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This paper examines the syntax of partitive constructions with superlatives in French and the 
realization of gender in constructions with an animate noun, and focuses on contexts that allow 
gender mismatches (la plus intelligente de mes gentils professeurs ‘the most intelligent of my 
kind professors’). We show that such mismatches are allowed in French superlative partitives 
that contain a default masculine noun. To account for the mismatches, we propose that the 
nouns involved have an unvalued gender feature that can be assigned a sex specification in 
the course of the derivation. For superlative partitives we propose that this specification takes 
place in a Gender Phrase in the outer DP. Furthermore, we show that quantified partitives (e.g. 
three of the books) behave differently from superlative partitives, a fact we try to explain in 
terms of  structural differences. We distinguish between partitives with an of-complement and 
 non-canonical partitives with an ‘among’-PP or a preposed ‘of’-phrase. We also claim that our 
data can provide further insight into the role of locality in semantic agreement: we compare 
superlative partitives to quantified partitives in terms of agreement, and suggest that the two 
types of partitives should be placed in different positions on an Agreement Hierarchy.

Keywords: Partitive; superlative; gender agreement; feature checking; locality; Agreement 
 Hierarchy; French

1 Introduction
Partitive constructions that are discussed in the literature are often introduced by a 
quantifier(‘threeofthebooks’),see,e.g.,Hoeksema(1996),Zamparelli(1998),Cardinaletti
&Giusti (2006;2016).However,partitive constructions canalsobe introducedbyan
ordinal(‘thefirstofhisbooks’)orasuperlative(‘thebestofhisbooks’).Onlyinthefirst
casedoesJackendoff’s (1977)PartitiveConstrainton thepresenceofadefinitedeter-
minerinthecomplementhavetoberespected(*‘manyofallbooks’).Withordinalsand
superlativesthecomplementcanbeintroducedby‘all’(‘thebestofallpossibleworlds’),
see,e.g.,Hoeksema(1996).Ordinalscanbeanalyzedasasubclassofsuperlatives(see,
e.g.,Barbiers2007).
Inthispaperweshowthatsuperlativepartitivesalsodifferfromquantifiedpartitivesin
thattheformermayallowinternalgendermismatcheswhereaswiththelatterthisisfor
mostnativespeakersofFrenchfarlessacceptable.Thispaperinvestigatesthesyntaxof
partitiveconstructionsinFrenchandfocusesontherealizationofgenderinconstructions
withananimatenoun,inboththe“outer”andthe“inner”DP,wheretheformerrepre-
sentsthesubsetandthelattertheset.Weshowthatthegendermismatchesmayoccur
whentheovertnounintheinnerDPisadefaultmasculinenoun.
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AccordingtoCardinaletti&Giusti(2006:§3.3.4)partitiveconstructionsintroducedby
aquantifiercanpresentmismatchesinnumber,butnotingender,asillustratedinthe
Frenchexample(1):

(1)	 une									/	*un													de	mes							filles
 one.f.sg/one.m.sgofmy.pl daughters.f.pl

Inthispaperweshowthatthisalsoholdswhentheovertnounisadefaultmasculine
noun.In(2)thesexoftheprofessorsisunspecified(seeSection2):

(2) un            /*une        de mes      anciens          professeurs
 one.m.sg/one.f.sgofmy.plformer.m.plprofessors.pl

AccordingtoPougeoise’sdictionaryofgrammaticaldifficulties inFrench(1998;under
theheading“superlative”),insuperlativepartitiveconstructions,thesuperlativehasto
agreeingenderwithitscomplement,asillustratedin(3):

(3) La										/*le												plus			jeune		de	mes					gentilles							filles																est	malade.
 the.f.sg/the.m.sg  mostyoungofmy.plsweet.f.pldaughters.f.plissick.sg
 ‘Theyoungestofmysweetdaughtersissick.’

Inthisexample,thedeterminer,la‘the.f.sg’,hastoagreeingenderwiththenouninthe
innerDP,thatis,filles‘girls’.Thatthisnounisfeminineisshownbythefeminineagree-
mentongentilles‘sweet’.Themasculinearticlele‘the.m.sg’wouldleadtoungrammatical-
ity.Additionaldata,however,showthatthegenderintheouterpartofthesuperlative
partitiveconstructiondoesnotalwaysmatchthegenderintheinnerpart:1

(4) La										/le													plus		jeune								de	mes					gentils							professeurs					est	malade.
 the.f.sg/the.m.sg   mostyoung.sgof my.plkind.m.plprofessors.plissick.sg
 ‘Theyoungestofmykindprofessorsissick.’

In(4),thedeterminerintheouterpartcanbefeminine, la ‘the.f.sg’, i.e. fail toagree
withthenounprofessor,whichis(default)masculineassuggestedbytheagreementon
the adjective gentils‘sweet’.2Ananalysisofthepartitiveconstructionsweareinterestedin
hastoaccountforthecontrastbetween(3)and(4),ontheonehand,andbetween(4)and
(2),ontheotherhand.Toexplainthefacts,wepartlybuildonIhsane&Sleeman(2016),
whodistinguishbetweenseveralnounclassesandproposeafeaturecheckinganalysisof
gendermismatches,whichwewilladjusttothemismatchesinsuperlativepartitivecon-
structions,whicharethetopicofthispaper.
Regardingthenounsinvolvedinthegendermismatchesweexamine,Ihsane&Sleeman
(2016)suggestthattheybelongtoanounclassthatdoesnothaveanygenderfeatureinits
structure,apropertythatresultsindefaultmorphology(Preminger2009;2011),andmore
preciselyinthemasculineintheinnerDP.Inthispaperwebuildonthisapproach,and
proposeastructuralaccountofthepossibilityofgendermismatchesinsuperlativepartitive
constructionsasopposedtotheirabsenceormarginalacceptabilityinquantifiedpartitives.
Besidesaccountingforthedifferencesbetweensuperlativepartitiveconstructionsand
quantifiedpartitiveswith respect togendermismatches,a theoryofpartitivity should

 1ThisexampleisourownbutsimilarexamplescanbefoundincorporaandontheInternet.Wesubmitted
mostofourexamplescontaininggendermismatchestoasmallgroupof8–10(Swiss)informants.Themis-
matchinsentencessuchas(4)isalsoacceptedbyoneofourreviewers,anativespeakerofFrench.

 2Theacceptability,according toour (Swiss) informants,of thegendermismatch in (i) suggests that seul 
‘only’hastobeanalyzedasasuperlativeandnotasaquantifier:

 (i) la													seule									de		mes	gentils									professeurs							qui			est	malade
  the.f.sgonly.f.sg ofmykind.m.plprofesseurs.plthatis sick.sg
  ‘theonlyoneofmykindprofessorswhoissick’
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addressfurtherissues,suchasthestructureofpartitiveconstructions,thepositionofthe
“set”generally introducedby ‘of’ in thestructure,andwhether thisconstituentdiffers
from‘among’-PPs.Inthispaperweshowthatourdataprovideevidenceforastructural
distinctionbetweenthosetypesofpartitiveconstructions(cf.Cardinaletti&Giusti2006).
Ifgendermismatchescanoccurinsidepartitiveconstructions,theyshouldbediscussed
inrelationtoageneraltheoryofsemanticgendermismatchessuchasCorbett’s(1979)
AgreementHierarchy.Thisiswhatwealsodointhispaper.
Thepaperisorganizedasfollows.InSection2,wedistinguishseveralanimatenoun
classes in French as they behave differently with regard to gender mismatches.  In
Section 3wepresentourstructuralanalysisofpartitiveconstructions.InSection4our
theoreticalassumptionsarepresented,followedbythestructuralanalysisofourgender
datainSection5.Section6placesourdatainthelightofCorbett’s(1979)Agreement
Hierarchy.Section7concludesthepaper.

