taking PP complements, in the case of partitive constructions the semantics of both the partitive and the NP contribute in a balanced way to that of the resulting compound, thus allowing to obtain representations able to account for problematic cases of verb-partitive phrase compositions such as those posed in (7) above. 

4. Selectional restrictions and subtypes of partitives

In order to address the general outlines of composition of partitives, I will discuss in §5 the case of portions denoting either shapes (‘ingot’, ‘bar’) or  fragments detached from a solid mass (‘fragment’, ‘slice’), which are typically described as selecting arguments denoting homogeneous mass entities. Notwithstanding, partitive nouns or pronouns can also select for a variety of other types of entities. For instance, in Spanish: groups (11a), aggregates (11b), determined (11c) or indetermined (11d) plurals, non-grinded individuals (11e), or granular masses (11f).

(11)
a. uno/un miembro del equipo (‘one/a member of the team’)


b. algo/un montón/un camión de ganado [some/a lot/a truck of cattle(

c. uno de los aristócratas (‘one of the aristocrats’)


d. un montón/saco/kilo de patatas (‘a lot/sack/kilo of potatoes’)


e. la cúspide de la montaña (‘the top of the mountain’)


f. un copo de nieve ([a flake of snow(, ‘a snowflake’)

In order to account for such a range of selectable types, a generalization can be set using the insights of Jackendoff (1991) about boundedness and internal structure of lexical concepts.


In that framework, features (B(ounded) and (I(nternal_structure) are used to account for a range of phenomena involving both entities and events. Boundedness has been described in §1; Internal_structure accounts for concepts internally composed by a series of elements of one type —e.g. ‘team’: members; ‘the light flashed all night’: a series of single flashes. 


For entities this feature system can be represented as a type sortal, as in Figure 1.




Moreover, bare plurals are assumed to be -B+I concepts —therefore they are assimilated to aggregates. For instance, ‘lambs’ is regarded as an (unbounded) aggregation of elements of type ‘lamb’, thus it is denotationally equivalent to ‘cattle’ —compare (12c) and (12a) below. It can be further assumed that determination of a plural places boundaries on the set thus defined; therefore a determined plural, e.g. ‘the lambs’, is assimilable to a group —compare (12d) and (12b).


These notions are straightforwardly  representable in a GL framework by using the types in Figure 1 to represent entailments about boundedness, plus encoding (I features as CONSTITUTIVE (namely, Part-Whole) information, specifically a member-set relationship (cf. Winston et al., op.cit.), as in (12).

(12)

a.





b.

[cattle





[herd






ARG1= x: aggregate ( unbounded 

ARG1= x: group ( bounded



CONST = member_of(x,y:animal)(

CONST = member_of(x,y:animal)(



c.





d.

[lambs





[the lambs
ARG1= x:unbounded


ARG1= x: bounded



CONST = member_of(x,y:lamb)(

CONST = member_of(x,y:lamb)(
Provided this, Spanish partitive nouns and pronouns can be sorted according to their selectional restrictions as shown in Table 1.

______________________________________________________________________

( Selecting bounded (+B) concepts (individuals, groups and determined plurals)
( Selecting +B+I (groups and determined plurals)
— Element-extracting pronouns 

uno (‘one’), alguno (‘someone’), etc.

e.g. uno del equipo (‘one of the team’)

e.g. alguno de los jugadores (‘one of the players’)

( Specifically selecting groups
— Element-extracting partitive nouns 

miembro (‘member’), elemento (‘element’), etc.

e.g. un miembro del equipo (‘a member of the team’)

( Selecting +B-I (individuals)
— Nouns of boundaries and other parts of individuals

punta (‘tip’), superficie (‘surface’), parte ('part') etc.

e.g. la punta de la lengua (‘the tip of the tongue’)

e.g. una parte del libro ('a part of the book')

( Selecting unbounded (-B) concepts (masses, aggregates and bare plurals)
— Containers

botella (‘bottle’), cesto (‘basket’), camión (‘truck’)

e.g. una botella de vino (‘a bottle of wine’)

e.g. un cesto de naranjas (‘a basket of oranges’)

e.g. un camión de ganado (‘a truck of cattle’)

— Metrics

litro (‘litre’),  kilo

e.g. un litro de vino (‘one litre of wine’)

e.g. un kilo de naranjas (‘one kilo of oranges’)

e.g. un kilometro cuadrado de bosque (‘one square kilometer of forest’)

( Selecting -B in singular (masses and aggregates)
— Mass quantifying pronouns

algo (‘some’), poco (‘a little bit’), etc.

e.g. un poco de pan (‘a little bit of bread’)
e.g. algo de gente ([some of people(, ‘some people’)

( Selecting -B+I (aggregates and bare plurals)
— Groups

grupo (‘group’), hilera (‘row’), bandada (‘flock’)

e.g. un grupo de gente (‘a group of people’) 
e.g. una hilera de casas (‘a row of houses’)

( Selecting -B-I (masses)

( Selecting homogeneous solid masses
— Portions

rebanada (‘slice’), lámina (‘sheet’)

e.g. una rebanada de pan (‘a slice of bread’)

( Selecting granular masses
— Elements

grano (‘grain’), copo (‘flake’)

e.g. un grano de arena (‘a grain of sand’)

Table 1: Classification of partitives according to 

their selectional restrictions
______________________________________________________________________

Beyond this general classification, obviously, any specific partitive can bear its own subtype restrictions (e.g. ‘flock’: birds ). In some cases restrictions are so constraining that the phrase has to be considered more a collocation than a partitive construction —e.g. ‘a pride of lions’.

5. Formalisation within the GL framework

In this section I will consider the semantics of portions as a kind of paradigmatic case of partitives. Other kinds of partitives can be handled following the guidelines discussed here, plus attending to their particular specificities, such as selectional restrictions or kind of constitutive information (see §4 above), among others.  


The relational nature of partitives, as told above, stands for the fact that they are nouns which can only achieve complete reference to some entity by relation to another noun. Therefore, just as other kinds of relational predicates such as ‘brother’ (13a,b) need to have in scope a related argument, partitives, when appearing in isolation, need a context from where to retrieve, either overtly or by means of anaphor or ellipsis, another argument of reference (13c,d,e), (13f,g,h).

(13)
a. *John es hermano (*’John is brother’)


b. John es hermano de Jane 


[John is brother of Jane( = ‘John is a brother of Jane’s’


c. ?? I ate a big slice


d. I ate a big slice of cake


e. It was a delicious cake. I ate a big slice.


f. ?? Dame dos manojos 


[give-me two bunch-PLURAL( = ?? ‘give me two bunches’


g. Qué rosas tan bonitas. Dame dos manojos. 


(‘What beautiful roses. Give me two bunches.’)


h. Dame dos manojos de rosas 


(‘Give me two bunches of roses’)

The semantic representation of relational nouns in Pustejovsky (op.cit.) assumes the existence of a so-called default argument (defined as a parameter which participates in the logical expressions of the qualia, but which is not necessarily expressed syntactically). Default arguments are subject to existential closure and are related to the true argument in the FORMAL role of the QUALIA STRUCTURE (e.g. consider ‘brother’ in (14).

(14)

[brother


[ARGSTR = 
[ARG1 = x: human



 D-ARG1 = y: human((
[QUALIA = 
FORMAL = brother_of (x,y) ((
Analogously, a PN such as ‘slice’ must bear a structure such as that of (15), thus accounting for both its relational nature and its individuative function. The latter property is reflected in the representation by the fact that the resulting type of the portion (x), is always individual, independently of the type of the complement (the default argument, y).

(15)

[slice


[ARGSTR = 
[ARG1 = x: individual



 D-ARG1 = y((
[QUALIA = 
FORMAL= slice_of (x,y) ((
As considered above from the examples in (9), portion partitives can select for individuals. Nevertheless I will start assuming  (as it is the standard view, cf. Sinclair (1990), Copestake and Briscoe (1995)( that the default value for the complement of a partitive is an entity of type mass, thus considering selection of individuals as a sort of exception which must be treated specifically. Therefore let us start from a representation such as (16).

(16)

[portion
ARGSTR =
[ARG1 = x: individual


D-ARG1 = y: mass((
One of the basic charachteristics of mass entities is that their properties still hold even when undergoing  a partition (a cup of coffee is still coffe, a portion of cake is still cake, etc. Consequently it must be expected that their general purpose or function, namely their TELIC ROLE, must not change when portioned. So, assuming that the TELIC ROLES for ‘coffe’ and ‘cake’ are, respectively, ‘drink’ and ‘eat’, the same values must hold for ‘cup of coffe’ and ‘slice of cake’. This is represented by co-reference of the TELIC values of both the complement and the portion in (17).