2 Gender mismatches and noun classes
InthissectionwepresentthetypologyofanimatenounsinFrench,partlybasedonIhsane
&Sleeman(2016),thatweadopttoaccountforthemismatchesdiscussedinthispaper.
InFrench,bothinanimateandanimatenounshavegenderdistinctions,namelymas-
culine and feminine. However, whereas the gender of inanimate nouns is completely
arbitrary,inmostofthecasesgrammaticalgenderandsemanticgender,thatis,thesex
ofthereferentofthenoun,matchinanimatenouns.Matchingoccurswiththefollowing
threeclassesofnouns:

a) Suppletive	forms:	Thesearenounswithunrelatedmorphologicalforms.Themasculine
formreferstomalesandthefeminineformtofemales.Examplesarethefemininenoun
(une)	fille‘(a)girl’andthemasculinenoun(un)	garçon‘(a)boy’.

b)Stem	change:	Sexdifferencesmayalsobeexpressedbystemswithanalternatingsuffix:
animatenounsendinginthesuffix-teur,suchasle	directeur‘thedirector’,aremascu-
lineandrefertoamaleandnounsendinginthesuffix-trice(la	directrice)arefeminine
andrefertoafemale.Otherexamplesareprovidedbythepairsun	étudiant‘amalestu-
dent’versusune	étudiante‘afemalestudent’,un	chat versus une	chatte‘acat’,un	voisin 
versus une	voisine‘aneighbor’,un copain versus une copine‘amate’,un	lecteur versus 
une	lectrice‘areader’andun	héros versus une	héroïne‘ahero’.

c) Fixed	forms	with	article	change:	Sexdistinctionscanalsobeexpressedbythedeterminer
only, the formof thenounbeing the same in the twocases:un/une	enfant ‘achild
(masc./fem.)’, un/une	 secrétaire ‘a secretary’, un/une	 élève ‘a pupil’, un/une	 collègue	
‘a colleague’,andun/une camarade‘acomrade,afriend’.Thisclassalsoincludessome
professionnounsthatusedtobemasculineonly,butforwhichnowadaysthefeminine
form,expressedbythefemininearticle,isalsoacceptedwhentheyrefertofemales:
un/une professeur‘aprofessor,teacher’,un/une	mannequin‘afashionmodel’.3 

 Inadditiontothesethreeclassesofanimatenouns,inwhichgrammaticalandseman-
ticgenderconverge,therearealsoanumberofnounsinFrenchthat(may)presenta
mismatchingrammaticalandsemanticgender:

d)Forms	with	a	fixed	article:	TherearesomefemininenounsinFrenchthatmayreferboth
tomenandtowomen.Onesuchexampleisthenounla	sentinelle‘thesentinel’,which

 3Inadditiontotheseforms,theFrenchdictionaryLe	Petit	Robert(Rey-Debove&Rey2010)observesthatthe
variants une professeure and une	mannequinarenowadaysalsoacceptedinFrance.Forprofesseure Le Petit 
Robertadds:“followingtheuseinCanada”.Forashortsurveyofthehistoryoftheintroductionoffeminine
formsofprofessionnamesinCanada,Belgium,Switzerland,andFrance,wereferthereaderto,e.g.,Arbour
&deNayves(2014).Forsomeadditionalinformationonthephenomenonoffeminizationofprofession
nounsinFrance,seefn.8andVanCompernolle(2007).
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hasafixed(feminine)grammaticalgender,althoughit isgenerallyusedtoreferto
males.Otherexampleswouldbecanaille‘scoundrel’,personne‘person’,orvictime‘vic-
tim’.Amasculineanimatenounisle	léopard‘theleopard’,whichhasafixedmasculine
gender,althoughitisusedtoreferbothtomaleandfemaleanimals.

Aswasshownin(3),withclassa)nounstherecanbenogendermismatchesinpartitive
constructions.Thesameholdsforthenounsofclassd).Althoughsentinelsgenerallyrefer
tomen,syntacticallythenounis feminine.Léopard isamasculinenoun,evenwhenit
referstofemaleanimals.Inbothcasestherecanbenogendermismatchinthepartitive
construction:

(5) La											plus		grande				/*le												plus			grand							de	ces										sentinelles	
 the.f.sgmosttall.f.sg/  the.m.sgmosttall.m.sgofthese.plsentinels.f.pl
	 a				une	barbe.
 has a    beard
 ‘Thetallestofthesesentinelshasabeard.’

(6) Le												plus		 beau	/															*la											plus			belle																de	ces									
 the.m.sg mostbeautiful.m.sg/ the.f.sgmostbeautiful.f.sgofthese.pl
	 léopards											allaite		ses														petits.
 leopards.m.plfeedshis/her.plyoung
 ‘Themostbeautifuloftheseleopardsisfeedingheryoung.’

Gendermismatchesinpartitiveconstructionswithsuperlativesmayonlyoccurwithnouns
ofclassesb)andc).Thenounsoftheseclasseshaveamasculineformtorefertomales
andafeminineformtorefertofemales.Inclassb)thegenderdistinctionisexpressedby
meansofasuffix,andinclassc)bymeansofthearticle.Whenthefeminineformisused,
nomismatchesoccur:

(7) Voilà					la											plus		intelligente									/*le												plus		intelligent										  de	mes	
 there.isthe.f.sgmostintelligent.f.sg/*the.m.sgmostintelligent.m.sgofmy.pl
	 anciennes					étudiantes.
 former.f.plstudents.f.pl
 ‘Hereisthemostintelligentofmyformerfemalestudents.’

(8)	 La									/*le											plus		 jeune							 de	mes					gentilles					 enfants										est	malade.
 the.f.sg/the.m.sgmostyoung.sgofmy.plsweet.f.plchildren.f.plissick.sg

(9)	 la											plus			compétente									/*le													plus		compétent
 the.f.sgmostcompetent.f.sg/the.m.sgmostcompetent.m.sg
	 de	 mes						 anciennes					 professeurs
 ofmy.plformer.f.plprofessors.f.pl

However,themasculineformofthenounsofclassesb)andc)cangenerallyalsobeused
asadefaultmasculineform,whichleavesthesexofthereferentunspecified.Themascu-
lineformcanbeusedtorefertobothmalesandfemalesinthiscase:4

(10)	 Tout														étudiant											doit			faire			un	stage.
 every.m.sgstudent.m.sgmustdoaninternship

 4InIhsane&Sleeman(2016)wecreatedaspecialclassforexpositoryreasons,classe),forthedefaultmas-
culineuseoftheclassesb)andc)nouns.Sincetwoofthereviewersobservedthatthedistinctionofclasse)
leadstoconfusion,wedonotdistinguishitasaseparateclasshere.
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Butthedefaultmasculineformcanalsobeusedwhenthesexofthereferentisspecified
elsewhereinthesentenceorthediscourse:

(11) Mon									professeur										favori													était		Mme	Lagarde.
 my.m.sgprofessor.m.sgfavorite.m.sgwasMrs.Lagarde

InFrench,withclassesb)andc),masculinepluralisnotonlyusedwhenthepluralform
referstoagroupofmales,but,asdefaultmasculine,alsoifitreferstoamixedgroupof
malesandfemales.Thedefaultmasculinepluralformisalsousedwhenthesexofthe
referentsisleftunspecified.Inthesecases,mismatchesinthesuperlativepartitivecon-
structionmay,butdonothaveto,occur.5In(15),evenifthereisnogendermismatch,
both professeurs and le	plus	compétentcanrefertofemales:

(12)	 la												plus		intelligente										de		mes						anciens											élèves
 the.f.sgmostintelligent.f.sgofmy.plformer.m.plpupils.pl

(13)	 la												plus		compétente									de		mes						anciens										professeurs
 the.f.sgmostcompetent.f.sgofmy.plformer.m.plprofessors.pl

(14)	 la														plus		jeune								 de	 mes					excellents										secrétaires
 the.f.sg mostyoung.sgofmy.plexcellent.m.plsecretaries.pl

(15)	 le													plus   compétent												de		mes						anciens										professeurs
 the.m.sgmostcompetent.m.sgofmy.plformer.m.plprofessors.pl

IthastobenotedthattheremaybevariationamongnativespeakersofFrench,which
mayberegional.Therearespeakerswhoonlyaccept(9)or(15),butnot(13),whenrefer-
ringtoafemale.6Thesamemightholdfor(12).TherearealsonativespeakersofFrench
whoacceptgendermismatcheswithnounsofclassc),butnotwithnounsofclassb).
Thesespeakersaccept(13),butwithafemininearticleinthefirstpartofthesuperlative
partitiveconstructiontheyonlyaccept(16a)butnot(16b).7

(16) a.  la												plus		intelligente										de	mes					anciennes					étudiantes
   the.f.sgmostintelligent.f.sgofmy.plformer.f.plstudents.f.pl

 b. *?la												plus		intelligente										de	mes						anciens										étudiants
   the.f.sgmostintelligent.f.sgofmy.plformer.m.pl  students.pl

Ingeneraltheclassb)nouns,i.e.thesuffixednouns,arejudgedfarlessacceptablethan
theclassc)nounsbymostofourinformants.Notonlygendermismatchesinsuperlative
partitiveconstructionswithétudiantarenotacceptedbymostofourinformants;thisalso
holdsformismatcheswithclassb)nounssuchaschat	‘cat’anddirecteur‘director’:

(17) *?La											plus				jeune								de		mes						chats					est	malade.
 the.f.sgmostyoung.sgofmy.plcats.plissick.sg

(18) *?La										plus				jeune									de	nos						anciens										directeurs					
 the.f.sgmostyoung.sgofour.plformer.m.pldirectors.pl 
	 a				trouvé		un		nouvel			emploi.
 hasfoundanewjob

 5Examples (12)and(13)weresubmitted to the judgmentofasmallgroupofnativespeakersof (Swiss)
French,and(14)wasprovidedbyoneofthereviewers.