(17)

[portion
ARGSTR =
[ARG1 = x: individual


D-ARG1 = y: 
[mass





TELIC = [1(((
QUALIA =
[TELIC = [1(((
On the other hand, it seems obvious that, since the whole always pre-exists the portion, the means of obtention of the portion out of the whole is a kind of information that can not be contributed by the semantics of the noun denoting the whole, but by the semantics of the partitive. In GL terms, the AGENTIVE ROLE of a partitive construction, if relevant, must be a value which do not depend on the QUALIA of the complement, but on that of the partitive (e.g. cake: AGENTIVE = ‘bake_act’; but slice_of_cake: AGENTIVE = ‘slice_act’, see (18).

(18)

[portion
ARGSTR =
[ARG1 = x: individual


D-ARG1 = y: 
[mass





TELIC = [1(




AGENTIVE = mass-agentive((
QUALIA =
[TELIC = [1(


AGENTIVE = portion-agentive((
Another point is that, being every portion made of the very same substance than the whole it has been extracted from, portions stand in a constitutive relation to its whole of reference. This kind of relationship, namely made_of, has been traditionally analysed as one of the several Part-Whole relationships which can hold between lexical concepts (cf. Winston et al., 1987)
. In the GL framework, information about Part-Whole relationships is encoded in the CONSTITUTIVE quale. 


It must be noticed that different Part-Whole relations can hold for the same lexical concept. For instance, a [dog(, simultaneously, has component-parts [head(, [legs(, etc.; it is made of [flesh(, [blood(, etc.; and it can be member of a [pack(. So, to the extent that different types of Part-Whole information could affect the behaviour of a word, it might be necessary for the CONSTITUTIVE ROLE to incorporate such different in nature relationships. This can be represented by assuming the existence of sub-quales within the CONSTITUTIVE ROLE, as it is the general procedure in LKB (a GL-based knowledge representation formalism; Copestake, 1992), where QUALIA features do not necessarily bear single values but a series of typed Attribute-Value sub-quales. Under this view, the representation for ‘dog’ can be seen as in (19):

(19)

[dog
CONSTITUTIVE =
[MADE_OF = flesh, blood,...




HAS_PARTS = head, legs, ...




MEMBER_OF = pack((
Nevertheless, for ease of exposition, I will not explicitly subclassify CONSTITUTIVE roles throughout the rest of this work if not necessary. Therefore, a representation such as [CONST = MADE_OF = flesh(x)( will be simply noted [CONST = flesh(x)(.


Accordingly, the semantics for ‘portion’ will be represented from this point of view as in (20), thus accounting for the fact that every portion is made of the same stuff than its whole of reference.

(20)

[portion
ARGSTR =
[ARG1 = x: individual


D-ARG1 = [1( = y: mass(
QUALIA =
[CONSTITUTIVE = [1(((
So, summing up the representational considerations taken so far, we can define a portion (as a typical example of a partitive) as in (21):

(21)

[portion
ARGSTR =
[ARG1 = x: individual


D-ARG1 = [1( = y: 
[mass






TELIC = [2((
QUALIA =
[ FORMAL = portion_of(x,y)



TELIC = [2(


CONST = [1(


AGENTIVE = R(...x...)((
That is, a portion is an individual entity extracted from some mass, therefore being in a constitutive relation to it and preserving its basic functionality. The portion also carries other kinds of idiosyncratic pieces of semantic information, such as AGENTIVE (means of obtention of the portion) or others. Specificly, many  partitives carry information about formal properties of the resulting entity. For instance, shape (barra (‘bar’), lámina (‘sheed’)(; magnitude (mole (’huge mass’)(; disposition (rollo (’roll’)(; consistency (zurullo (’chubby mass’)(; etc
. This information can be explicity coded in knowledge representation formalisms such as LKB as in (22a). Nevertheless, from a pure GL point of view, it is enough to assume, as I will do here, that both kinds of semantic information, namely something being a portion and being long-shaped, are embedded in the content of the same FORMAL predicate (22b).

(22)
a.
[bar



QUALIA = [FORMAL = [SHAPE= long(((

b.
[bar


QUALIA = [FORMAL = bar_of (x,y)((
Taking the view we have discussed so far, let us consider now the composition of a typical case of a partitive construction in Spanish, trozo de pan (‘piece-portion of bread’). The representation of trozo (‘piece’, ‘detached portion’) —possibly the most typical portion noun in Spanish— must be that in (23):

(23)

[trozo
ARGSTR =
[ARG1 = x: individual


D-ARG1 = [1( = y: 
[mass






TELIC = [2(((
QUALIA =
[FORMAL = trozo_de (x,y)



TELIC = [2(


CONST = [1(


AGENTIVE = dividir(e,z,y,x)((
(dividir (‘to portion’)

For pan (‘bread’) I will assume a mass-reading representation (24), thus considering for the time being that packaged readings of typical masses (‘one coffee’, ‘one cake’, ‘one bread’) are derived sense-extensions.

(24)

[pan

ARGSTR =
[ARG1 = x: mass(
QUALIA =
[FORMAL = pan(x)



TELIC = comer(e,y,x)((
(comer = ‘to eat’)

Feature unification makes both structures to contribute to the composition of the partitive construction, thus resulting such co-composition in:

(25)

[trozo de pan
ARGSTR =
[ARG1 = x: individual


D-ARG1 = y: pan ( mass(
QUALIA =
[FORMAL = trozo_de(x,y)



TELIC = comer(e,z,y)



CONST = pan(y)



AGENTIVE = dividir(e’,w,y,x)((
Once composed this way, the partitive construction is outfitted to undergo further desirable operations of composition foreseen by the GL theory. For instance, recall the problematic cases involving ‘slice of cake’ (7) which I presented at the end of §2
. They are solved in the following way:

– ‘*Bake a slice of cake’ is blocked since the AGENTIVE role of ‘slice of cake’ is no longer a ‘bake_act’ but a ‘slice_act’, contributed to the compound by the partitive.

– In sentences such as ‘enjoy the slice of cake’ the verb can coerce the type of the partitive phrase to event via its TELIC role, eat, in the same way that it does in ‘enjoy the cake’.

– Verbal selection of arguments referred by partitive phrases is allowed via the CONSTITUTIVE quale, as a new case of type coercion. This way, ‘eat’ can select ‘slice of cake’ by picking cake ( food in the CONSTITUTIVE role of the compound. 

Furthermore, selectional restrictions of verbs involving formal properties of the nominal are achieved by regular selection of the main argument (x) of the partitive phrase, which is specified by the predicate in the FORMAL quale. For instance, a verb such as quebrar (‘break’) selects for elongated objects; desenrollar (‘unroll’, ‘unwind’) for rolled things; or doblar (‘fold’) for thin entities. So, partitive phrases such as una barra de madera (‘a bar of wood’), un rollo de cuerda (‘a coil of rope’) or una lámina de hierro (‘a sheet of iron’) will be selectable for such verbs via their respective FORMAL roles (’bar’, ‘coil’, ‘sheet’) —and not by type coercion involving their CONSTITUTIVE roles (’wood’, ‘rope’, ‘iron’).

5.1 Portions selecting Individuals

Let us consider now the not so straightforward case of composition of partitives with individuals. I have assumed, as it is the standard view, that partitives, or at least its typical example, portions, select for entities of type mass. Nevertheless, counterexamples are constantly found in language, as in un trozo de silla (‘a portion-fragment of chair’), where silla is obviously individual. 


Notwithstanding, as suggested above, it has to be noticed that silla in the example, although in principle referring to an individual object, comes bearing the surface grammatical features of mass entitites. Namely, although being in singular, it is zero-determinated. The observation might suggest that perhaps some kind of mass-re-classification of the term has occured. I will explore this intuition below.


Given the semantic representation of the partitive trozo set in (23) we find two main problems when trying to compose it with silla:

(i).- It is stated that trozo selects for masses, but silla is an individual

(ii).- The representation of trozo forces the TELIC role of the partitive construction to be co-indexed to that of the syntactic complement, but although the obvious function of a chair is to sit on it, this can not be held for a fragment of a chair.


The second point is related to the fact that the portioning of an individual destroys or dismembers it. Therefore, in general, it cannot be expected for portions of individuals to preserve their TELIC roles (but see below the case of ‘a chapter of a book’.


I will face this kind of composition as a case of type coercion. Intuitively, it seems that the application of a portion partitive on the individual forces to its re-classification to mass. The reason is that portioning an individual object results on the obtention of a new kind of object, which is no longer the previous individual but something made of the same stuff as it. A fragment of a chair is no longer a chair, but simply something which is made of the same material than the original chair. Namely, if a chair is made of wood, a fragment of a chair is nothing but a piece of wood.


As discussed in §1, any object is made of some material (chairs are made of wood, bottles are made of glass, etc.(, and it is generally possible to conceive it as either an individual object or the stuff it is made of. Within an appropriate context, chairs can be called ‘wood’, bottles ‘glass’, and so on. 