 6Oneofour(Swiss)informantsaccepts(13)onlyiftheprofessorsareallfemale.
 7Oneofthereviewersofthispaperandhis/herinformantsacceptboth(13)and(16b),justlikesomeof
ourinformants,whilethesecondauthorofthispaper,anativespeakerof(Swiss)French,andmostofour
(Swiss)informantsonlyaccept(13).



Sleeman and Ihsane: Gender mismatches in partitive constructions with 
superlatives in French

Art. 35, page 6 of 25  

Asfortheclassc)nouns,gendermismatchesarenotonlyacceptedbyourinformants
with profession nouns that used to bemasculine only, such as professeur, butwhich
arenowadaysalsousedasfemininenouns.Theyarealsoacceptedwithclassc)nouns
thathavealwaysbeenusedforbothgenderssuchasun/une	élève‘apupil’.8Oneofour
informantsdoesnotacceptagendermismatch ina superlativepartitiveconstruction
containingtheclassc)nounenfant ‘child’, judgingthefeminineuseofthisnounout-
dated,andthereforeonlyacceptsthedefaultmasculineformintheinnerandouterDP
torefertoafemale.Despitethevariationamongnativespeakers,thefactthatgender
mismatchesarepossibleinsuperlativepartitiveconstructionsshouldbeexplainedbya
theoryofgender.
Wehaveshownthatgendermismatchesinsuperlativepartitiveconstructionsdonot
occurwithnounsofclassesa)andd).Withnounsofclassesb)andc) theymayonly
occurifthenounisusedinitsdefaultmasculineform.InSection5weproposeatheo-
reticalanalysis thatcaptures thedifferences.Firstwediscuss thestructureofpartitive
constructions.

3 The structure of partitive constructions
Whetherpartitiveconstructionsinvolveoneortwonounsisdebatedinthelitera-
ture. The argumentation hasmostly been based on quantified partitive construc-
tions.Oneanalysisadoptingthe formerpositionhasbeenproposedforFrenchby
Kupferman (1999). In his account, the partitive construction is analyzed as aDP
selected by a quantificational head, as in (19)–(20). Similar analyses have been
proposed in the literature, the difference being that the partitive complement is
analyzedasaPPoraKPinsteadofaDP(seee.g.Abney1986;Battye1991;Mallén
1992;andLópez2000).

(19) Partitive
 [QPbeaucoup[Q° de [DPmeslivres]]]
 ‘manyofmybooks’

(20) [QP trois [Q° de [DPmeslivres]]]
 ‘threeofmybooks’

InKupferman’sanalysis,thepartitiveconstructionminimallydiffersfromthequantitative
construction,inwhichQ°selectsanNPinsteadofaDP:

(21)	 Quantitative
 [QPbeaucoup[Q° de [NPlivres]]]
 ‘manybooks’

 8InFrench,severalnounsreferringtoprofessions that, in thepast,wereassociatedwithmen,received,
accordingly,themasculinegender.Amongthesearenounssuchasle	professeur‘the.mprofessor,teacher’,
le	 médecin ‘the.m doctor’, le	 juge ‘the.m judge’. Later, when professions could also be associatedwith
women,theseprofessionsremainedmasculinenouns,eveniftheyreferredtowomen.InFrance,laterthan
inotherfrancophonecommunitiessuchasQuebec,thissituationchangedattheendofthe20thcentury
(see,e.g.,Houdebine2000;Baudino2001).In1984thecommissionRoudyproposestoaddthesuffix–e to 
somemasculineprofessionnouns,suchasprofesseur,ortousethefemininearticleincasessuchasmédecin,
whentheyrefertowomen.ButtheAcadémiefrançaise,theinstitutionthatcontrolsthemaintenanceofthe
qualityoftheFrenchlanguage,keepsobservingthatinFrenchthemasculinegenderfortheseprofessions
servesasaneutergender.Inthepresentsituation,SpanishandItalian,incontrast,donothaveneutergen-
derfor(singular)professionnouns.Onlyin1999areofficialproposalsmadewithrespecttothefeminine
formof,traditionally,masculineprofessionnounsinFrance.TheseproposalsweremadebytheFrench
institutionINALF(InstitutNationaldelaLangueFrançaise,or‘NationalInstituteoftheFrenchLanguage’)
underthedirectionofBernardCerquiglini.Thishasacceleratedthefeminizationofprofessionnounsin,
e.g.,thepress.
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(22) [QP trois [Q° [NPlivres]]]
 ‘threebooks’

FollowingMilner(1978),Sleeman&Kester(2002)argueagainsta‘onenoun’analysis.
Theyshowthatthepartitiveandthequantitativeconstructionsbehavedifferentlyw.r.t.
agreement.Whereasthepartitiveconstructioncanpresentanumbermismatch,thequan-
titativeconstructioncannot:

(23) a. une          de  mes      soeurs
  one.f.sgofmy.plsisters.f.pl

 b. une          soeur        /*une          soeurs
  one.f.sgsister.f.sg/one.f.sgsisters.f.pl

Sleeman&Kesterfurthermoreshowthattherearealsodifferenceswithrespecttosubject
agreementwiththeverb.Inthepartitiveconstructiontheverbalwaysagreeswiththe
quantifier(24),whereasinthequantitativeconstructiontheverbmayalsoagreewiththe
nounintheinnerDP(25)(Doetjes&Rooryck2000):

(24) Un	de	mes	livres	a	été	retrouvé	par	Paul.
 ‘OneofmybookshasbeenfoundbackbyPaul.’

(25) Une	foule	d’étudiants	se	sont	succédé.
 ‘Acrowdofstudentshavecomeinoneaftertheother.’

Someauthorsconsiderthatthestructureofquantifiedpartitivesisheadedbyanempty
element,i.e.partitivescontaintwonouns(Jackendoff1977;Milner1978;Cardinaletti&
Giusti2006),apositionadoptedhere(seealsoIhsane2008).9 
Anotherargumentput forthbySleeman&Kester,whichhasalsobeenadvancedby
Cardinaletti&Giusti (2006), is providedbydata such as the following (Milner1978;
Corblin1995):

(26) Quatre	(peintures)	de	celles	qui	avaient	été	volées	ont	été	retrouvées.
 ‘Fourpaintingsofthosethathadbeenstolenhavebeenfoundback.’

IftheinnerDPdoesnotcontainalexicalnounitself,thequantityelementcanoptionally
befollowedbyalexicalnoun(peintures‘paintings’)insteadoftheemptycategory.
ThepositionofthepartitivePP,i.e.theinnerDPgenerallyintroducedbyof/de,inside
thepartitiveconstructionisdebatedintheliterature(complementofthequantityelement:
Milner1978;complementoftheemptyN:Jackendoff1977;Abney1987;Cardinaletti&
Giusti1992;specifierofafunctionalprojection:Cardinaletti&Giusti2006;Ihsane2008).
Zamparelli (1998)proposes that thequantifier takesanaResiduePhrase (RP)as its
complement,with ‘of’ as its head.10 The overt noun phrase in the second part of the

 9Others,suchasMartí-Girbau(2003;2010),argueagainstsuchalineofresearch.Martí-Girbau(1999;2010)
proposesapredicate inversionanalysis inwhich thequantifieroriginatesas thepredicate.This typeof
analysisiscriticizedbySleeman&Kester(2002).Kupferman(1999)andZribi-Hertz(2003)arealsoamong
thosewhodonotadoptastructurewithanemptyelement.

 10ZamparellibuildsonChierchia’s(1998)work.Forquantifiedpartitives,Chierchiaproposes(i)andforbare
partitives(ii)(forananalysisofbarepartitives,seealsoZamparelli2008,andIhsane2008forFrench):

 (i) [DP [Dalcuni][NP [N 0[+part]][PP di [DPifolletti]]]]
  someofthegoblins

 (ii) [DP [D deij      ][NP [N tj             ][PP tj  [DP tjfolletti]]]]

   art.ind.plgoblins

0[+part] in (i) is an empty relational noun. It is responsible for the partitive meaning and selects an
obligatorilydefiniteDP.
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partitiveconstructionisthecomplementof‘of’.InZamparelli’sanalysis,representedina
simplifiedformhere,thenouniscopiedtothespecifierpositionofRP,whereitremains
unpronounced:

(27) two[RP friends [R° of [DPhisfriends]]]

Asimilaranalysis isproposedbySleeman&Kester. In thespiritofKayne(1994)and
buildingonHulk&Tellier’s(2000)analysisofpossessiveconstructions,Sleeman&Kester
proposeabasestructureasin(28a)forFrenchquantifiedpartitiveconstructions,inwhich
eisanemptynounmovingtothespecifierofFP,anunspecifiedfunctionalprojection,as
in(28b).11,12MovementoftheemptyprepositiontotheheadofFPleadstoitsspell-out
as‘of’,see(28c).

(28) a. deux[FPF°[PP eP°sesamis]]
  two  hisfriends

 b. deux[FP eiF°[PP tiP°sesamis]]

 c. [QPdeux[FP ei  dej [PP ti tj [DPsesamis]]]]
  ‘twoofhisfriends’

Acomparablespell-outstructure,withDPrepresentinganemptynoun,isproposedby
Cardinaletti&Giusti(2016):

(29) a. [QPDP[Q’Q(PP)]]
 b. [qP [q’ Qi [QPDP[Q’  ti(PP)]]]]

Thequestionofthepresenceofoneortwonounsarisesnotonlyforpartitiveconstruc-
tionsintroducedbyaquantifier,butalsoforthesuperlativepartitiveconstruction.That
superlativeconstructionsdoinvolveanemptynounissuggestedby (30)(Matushansky
2008:39):13

(30) a. Quelle		maison								est	la												plus	à		gauche?
  whichhouse.f.sgisthe.f.sgcmptoleft
  ‘Whichhouseistheleftmost?’

 b. Quel			bâtiment											est	le																plus	à	gauche?
  whichbuilding.m.sgisthe.m.sgcmptoleft
  ‘Whichbuildingistheleftmost?’

In(30),thereisonlyonepossiblesourceofgenderonthearticleinthepredicate,namely
thenullheadnoun.ThePrepositionalPhrasecannotplayarolehereasitdoesnotinflect
forgender.Furthermore,asthisnullelementisanaphoric,Matushanskyproposes(2008:
55)thatitisanNP-pronoun(cf.Sleeman1993;1996;Lobeck1995,andothersonNP-
ellipsis).Thispronounispartofthespineofthestructure,aswellasthedefinitearticle.
Thisnullnounisoneofthetwonounsinsuperlativepartitiveconstructions.

 11Whereasweareconcernedwithgendermismatches in superlativepartitiveconstructions in thispaper,
Hulk&Tellier(2000)analyzegendermismatchesinqualitativeconstructions(seealso,e.g.,Milner1978)
suchas:

 (i) Ton		phénomène										de		fille												est		distrait*(e).
  yourphenomenon.mofdaughter.fisabsent-minded.f/*m

 (ii) Ce				bijou							d’église								romane					a				été				reconstruit(*e).
  thatjewel.mofroman.fchurch.fhasbeenrebuilt.m/*f 
12MovementoftheprepositionhasbeenproposedbyChierchia(1998)forbarepartitives,cf.fn.10,andhas
beenadoptedbyZamparelli(2008).

 13Intheglosses,“cmp”standsfor“comparative”.
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Anotherargumentinfavorofa“twonoun”-analysis isprovidedbysuperlativepar-
titivescontainingapronoun in the innerDP insteadofanovertnoun.Justas in the
quantifiedpartitiveconstructionin(26),theremaybeanovertnounintheouterDPin
thiscase:

(31)  ?La	plus	belle	(peinture)	de	celles	qui	avaient	été	volées	a	été	retrouvée.
 ‘Thenicestpaintingofthosethathadbeenstolenhasbeenfoundback.’

Weassumethat,justasinthequantifiedpartitiveconstruction,theemptynounisthe
resultofcopyingtheovertnounintheinnerDP,followedbydeletion/non-pronunciation,
asinZamparelli’sanalysis,orasinSleeman&Kester’sanalysis,underthecopytheoryof
movement:

(32) [DPle [DegPplus[FPintelligentFo [FP  ami  de [PP te  tde  [DPsesamis]]]
 ‘themostintelligentofhisfriends’

Thatthefirstnounisacopyofthesecondnounissuggestedbythefactthattwodifferent
nounsarenotpossible,neitherinthequantifiedpartitiveconstructionnorinthesuperla-
tivepartitiveconstruction:

(33) a.*un	garçon	de		mes	étudiants
  aboyofmystudents

 b.*le			plus			jeune		garçon	de	mes	étudiants
  themostyoungboyofmystudents

Ifthefirstnounisacopyofthesecondnoun,thisexplainsgenderagreementinquantified
partitiveconstructionsandsuperlativepartitiveconstructions.14Whatwepropose,isthat
in(34)itistheemptynounewhichdeterminesthegenderoftheouterDP.However,as
thiselementrepresents/copiesthelexicalnounintheinnerDP,itmeansthattheagree-
mentpatternswecanobservedependonthegenderpropertiesoftheinnerN.

(34) a. Une								/*un										e		de	mes						gentilles						filles																	est	malade.
  one.f.sg/one.m.sgofmy.plsweet.f.pldaughters.f.plissick.sg

 b. La										/*le												plus		 jeune						e		de	mes						gentilles							filles					
  the.f.sg/the.m.sgmostyoung.sgofmy.plsweet.f.pldaughters.f.pl
  est	malade.
  issick.sg

(35) a. Une								/*un											e		de	ces										sentinelles								anglaises						a				une		barbe.
  one.f.sg/ one.m.sgofthese.plsentinels.f.plEnglish.f.plhasa beard

 b. La										/*le												plus		jeune		e						de		ces								sentinelles								a				une	barbe.
  the.f.sg/the.m.sgmostyoung.sgofthese.plsentinels.f.pl has a    beard

Theanimatenounsintheseexamplesareaclassa)(suppletive	forms)andaclassd)noun(forms 
with	a	fixed	article),respectively.Aswealreadyshowed,withthesenounclassesgenderagree-
mentinpartitiveconstructionsiscompulsory.Thisalsoholdsforthenounsoftheclassesb)
(stem	change)andc)(fixed	forms	with	article	change)whentheyarespecifiedforgender.Gender
mismatchesmay,butdonothaveto,occurwithnounsoftheclassesb)andc)whentheyare
usedasdefaultmasculinenouns.Thismayonlyhappeninthesuperlativepartitiveconstruc-
tion(36)butisunacceptableordowngradedinthequantifiedpartitiveconstruction(37).15 In 

 14Foranaccountofthenumbermismatch,seeZamparelli(1998:11).
 15PartitiveconstructionsmayalsobeintroducedbyademonstrativepronouninFrenchor‘theone’inEnglish.
Barker(1998)andSleeman(2006)attempttoaccountforthefactthatwiththesepronounsthePPalone
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thequantifiedpartitiveconstructionthereareonlytwooptions:eitherthedefaultmasculine
formofthenounisusedtorefertoafemaleorthefeminineformisused,asin(38).Thatélèves 
‘pupils’isfeminineinthisexampleissupportedbytheagreementontheadjectiveanciennes 
‘former’.