The possibility of deriving mass readings out of individuals, namely grinding, is something which Copestake and Briscoe (op.cit.) have proposed to manage using Lexical Rules which shift the type of the nominal. Specially, they posit Lexical Rules to deal with animal-food alternations (e.g. lamb-animal ( lamb-food), but also to deal with less systematic cases, such as ‘dog’ in (5b), repeated below in (26).

(26)
There was dog all over the street.

Pustejovsky (op.cit.) has suggested that animal-food logical polysemies can be managed by using Lexical Conceptual Paradigms (LCPs), which are represented using dotted types (x(y). Grossly, an LCP is a type constructor which allows for the availability of three diferent but related types of a word: e.g. for ‘door’, the physical object, the aperture, and  the so-called dotted type, phsy_obj(aperture, which encompasses both of them. So, entries represented by means of LCPs —e.g. ‘haddock’ in (29)— are underspecified representations in which lexical units share properties of two types, thus allowing for picking the appropriate reading depending on the context.

(29)

[haddock

ARGSTR =
[ARG1 = x: ind_animal



ARG2 = y: food_stuff(
QUALIA =
[ind_animal(food_lcp



FORMAL = R(x,y)



TELIC = eat(e,w,y)



...((
Both solutions, Lexical Rules and LCP representations, seem to have problems with systematicity. Sentences such as (26) and also (28) below suggest that grinding is generally applicable —provided the appropriate context.

(28)
a. Mole is eaten in many parts of Africa


b. The cannibals were eating stewed explorer

Therefore, one solution is to type ‘animal’ —possibly including humans—, to account for (28b) as an animal(food_LCP and let all hyponyms to inherit such an specification. But this will result in a number of weird typing statements. Analogously, an irrestricted grinding Lexical Rule will result in sense over-generation. The other solution is to decide case by case which animals should be typed animal(food —or be allowed to undergo the Lexical Rule. In this case, since edibility is strongly culture-dependent, some possible cases will fall out of account.


To deal with this problem, Copestake and Briscoe (1995) propose to associate frequency information to the Lexical Rules which are applicable to an entry, thus modelling the conditional probability that a word form will be used in a specific sense.


As GL is not a probabilistic model, the solution I propose is to represent systematically the general knowledge that every individual is made of some stuff. This kind of knowledge is the background for sentences such as (26), (28), (5d), (9); alternations such as those in (3); and, in general, any grinding derivation.


As discussed above, ‘made_of’ information can be coded in the CONSTITUTIVE quale. So for instance, consider the representation of silla (‘chair’) in (29).

(29)

[silla

ARGSTR =
[ARG1 = x: individual(
QUALIA =
[FORMAL = silla(x)



TELIC = sentarse(e,z,x)

(sentarse = ‘sit on’)



CONST= silla_stuff(y:mass)((


The assumption of a representation such as (29) for individuals is equivalent to the existence of an irrestricted grinding rule which will stay latent until the context triggers its application —e.g. the word falling under the scope of a mass-selecting predicate. Other examples for individual entities can be considered in (30)
. 

(30)

a.



b.


c.

[lamb

 

[bottle


[dog
CONST = lamb_stuff(y)(
CONST = glass(y)(
CONST= dog_stuff(y)(
This way, the composition of trozo (23) and silla (29) will result in (31) by application of  type coercion. Regular composition can not be achieved since selectional restrictions of the partitive (mass) are not satisfied by the type of the complement (individual); but the availability of a mass-type predicate in the CONSTITUTIVE quale of silla allows for the operation of type coercion, therefore typing requirements of the partitive are satisfied.

(31)

[trozo de silla
ARGSTR =
[ARG1 = x: individual



D-ARG1 = y: silla_stuff ( mass(
QUALIA =
[FORMAL = trozo_de(x,y)



CONST = y 



TELIC = TELIC(y)((
The representation in (31) accounts for a fragment of a chair to be an object which is made of the material chairs are made of (e.g. wood. The same way, constructions such as un trozo de cordero (‘a portion of lamb’) or un trozo de botella (‘a fragment of a bottle’) will be composed from trozo (23) and, respectively, cordero and botella (30a,b), to output (32):

(32)

a.





b.

[trozo de cordero



[trozo de botella
ARGSTR =
[ARG1 = x: individual
ARGSTR =
[ARG1 = x: individual



D-ARG1 = y: carne(



D-ARG1 = y: glass(
QUALIA =
[CONST = carne ((

QUALIA =
[CONST = glass ((
The other effect of these compositions is that the TELIC roles of the original individuals (e.g. chair-object: TELIC = sit_on(e,z,x:ind)( are no longer at reach of the semantics of the partitive construction. The underlying consequence is that, as expressed in (31),  the TELIC of the partitive construction, if relevant, is nothing but that of the material the original individual is made of. Namely, the TELIC of un trozo de cordero is that of  carne, i.e. ‘eat’ (see footnote #9).


Nevertheless, this latter effect is not desirable when composing for instance ‘a chapter of a book’ since, apart from the constitutive information (a chapter of a book being a part of a book) one would expect from ‘a chapter of a book’ a QUALIA STRUCTURE similar to that of ‘a book’, that is, AGENTIVE = write and TELIC = read, so that a phrase such as ‘begin a chapter of a book’ could reach via type coercion the same interpretation than ‘begin a book’ (begin to read/write a book.


The intuition to be formalised is that, although ‘a book’ being an individual, its portioning by application of ‘chapter’ does not result (as it did happen when portioning ‘chair’) in the destruction or dismembering of the original individual (thus consequently in the loss of their properties. Instead, it seems that ‘chapter’ selects for some massive aspect of ‘book’ (namely its contents) thus preserving its properties at that respect, as it happens with regular portioning of masses.


Pustejovsky (op.cit.) conceives ‘book’ as a noun which is systematicaly polysemous between [object] and [information] ([text]); therefore it is represented as a dot object of type information(phys_obj-lcp where, roughly, properties of both physical objects and information are simultaneously available via inheritance. Consider its semantics in (33):

(33)

[a book
ARGSTR =
[ARG1 = x: text



ARG2 = y: phys_object(
QUALIA =
[FORMAL = hold (x,y)



TELIC = read (e, w, x)



AGENTIVE = write(e’, z, x)((
‘Chapter’ is to be represented as usual portions, i.e. (21) above, more specifically as a (more informative) subtype (34) which bears the added property of being non-AGENTIVE.  In general, portions are non-TELIC; that is, they do not specify a function of their own but they retain that of the mass of reference. The representational consequence is that the TELIC role of the portion is co-indexed to that of its deep argument. Besides, different to partitives such as ‘slice’, ‘chapter’ does not entail any specific means of obtention of the portion out of the whole. Therefore, in the case of ‘chapter’, in addition to the TELIC, as well the AGENTIVE is co-indexed to that of the complement.

(34)

[chapter
ARGSTR =
[ARG1 = x: individual


D-ARG1 = y: 
[mass





TELIC = [1(




AGENTIVE = [2((
QUALIA =
[FORMAL = chapter_of (x,y)



TELIC = [1(


AGENTIVE = [2(((
The dot-typing of ‘book’ gives access by inheritance to its mass typing (35) (cf. Pustejovsky, op. cit., § 8.3), thus allowing for regular unification and resulting in the desired structure for ‘chapter of a book’ (36).

(35)
book ( info(phys_obj ( info ( mass

(36)

[chapter of a book
ARGSTR =
[ARG1 = x: individual


D-ARG1 = [1(: 
[book






TELIC = read = [2(





AGENTIVE = write = [3(((
QUALIA =
[FORMAL = chapter_of (x, [1()



TELIC = [2(


AGENTIVE = [3(((
Notice in (33) that the variable which is bound in both the TELIC and the AGENTIVE roles of ‘book’ is that standing for ‘text’ —not that standing for ‘object’. Consequently, in ‘chapter of a book’, the TELIC and AGENTIVE roles also refer to ‘text’/’information’. This way, type coercion operations which apply to ‘a book’ (‘begin a book’ = begin to read/write a book–text) will also apply to ‘a chapter of a book’.


Representation of partitives other than portions can be set following the guidelines posed in this section, plus attending to specificities relative to selection of the type of the deep argument (see §4), and others. For instance, for group-element alternations: non-preservation of the TELIC role, and different subtype of CONSTITUTIVE relation —member_of instead of made_of. I will not discuss such cases here, now turning to the more special case of nouns which are systematically polysemic between objects and partitives, e.g. containers.

6. The case of containers

Nouns of containers are sistematically polysemous between two readings: the object (container) and the portion possibly contained in it (containee). In the cases where the noun is non-complemented but it is portion-denoting it must be assumed, as it is the rule with any partitive noun, that either the complement is ellided (because such information is retrievable from the context) or the partitive noun is referring anaphorically to the containee of reference. Let us consider the examples in (37). 