(36)	 La									/le											plus		jeune							de	mes				anciens								élèves										a				trouvé	un
 the.f.sg/the.m.sg  mostyoung.sgofmy.plformer.m.plpupils.m.pl has found   a
 emploi.
 job

(37)  *Une	/									un												de	mes						anciens														élèves								a				trouvé	un	emploi.
 one.f.sg/one.m.sgofmy.plformer.m.plpupils.pl has found a   job

(38)	 Une									de	mes						anciennes					élèves										a				trouvé		un		emploi.
 one.f.sgofmy.plformer.f.plpupils.f.plhasfounda   job

InSection5weproposeatheoreticalanalysisofthepossibilityofgendermismatchesin
thesuperlativepartitiveconstruction.
Accordingtoourinformants,theacceptabilityofagendermismatchinthequantified
partitiveconstructionseemstoincreaseifan ‘among’-partitive,whichcanalsobepre-
posed,isused.Cardinaletti&Giusti(2006)arguethatpreposed‘of’-phrasesbehavelike
‘among’-phrasesincertainrespects.16

(39)  *Une								de		mes					anciens										professeurs							a				déménagé.
 one.f.sgofmy.plformer.m.plprofessors.plhasmoved

(40)  *Une									de		mes							grands															enfants							est			malade.
 one.f.sgofmy.plgrown.up.m.plchildren.plissick.sg

(41)  *Une									de	nos						anciens										directeurs						a				démissionné.
 one.f.sgofour.plformer.m.pldirectors.plhasresigned

(42)  ?Parmi				mes							anciens									professeurs,					seulement	une									est	devenue
 amongmy.plformer.m.plprofessors.plonlyone.f.sgisbecome
 doyenne.
 dean.f.sg

(43)	 Certaines				parmi			mes					anciens										professeurs						ont					fait			la			grève.
 some.f.plamongmy.plformer.m.plprofessors.plhavedonethestrike

isnotsufficient(‘theAnti-UniquenessConstraint’),buthastobeaccompaniedbyarelativeclause.Our
informantsfindagendermismatchinthisconstructionmoreacceptablethaninaquantifiedpartitivecon-
struction,butnotsoacceptableasinasuperlativepartitiveconstruction:

 (i)?/??Celle													 de		mes						grands															enfants									qui			joue	  du							piano				est		malade.
   the.one.f.sgofmy.plgrown.up.m.plchildren.plthatplaysof.thepianoissick.sg

 (ii) *Une									de		mes						grands															enfants									est		malade.
   one.f.sgofmy.plgrown.up.m.plchildren.plissick.sg

 (iii)  La												plus				grande					de		mes							gentils									enfants								est		malade.
   the.f.sgmostold.f.sgofmy.plsweet.m.plchildren.plissick.sg
 16Itmightbethecasethatthechoiceofthequantifierinfluencestheacceptabilityofthegendermismatch.
Withcertains‘several’ourinformantsaremorereadytoacceptagendermismatchthanwithun‘one’.Why
thisissoshouldbeinvestigated.

 (i) ?Certaines				de		ses													anciens										professeurs						ont				fait			la			grève.
   some.f.plofhis/her.plformer.m.plprofessors.plhavedonethestrike
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(44)  ?De	mes							anciens										professeurs,					seulement			une										est		devenue	
 ofmy.plformer.m.plprofessors.plonlyone.f.sgisbecome
 doyenne.
 dean.f.sg

Toaccountforthedatain(42)–(44),weproposethattheemptynounintheseexamples
differs from the one in the canonical ‘of’-partitives in (39)–(41) (recall the discussion
of(33)–(35)),asitisnotacopyofalowerN,butanindependentnountakenfromthe
Lexicon,whichis,inthiscase,empty.Supportforthisanalysiscomesfromthefactthat
twodifferentfulllexicalnouns(e.g.enfants‘children’andgarçons	‘boys’)couldbeusedin
theseconstructions:

(45) De	tous								ces										enfants,							seulement		deux			garçons					ont				été				malades.
 ofall.m.plthese.plchildren.plonlytwoboys.m.plhavebeensick.pl

Thegenderoftheemptynouninexamples like(42)–(44) ishenceindependentofthe
genderofanotherN, inparticularof thenoun in theamong-PPor thepreposedof-PP 
(professeursin(42)–(44)).Suchananalysiswouldaccountforthedifferentagreementpat-
ternsincanonicalpartitivesandothertypesofpartitives(‘among’-partitivesandpreposed
‘of’-partitives).17Forcanonicalpartitivesweassumethattheemptynounisadeletedor
non-pronouncedcopyoftheovertnounintheinnerDP(recall(32)).
In this sectionwehavedefendeda “twonoun”analysis forboth typesofpartitives,
quantifiedandsuperlativepartitives.InSection5wewillproposeanaccountofthediffer-
entbehaviorofthetwotypesofpartitiveconstructionsw.r.t.gendermismatches.18First
wepresentourtheoreticalassumptions.

4 Theoretical assumptions
Inouranalysisofgender,wemakethe followingassumptions, likeKramer(2009) for
Amharic andAtkinson (2015) for French (see also Ihsane&Sleeman2016). First,we
adoptPesetsky&Torrego’s(2007)conceptionofAgree,namelythatbothinterpretable
anduninterpretable featurescanbevaluedorunvalued.The reason is that inFrench,
grammatical gender on, e.g., inanimate nouns, is clearly uninterpretable and valued,
which is problematic for the standardMinimalist assumptions (Chomsky 1995; 2000;
2001).ThiscontrastswithChomsky’sAgree(2000;2001)asitmeansthatinterpretability
andvaluationareindependent,inthesensethatanuninterpretablefeatureisnotneces-
sarilyunvalued(Pesetsky&Torrego2007).

17For ‘among’-partitives and preposed ‘of’-partitives introduced by a superlative,we also suggest that the
emptynounisnotacopyoftheovertnouninthestructurebutisanindependentnountakenfromthe
Lexicon.Thisindependentnounmaybeanemptynounorafulllexicalnoun:

 (i) De	tous								mes						enfants,								seule								 ma										plus		jeune									fille																	est		malade.
  ofall.m.plmy.plchildren.plonly.f.sgmy.f.sgmostyoung.sgdaughter.f.sg issick.sg

Thisaccountsforthefactthatourinformants,mostofwhomdonotacceptagendermismatchwithétudiants 
inacanonicalsuperlative‘of’-partitive,asin(16b),findthemismatchfarmoreacceptableinnon-canonical
superlativepartitiveconstructions:

 (i)   ?La												plus		intelligente										parmi				mes					anciens										étudiants						est		malade.
  the.f.sgmostintelligent.f.sgamongmy.plformer.m.plstudents.plissick.sg

 (ii)?De	tous								mes						étudiants,					la												plus		intelligente										est		malade.
  ofall.m.pl  my.plstudents.plthe.f.sgmostintelligent.f.sgissick.sg
 18AsnoticedintheIntroduction,superlativepartitivesdifferfromquantifiedpartitivesinnotobeyingthe
PartitiveConstraint.Itistemptingtotrytorelatethedifferencew.r.t.gendermismatchestothedifferent
behaviorw.r.t.thePartitiveConstraint.Inthispaperwewillnottrytodoso.Abbott(1996)arguesagainst
thePartitiveConstraint,claimingthatexamplesthataregivenintheliteraturetosupportthePartitiveCon-
straintaredowngradedforpragmaticreasons,andnotforsemanticreasons,asisgenerallyassumed(e.g.
byBarwise&Cooper1981).



Sleeman and Ihsane: Gender mismatches in partitive constructions with 
superlatives in French

Art. 35, page 12 of 25  

Second,weassumethatgrammaticalandsemanticgendershouldbedifferentiated
andrepresentedintwoprojectionsofthenominalstructure,byafeature[+/–fem].19 
The reason is that in French semantic gender (sex) and grammatical gender do not
necessarily go hand in hand, as shown by (35b) and (11): in the former, the noun 
sentinelles ‘sentinels’ is feminine (cf. agreement on the adjective), although sentinels
generallyrefertomen,i.e.tomalereferents.Inthelatter,agreementwithprofesseur 
‘professor,teacher’takesthemasculineform,althoughprofesseurreferstoawomanin
thisexample.
Third,we followLegate (2002),whoproposes thatuninterpretable features can
bedeletedinaglobalfashion,andthatAgreedealswithunvaluedfeaturesbefore
thederivationissenttotheinterfaces.ThereasonforassumingthatAgreedepends
solely on valuation is that the grammatical gender feature,which is uninterpret-
able,doesnotalwaysco-occurwithan interpretable semanticgender feature: for
example, inanimates,which lack sex features, have anuninterpretable grammati-
calgenderfeaturethatshouldcausethederivationtocrash,contrarytofact.This
assumption contrastswith the standard assumptions of theMinimalist framework
accordingtowhichanuninterpretablefeaturemustbecheckedbyitsinterpretable
counterpart.
Related to the second assumption and building on the analysis proposed in Ihsane
& Sleeman (2016),we consider that animate nouns have a grammatical gender fea-
ture[+/–fem]onN(exceptforonetypeofnouns,aswillbeseenbelow)andencode
semanticgenderinaGenderPhrase(GenP)betweenNPandDP.20Postulatingafunc-
tionalprojectionGenPinthenominalstructureisjustified,becausesemanticgenderis
interpretable,incontrasttogrammaticalgender(see,e.g.,Alexiadou2004,referringto
Chomsky1995;2001).GenPplaysanimportantroleinouranalysisbecauseitsproper-
tiesallowustoaccountforourgenderdata.Genreceivesitsvaluefromthegrammati-
calgenderonN;semanticandgrammaticalgendermatchwhenthefeatureonGenis
interpretable:

(46) Classesa),b),c):le	garçon‘theboy’(masc.);le	chat‘themalecat’;le	secrétaire 
‘themalesecretary’

 

With nouns such as sentinelle ‘sentinel’, semantic and grammatical gender do not
necessarily match because the Gen feature is uninterpretable, that is, the infor-
mation about the sex of the referent is not accessible: the semantic gender may

 19Inhisstudyofgendermismatchesunderellipsis,Merchant(2014)alsoassumesthatsyntacticgenderand
semanticgendermustbedistinguished.