(37)
a. Toma, una copa [grasp/take/have-IMPERATIVE, a glass(

b. Rompe la copa [break the glass(

c. Rompe la copa de vino 


[break the glass of wine( (( ‘break the glass of wine’ / ‘break the wine glass’)


d. Un trozo de copa [a portion-fragment of glass(

e. Se derramó la copa [IMPERSONAL-PASSIVE spill-PAST the glass( 


f. Se derramó la copa de vino [IMPERS-PASSIVE spill-PAST the glass of wine( 


g. Termina la copa [finish-IMPERATIVE the glass( (( ‘finish your drink’)


h. Disfruta de la copa [enjoy of the glass( (( ‘enjoy the drink’)

(37a) is ambiguous between an object or a drink, while the rest of examples can only have one of the alternative readings, which is forced by the verb. So, romper (‘to break’) in (37b,c) imposes to copa the object reading, regardless that it happen to be complemented or not. In fact, copa de vino in (37c) is also ambiguous in another way: it may refer either to ‘a glass filled with wine’, or to ‘a glass usually used to contain wine’. The former is the usual case of partitive construction; in the latter case copa de vino is another kind of compound. But in both cases —more remarkably, for what involves the issues discussed here, in the former one— copa can only have an ‘object’ reading. Last, trozo in (37d) also forces copa to an ‘object’ interpretation since such partitive, as discussed above, is a predicate which selects for solid masses.


The other way round, derramar (‘to spill’) selects for liquids, therefore copa in (37e) and copa de vino in (37f) refer unambigously to the containee —which is explicit in (37f) but implicit in (37e). 


Finally, verbs in (37g,h) also force copa to some ‘containee’ interpretation, but with a remarkable implication: both terminar (‘to finish’) and disfrutar (‘to enjoy’), as discussed in Pustejovsky (op.cit.) and pointed out in previous sections, select for event internal arguments; therefore in such cases copa must receive a containee-TELIC interpretation, namely ‘to drink the glass (of wine)’.


Regular polisemies are formally represented in the GL framework by using LCPs (see §5). Using such a mechanism, I will represent containers as a container(containee_lcp, as in (38), thus resulting in an underspecified lexical entry in whose ARGUMENT STRUCTURE arguments of both the physical object and the contained stuff are represented. Consider the representation of copa in (38).

(38)

[copa
ARGSTR =
[ARG1 = x: object



ARG2
= y: 
[unbounded





QUALIA = TELIC = [1(((
QUALIA =
[container(containee_lcp 



FORMAL = contains(x,y)



CONST = glass(w)



TELIC = [1(((
Both arguments are related in the FORMAL quale by a containment predicate, which accounts for both the relational facet of copa and its relative-quantifier function —a ‘glass of something’ is the quantity of y contained in the object x.

Its CONSTITUTIVE role is that of the object —the stuff the object is made of. In this case, a reference to the containee (compare the representation for portions in §5) is not necessary since such kind of information is straightforwardly available from ARG2. This is due to the fact that containers are dot objects (both types are simultaneously available) not just monomorphic relational predicates as pure partitives of type portion are —where only one type, portion ( individual, is the true argument.


Finally, as well as in portions, the TELIC role is co-indexed to that of the mass of reference
.


So now consider the lexical entry for vino (‘wine’) in (39), which is the usual for mass nouns as described in §3:

(39)

[vino
ARGST =
[ARG1 = x: mass(
QUALIA =
[FORMAL = vino(x)(


TELIC = drink(..., x, ...)(
Co-composition of both (38) and (39) results in the representation for copa de vino (‘glass of wine’) in (40):

(40)

[copa de vino
ARGSTR =
[ARG1 = x: object



ARG2
= y: 
[vino





QUALIA = TELIC = drink(..., y, ...)((
QUALIA =
[FORMAL = contains(x,y)



CONST = glass(w)



TELIC = drink(..., y, ...)((
The effect is that structures (38) and (40) account for the cases in (37) in the following way:

– Selectional requirements of romper (‘break’; 37b,c) on the one hand, and derramar (‘spill’; 37e,f) on the other, are accomplished by respectively selecting ARG1 (the object) or ARG2 (the conteinee) in (38) or (40). In the case of (37e) the substance which is spilled is not overtly specified but existentially closed:

(x (y spill(e,y) ( unbounded(y) [... ( glass(x) ( contains (x,y)... (
– In the case of trozo (37d) the composition will proceed as explained in §5, that is by selecting the CONSTITUTIVE predicate, which is relative to the object —thus accounting for a fragment of a glass (object) to be a piece of glass (substance).

– Selectional restrictions of terminar (‘finish’) and disfrutar (‘enjoy’) (37g,h) are satisfied by type coercion of the type of the complement to that of its TELIC role: drink.

– Last, the ambiguity of (37a) resides in the ambiguity of the verb, tomar, which can be alternatively equivalent to ‘grasp’ or ‘ingest’. In any case, the corresponding sense will select for the appropriate argument of the complement —ARG1 (object), or ARG2 (the containee).
7. Final remarks
In Spanish and many other languages, individual entities can be referred not only by means of regular noun-headed sintagms but also by partitive constructions. The latter show a range of semantic properties which differ in many ways from those of the former. Specially, some of their compositional properties appear to be dependent not on the semantics of the head (the partitive) but on that of the complement (the noun denoting the whole of reference).


To account for that, in this work, the semantic representation of partitive constructions has been built by co-composition. Therefore, both the partitive and its NP-complement come to contribute in a balanced way to create a lexical structure for the compound which will result to be appropriate for further compositional operations in the same way than regular NPs do.


Moreover, the case of the nouns which are systematically polysemous between referential nouns and relational partitives is also accounted, using containers as the typical case. Such nouns are treated as LCPs, thus providing a single underspecified representation able to account in any case for the appropriate sense of the word in a range of possible contexts.


A crucial aspect in this account is the relevance of the role played by the constitutional quale. On the one hand, partitive constructions set a merological relation to the entitiy denoted by the embedded NP-complement (the ‘whole’); a relation which is entailed by the kind of partitive noun heading the phrase. On the other hand, the merological relationships of the whole itself result in many cases to be critical for the compositional process.


In the cases which have been worked out as typical examples, i.e. portions, such a constitutive relation is of type entity​​-stuff —namely, ‘made of’. This relation stands for the assumption that most entities are​​​​ or can be conceptualised by speakers as being made of some stuff. Besides, the classifica​tion of partitive nouns and pronouns which is provided in §4 above suggests that also the rest of basic merological schemata can be involved in the process: for instance, an element-multiplex relation should play a role in constructions such as ‘one of the Xs’ or ‘a group of Xs’. A complete account of the semantic properties of the rest of the types of partitives will be developed in further research.
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� Nevertheless, for ease of explanation, and given the fact that partitive constructions are quite similar in structure and conceptualisation in both languages, examples of English are generally used throughout the work.





�  A language spoken in Euskadi, a country in the North of Spain.





� (2a,c,d) are data from Thai (Allan, 1977); (2b) is Chinese (Lyons, 1977).





� Notice that some of them can, for instance containers as in 'break the cup'; but in this case 'cup' doesn't refer to a portion but to the object. §6 below is devoted to discuss this kind of polysemy.


�  In Climent (1998) I argue that any kind of merological linguistic information emerges from one of the following three basic schemata: component-entity (an entity composed of parts of different type), element-multiplicity (an entity composed of parts of the same type), and stuff-entity. Further subclassifications can be traced out from either the types of the part or the whole (e.g. member-group vs. member-aggregate; part-object vs. locative inclussion) or the number of merologic relations which hold (e.g. stuff-entity vs. ingredient-entity).





� By analogy with classifiers, a classification of semantic information conflated within partitives might be found in Allan (1977).





� For ease of exposition I use here those examples in English; the representation of ‘slice of cake’ is analogous to that of Spanish ‘trozo de pan’.





� This solution will still pose problems (in English) for dealing with ‘food’ readings such as those of (28). Consider ‘lamb’ (30a). Since ‘lamb_stuff’ stands for some flesh/meat concept, there is no precise ‘food’ information in its CONST predicate. Therefore selectional restrictions of verbs like ‘to eat’ are still not strictly fit. This is not a problem in Spanish, since one single word, carne, subsumes both senses —flesh and meat. Moreover, it is conventional in Spanish to regard any carne as potentially edible. Therefore, cordero (‘lamb’) and any other animal term will be selectable by ‘eating’ verbs via their CONSTITUTIVE role. 





� Indeed the object itself, e.g. ‘cup’, have a built-in function, that of containing something. Nevertheless this sort of information seems not to be relevant for compositional purposes; consequently, I only consider the TELIC role relative to the containee.
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Figure1: Type lattice