 20Weconsiderthatsexandanimacygotogether,althoughitmightbeasimplification.ThepresenceofGenP
isrestrictedtothestructureofanimatenouns.Inotherwords,inanimatenounsdonothavethisprojection
intheirstructure.InthisrespectouruseofGenPdiffersfromPicallo’s(1991)andalsofromBernstein’s
(1993)andHarris’(1991)useoftheWordMarkerPhrase.
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notmatchthegrammaticalgender,withouthavinganysyntacticconsequences(cf.
Percus2011):21

(47) 

Theuninterpretablefeaturethatisvaluedin(47)meansthatthefeatureinGenwhich
representssemanticgendercannotbeinterpretedassuch.Still,thefeatureispresent
andreceivesthevalueofthefeatureonN,representinggrammaticalgender.Theresult
is that it is grammatical gender that surfaces inside theDP, hiding the information
aboutsemanticgender.In(46)incontrast,thefeatureinGenisinterpretedassemantic
gender.Asitgets itsvaluefromthefeatureonN,semanticandgrammaticalgender
mustmatch.
Inpartitiveconstructions,thegendervalueofN, i.e.[+/–fem,]istransmittedtothe
outerDPviathecopiednoun(seesection3)ascanbeseenin(48a–b).

(48) a. la										/*le													plus			jeune				fille		de		mes					gentilles								filles
  the.f.sg/the.m.sgmostyoungofmy.plsweet.f.pldaughters.f.pl
 b. la										/*le													plus			jeune		sentinelle		de	ces										sentinelles
  the.f.sg/the.m.sgmostyoungofthese.plsentinels.f.pl

In(48),nogendermismatchesbetweenthetwoDPsarepossible:inaandb,theouterD
is[+fem],likethenounintheinnerDP,astheobligatorinessofthefemininearticlela 
attests.
Aswehaveshown,someothernouns,however,allowgendermismatchesinpartitive
constructions,seethecontrastbetween(49a)and(49b).Suchmismatchesare,however,
notalwayspossible,as(50)repeatedfrom(8)shows.

(49) a. Le													plus			jeune		de	mes						gentils										enfants								est		malade.
  the.m.sgmostyoungofmy.plsweet.m.plchildren.plissick.sg
 b. La											plus			jeune		de	mes						gentils									enfants								est			malade.
  the.f.sgmostyoungofmy.plsweet.m.plchildren.plissick.sg

(50)	 La										/*le													plus			jeune			de	mes						gentilles						enfants											est	malade.
 the.f.sg/the.m.sgmostyoungofmy.plsweet.f.plchildren.f.plissick.sg

In(49a),agreementongentils‘sweet’suggeststhatenfants‘children’ismasculine.How-
ever,thearticleintheouterDPofthepartitivestructuremaybefeminine,asshownin
(49b).In(50),incontrast,enfants‘children’isusedasafemininenoun,astheagreement
on gentilles‘sweet’shows.Inthiscase,thearticleintheouterDPhastomatchthegender
ofthenounintheinnerDPandnomismatchispossible.
Toaccountforgendermismatches,weproposeinIhsane&Sleeman(2016)thatnouns

such as enfant‘child’arepolysemous,inthattheymayhavea[+/–fem]genderfeature

 21ThepresenceofGenPaboveNinthestructureofanimatenounsisparticularlyjustifiedbynounssuchas
sentinelle,forwhichthereisamismatchingrammaticalandsemanticgender.Thismismatchisexpressed,
inouranalysis,byanuninterpretablefeatureinGenP.
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onNlikeothernouns(e.g.filles ‘girls’ in(48a)),ornospecifiedgender feature,when
usedinthedefaultsense,asin(49b).Theconsequenceisthatgendermismatcheswith
suchnounsarepossiblewhenthereisnogenderspecificationonNbutnotwhenNhasa
[+/–fem]feature.Thelattercaseisanalogousto(48a–b)inthesensethatthegrammati-
calgenderfeatureonNistransmittedtotheouterDPviathecopiednoun.Intheformer
case,whengenderisnotspecifiedinsidetheinnerDP,thegenderfeatureontheprobes
remainsunvaluedandAgreefails(FailedAgreeàlaPreminger2009;2011).Thisresults
indefaultgender,whichis,inFrench,masculine.
Inhiswork,PremingershowsthatafailedAgreerelationdoesnotnecessarilyresult
in ungrammaticality. He reports examples from Icelandic where Agree is blocked
by interventionas in (51) (Holmberg&Hróarsdóttir2003),and focussesonBasque
(Etxepare2006).

(51) (Holmberg&Hróarsdóttir2003:12;quotedinPreminger2009)
	 Það			virðist/			*virðast				einhverjum	manni           [hestarnir																vera		seinir].
 explseem.sg/*seem.plsomeman.sg.datthe.horses.pl.nombeslow
 ‘Amanfindsthehorsesslow.’

In(51),theagreementbetweentheverbvirðist‘seem.sg’andthepluralsubjecthestarnir 
‘the.horses.pl.nom’ is blocked by a dative experiencer einhverjum	 manni ‘some man.
sg.dat’Thisdoesnotresultinungrammaticalitybutinthedefault(i.e.singular)ofthe
verbform.Premingerobservesthatthisisnotsurprisingas‘agreementisessentiallyafea-
ture-valuationrelation;thus,ifitfailsforsomereason,thosefeaturesonthehostwhich
weresupposedtobevaluedbythetargetnounphrasearenotvalued,retainingtheirpre-
existingordefaultvalues.’(Preminger1998:4–5).InIhsane&Sleeman(2016)weextend
thisanalysistoatypeofanimateDPsinFrench,andsuggestthatwhenthegenderfeature
onDremainsunvalued,defaultmasculineresults.Asthishappensinaphase,thewhole
DPisdefaultmasculine.
Astructuralrepresentationoftheenfant-typeofnoun,whichhasanunspecifiedgender
feature,afterFailedAgree, isprovidedbelow.22  If the noun enfant isnotspecifiedfor
grammaticalgender,itssemanticgenderalsoremainsunvalued,i.e.unspecified.23Failed
AgreeresultsinthedefaultmasculineformoftheadjectivegentilsintheinnerDP.After
copyingoftheunspecifiednountotheouterDP,FailedAgreeleadstodefaultmasculine
spell-outofthedeterminerlein(49a).

(52)

 22Onlytheprojectionsrelevantforourdiscussionarerepresented.Wedonotexcludethepresenceofe.g.nP
orNumP.Thelattermightbenecessarytoaccountforthemismatchinnumberbetweentheovertnounand
thecopiednouninexamplessuchasla	plus	jeune	de	mes	filles‘theyoungestofmydaughters’.

 23Thenounenfants‘children’in(49a)couldalsobespecifiedforgrammaticalgender,i.e.[–fem];withoutany
context,itisdifficulttoknowwhichofthetwosituationswearedealingwith.The[–fem]featurewould
thenbetransmittedtotheouterD(le),viatheempty/deletednoun.In(49b),however,enfant can only be 
unspecifiedforgrammaticalgender.Ifitwere[+fem],theadjectivegentils‘sweet’wouldhavetobefemi-
nine,too,andifitwere[–fem],theouterDwouldhavetobemasculine,i.e.le.
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A crucial element of the analysis presented above is that animate nouns in French cannot 
be treated on a par when it comes to gender. Several classes have to be distinguished. In 
particular, we have associated the gender mismatches we are investigating to the enfant-
type, i.e. nouns that can have a masculine, a feminine, and a default masculine realization 
(also professeur ‘professor’).  In the next section we present our analysis of the gender 
mismatch in the superlative partitive construction (49b).

5 Analysis of gender mismatches in partitive constructions
Ihsane&Sleeman(2016)claimthatgendermismatchesinFrencharetheresultofFailed
Agree.Forgendermismatchesinsuperlativepartitiveconstructions,theyproposethatthe
innerDPhasthedefaultmasculineformbecauseofFailedAgree.Theysuggesthowever
thattheunspecifiedgenderfeaturecanreceiveavalueintheinnerD,fromthecontext,
inthecourseofthederivation.24Ifthisspecificationis[+fem],itgivesrisetoagender
mismatchwiththedefaultmasculine.Postulatingagenderfeaturevaluationonthebasis
ofthecontext,afterAgreehasfailed,allowsthemtoaccountforthemismatchin(53)(i.e.
(4)).In(53)theouterDPisfemininebecausethegenderfeatureoftheheadoftheinner
DPhasbeenspecified[+fem],afterAgreehasfailedintheinnerDP:

(53) La										plus				jeune		de	mes						gentils								professeurs					est		malade.
 the.f.sgmostyoungofmy.plkind.m.plprofessors.plissick

Aproblemwiththisanalysis,however, is that itsuggests that thesexof thereferents
oftheinnerDPbecomesfemale.Thisis,however,notthecase.TheinnerDPrefersto
amixedgroupof referents.Analternativewouldbe to inserta femininevalue in the
headoftheouterDPafterFailedAgreeintheouterDP,butbeforespell-out.Thiswould
accountforthefeminineformofthedeterminerin(53)andforthefactthatonlythe
outerDPreferstoafemale.Suchananalysiscan,however,notaccountforthegender
mismatchin(54):

(54) La											plus		intelligente										de	mes				gentils									professeurs					est		malade.
 the.f.sgmostintelligent.f.sgofmy.plkind.m.plprofessors.plissick

IffeaturespecificationtakesplaceintheouterD,onlytheouterDbutnottheadjective
shouldhavethefeminineform.
These considerations lead us to suggest that the specification of the gender feature
postulatedbyIhsane&SleemandoesnottakeplaceinDoftheinnerorouterDP,butina
lowerfunctionalprojectionoftheouterDP.Whatweproposeinthispaperisthatingen-
dermismatchesinsuperlativepartitiveconstructions,featurespecificationtakesplacein

 24Ihsane&Sleeman(2016)claimthatfeaturespecificationtakesplaceinDbecauseofexamplessuchas(i),a
mismatchacceptedandevenjudgedcompulsorybyTabeaIhsane,whoisanativespeakerof(Swiss)French:

 (i) Talking	about	a	woman:
	 	 Mon										ancien											professeur							de	français			était		toujours			contente										de					mon	travail.
  my.m.sgformer.m.sgprofessor.sgofFrenchwasalwayssatisfied.f.sgwithmywork

TherearenativespeakersofFrench,amongwhomoneofthereviewersofthispaperandhis/herinformants,
whodonotacceptthefeminineformofthepredicativeadjective.Itmightbethecasethatthereisaregional
difference,theuseofthefeminineformofprofesseurbeingmoreadvancedinSwitzerlandthaninFrance.
Almosthalfofourinformants,however,acceptthissentence.Forthosewhoacceptthesentence,Ihsane&
Sleeman(2016)proposethatfeatureinsertiontakesplaceinahighpositionwithintheDP.Infactitmust
evenbeahigherpositionthanDP,becausethedeterminerinDhasthedefaultmasculineformandnotthe
feminineform,asin(53).WesuggestherethatittakesplaceinɸP(Sauerland2004),afunctionalprojec-
tionontopofDPthatinteractswithconstituents“ontheoutside”(foracomparableprojection,see,e.g.,
Ihsane2008;Steriopolo&Wiltschko2010).Inaphasalapproach(Chomsky2000etseq.),thecomplementof
theheadofɸP,i.e.DP,wouldbesenttotheInterfacesforspell-outbeforeɸP(becauseofChomsky’sPhase
ImpenetrabilityCondition;Chomsky2000;2001),andfeatureinsertionwouldtakeplaceintheheadofɸP
afterspell-outofDP.ThiswouldaccountforthedefaultmasculineformoftheDPandthefeminineformof
thepredicativeadjective.
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theheadoftheGenPdominatingthecopyofthenounthatisnon-specifiedforgender.25 
Thegender,providedbythesituationalcontext(e.g.thereferentthatthespeakerhasin
mind)orthelinguisticcontext(asinMme	Lagarde,	la	plus	jeune	de	mes	gentils	professeurs	
de	français‘Mrs.Lagarde,theyoungestofmykindFrenchteachers’)issemanticgender,
andthereforeitistheheadofGenPandnottheheadofDPthatreceivesavalue.Ifthe
specificationtakesplaceinGenPitalsoexplainswhythemismatchesunderdiscussion
herearerestrictedtoanimatenouns:recallthattheGenPprojectionisspecifictothose
nominals.ViaAgreetheadjectiveandthedeterminerintheouterDPinheritthefeminine
featurevalue.26

(55) [DP la	[DegP	plus	intelligente	[GenP F. [FP professeur [PP de	mes	gentils	[GenP [NP 
 professeurs]]]]]]]

IffeaturespecificationcantakeplaceinsideGenP,thismayalsohaveconsequencesfor
ourlexicalanalysisofclassb)andc)nouns,thenounswhosegenderisexpressedby
asuffixorbythedeterminer,respectively.Ihsane&Sleeman(2016)assumethatclass
b)andc)nounsarepolysemous:theyfigurebothasnounsspecifiedforgenderandas
nounsnon-specifiedforgenderintheLexicon.Itisalsopossibletoassume,however,
thatclassb)andc)nounsareunspecifiedforgrammaticalgenderintheLexicon,and
that thevariant that is specified forgender results from the insertionofa semantic
genderspecificationintheheadofGenP,sinceAgreebetweenthenounnon-specified
forgenderandGenhasnottakenplace.OncetheunvaluedsemanticgenderinGenhas
beenvaluedonthebasisofareferentinthesituationalorlinguisticcontext(cf.Alexi-
adou2004), dominating adjectives anddeterminers are valuedviaAgreewithGen.
ThisiswhatweproposefortheouterDPin (55),butalsofornon-partitiveDPslike
(56),whereFisafemininevalue.Forclassb)nouns(stem	change)thefeaturespecifica-
tioninGenhasconsequencesfortheformofthesuffixofthenoun:masculine(default)
orfeminine.27

(56) [DP la            [FPplusgentille[GenP F.[collègue]]]]
 the.f.sgmostkind.f.sgcolleague.sg

Inouranalysis,classb)nouns(stem	change)andclassc)nouns(fixed	forms	with	article	
change)thatarenotspecifiedforgrammaticalgendercaneithergiverisetothedefault
masculineorreceiveagenderspecificationfromthecontextintheirderivation.Inthe
formercase,thegenderfeatureremainsunvaluedinDP,resultinginFailedAgree.Inthe
lattercase,thecontextgivesavaluetothegenderfeatureinGenP.Thisvalueisthen
transmittedtothedominatingadjectivesanddeterminer.
ToaccountforgendermismatchesinRussian,Pesetsky(2013)claims,inasimilarway,
thatfeaturespecificationmaytakeplaceinsidetheDP.InRussian,gendermismatches
arepossiblewithmasculineprofessionnouns.TheRussiannounvrač‘doctor’ismascu-
line,becauseitusedtobeajoboccupiedexclusivelybymen.However,nowadaysalso
manywomenaredoctors.Therefore,masculineisnowratherdefaultmasculine,sincethe

 25IfthespecificationdoesnottakeplaceinD,italsoallowsustoproposeananalysisthatrespectsthePhase
ImpenetrabilityCondition(PIC;Chomsky2000)accordingtowhichthedomainofaphaseheadisspelled
outandbecomescomputationallyinert,whereastheheadofthephase,aswellas itsspecifier,remains
accessibleforfurtheroperations(movement,selection,…).

 26  WefollowCinque(1994andlaterwork)inassumingthatalladjectives,alsotheonesthatsurfacepost-
nominallyinFrenchifthereisanovertnoun,suchasintelligent,aremergedinthespecifieroffunctional
projectionsdominatingNPcf.(32).

 27InaDistributedMorphology-likeapproach(Marantz1997)thesuffixcouldbeinsertedatPFintheheadof
nP,dominatingGenP(cf.fn.22).Alternatively,thesuffixcouldbeinsertedatPFinGenPitselfornPcould
assumeGenP’sfunction,asproposedbyLowenstamm(2008).
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masculinenouncanrefertobothmenandwomen.Interestingly,ifthedoctorisawoman,
attributiveadjectives,determiners,andpredicatescannotonlytakethemasculineform,
butalso the feminine form(Crocket1976;Corbett1979and laterwork;Matushansky
2013;Pesetsky2013).Amixisalsopossible,butoncethefemininefeaturespecification
hasbeenaddedagreementcanonlybefeminine:

(57) a. Ivanova	xorošaja	vrač
  Ivanovagood.fdoctor.m
  ‘Ivanovaisagooddoctor.’
 b. èta						vrač
  this.fdoctor.m
 c. Naša		zubnoj										vrač									umnica.
  our.ftooth.adj.mdoctor.mclever.person
  ‘Ourdentistisveryclever.’
 d. Vrač								prišla
  doctor.marrived.f
 e. Naš				rajonnyj				vrač								byla				bol’na
  our.mdistrict.mdoctor.mwas.fsick.f
 f. *ètot						xorošaja	vrač
  this.mgood.fdoctor.m

ToaccountfortheRussiandata,Pesetsky(2013)claimsthatazerofemininegendermor-
phemecanbeinsertedatanyleveloftheDP,modifyingthemasculinedefaultgenderof
thenoun.FrenchwoulddifferfromRussianinallowingafeaturespecificationtobeadded
onlyinoneposition,viz.GenP(butseefn.24).
If, inFrench, ina simpleDPcontaininganunspecifiedclassb)or class c)noun
a feature specification can be added in GenP, superlative partitive constructions
minimally differ from simpleDPs in having twoGenPs in one ofwhich a feature
specificationcanbeadded.IfthefeatureisinsertedintheGenPoftheinnerDPno
mismatcharises(58a).FeaturespecificationinGenPleadstovaluationofthefea-
turesof thechain formed throughAgree, including the featureonN. Thevalued
featureiscopiedwiththenoun.Ifthefeatureis insertedintheGenPoftheouter
DP, this results in amismatch if the specification is [+fem] (58b). If no feature
specification isadded, thewholepartitiveconstructiongets thedefaultmasculine
form(58c):28

(58) a. [DP la [FPplusgentille[GenP [NP collègue [PP de [DPmesanciennes[GenP F.[NP   
collègues]]]]]]]]

 b. [DP la [FPplusgentille[GenP F.[NP collègue [PP de [DPmesanciens[GenP [NP  
collègues]]]]]]]]

 c. [DP le [FPplusgentil[GenP [NP collègue [PP de [DPmesanciens[GenP [NP  
collègues]]]]]]]]

  ‘thekindestofmycolleagues’

 28InSection2weobservedthatthereisvariationamongnativespeakersofFrenchwithrespecttotheaccept-
anceofgendermismatchesinsuperlativepartitiveswithclassb)nouns,i.e.suffixednouns:therearespeak-
erswhoacceptmismatcheswithnounssuchasétudiantandthusaccept(16b)besides(16a),butothersdo
notacceptmismatchesandonlyaccept(16a).Theanalysisthatweproposehereaccountsforthisvariation.
GenderspecificationinasimpleDPaccountsforthefeminineformune	étudiante,thusexcludingune	étudi-
ant,andgenderspecificationintheinnerDPofsuperlativepartitivesaccountsfor(16a)withoutagender
mismatch.Speakerswhoaccept(16b),withagendermismatch,allowforagenderspecificationintheouter
DPofpartitiveconstructionswithclassb)nouns.
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Finallywehavetoaccountforthenon-acceptabilityofgendermismatchesinquantified
partitive constructions. In Section 3we argued that, structurally, quantifiedpartitives
andsuperlativepartitivesarethesameinthatbothconstructionscontainacopied,non-
pronounced,nounintheouterDP.Ifmismatchesinsuperlativepartitivesaretheresult
ofthevaluationofGenintheouterDP,thissuggeststhatquantifiedpartitivesdistinguish
themselvesfromsuperlativepartitivesinnothavingaGenPintheouterDP.Structurally,
quantifiedpartitiveswouldthusberatherbare,consistingonlyofthequantifierinNumP,
theheadofwhichdirectlyselectsitsFPcomplement(RPinZamparelli’s1998analysis),
withoutaninterveningGenP:

(59) a.  [NumP une [FP collèguedemesanciennescollègues]]
   one.f.sgofmy.plformer.f.plcolleagues.f.pl
 b. *[NumP une [FP collèguedemesancienscollègues]]
   one.f.sgofmy.plformer.m.plcolleagues.pl
 c.  [NumP un         [FP collèguedemesancienscollègues]]
   one.m.sgofmy.plformer.m.plcolleagues.pl

In(59a),thecopiednounintheouterDPhasafemininegrammaticalgendervalue,cf.the
discussionof(58a).ThisvalueisinheritedbythequantifierthroughAgree.In(59b),the
copiednounisunspecifiedforgrammaticalgender(amismatchwouldrequirethistype
ofnoun).SinceitisnotdominatedbyaGenP,theinsertionofafemininesemanticgender
featureisnotpossible,whichaccountsfortheungrammaticalityofagendermismatch.
In(59c),thecopiednouncanalsobeunspecifiedforgrammaticalgender,resultinginthe
defaultmasculineformofthequantifier.29Oritcanbe[–fem],afeaturethattheadjective
andthequantifierinherit.
Thatthestructureofquantifiedpartitivesisnotascomplexastheoneofsuperlative
partitivesissupportedbythefactthatadjectivescannotfollowthequantifier,whatever
the typeofnoun (and its gender: themasculine counterpartwouldbeungrammatical
too).ThismeansthatinthepartitiveconstructionthequantifierdirectlyselectsFP.The
quantifiedpartitiveisapurelyquantificationalconstruction.

(60) a. *unejeune[FP collèguedemesanciennescollègues]
   one.f.sgyoungofmy.plformer.f.plcolleagues.f.pl
 b. *unebelle[FP professeurdemesanciennesprofesseurs]
   one.f.sgpretty.f.sgofmy.plformer.f.plprofesseurs.f.pl
 c. *unecharmante[FP filledemesgentillesfilles]
   one.f.sgcharming.f.sgofmy.plsweet.f.pldaughters.f.pl

Inthissectionwehaveclaimedthatsuperlativepartitiveconstructionsstructurallydiffer
from quantified partitive constructions in the presence of aGenP in the outerDP, in
whichfeaturevaluationcantakeplacebecauseofthepresenceofananimatereferentin
thesituationalorlinguisticcontext.Agreementbeingthussemanticinthecaseofgen-
dermismatches,inthenextsectionwerelatepartitiveconstructionstoCorbett’s(1979)
AgreementHierarchy.

6 The Agreement Hierarchy
Themismatchesinthepartitiveconstructionsweanalyzealsoleadustoconsider
locality issues: indeed, thedistancebetween the agreeing element and thenoun
seemstoplayarole.Abstractingawayfromtheanalysisofthespecifiedformof

 29The absence of GenP dominating the quantifier in the quantified partitive construction could simply
beaccountedfor ina“onenoun”analysissuchasMartí-Girbau’s(1999;2010), inwhichthequantifier
originatesasapredicate.InSection3,however,wehavearguedagainsta“onenoun”analysis.
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classb)andc)nounsproposedintheprevioussection,insideasimpleDP,gender
mustbesharedinFrench(*la	grande	garçon ‘the.ftall.fboy.m’,*la	grand	garçon	
‘the.f tall.m boy.m’). Elements that are less local, however, do not necessarily
agreeordonotagreeatallingrammaticalgender.Whereasattributiveadjectives
always agree in grammatical gender, partitive elements in complex DPs do not
necessarilydoso.
ThatdistancemayplayaroleingenderagreementhasalsobeenobservedbyCorbett
(1979andlaterwork).Onthebasisofvariousconstructionsinseverallanguages,among
whichEnglish,French,German,andRussian,Corbett(1979)showsthatlocalrelations
favorgrammaticalagreement,whereas less local relations favorsemanticagreement.30 
ThisdescriptionisformalizedbytheagreementhierarchyproposedbyCorbett(1979)on
thebasisofexamplessuchas(61).

(61) a.  Thecommitteehasdecided.
 b.  Thecommitteehavedecided.
 c.  Thiscommitteesatlate.
 d. *Thesecommitteesatlate.

Whereas(61a)illustratesgrammaticalagreement,(61b)showssemanticagreement.This
suggeststhatagreementinnumberinpredicatepositionisoptionalinEnglish.However,
thecontrastbetweena-bontheonehandandc-dontheotherhand,showsthatonly
somepositionsallowoptionality.Inthelatter,whichrepresentattributivepositions,no
optionalityispossible.
Theideathatthedistancebetweentheelementthatdeterminesagreement(thecon-
troller) and the agreeing element has an impact on the kind of agreement that takes
place,namelygrammaticalvs.semanticagreement,iscapturedbyCorbett’sAgreement
Hierarchyreportedin(62):

(62) Attributive–predicate–relativepronoun–personalpronoun

(62)representsdifferentagreeingpositions.Theideaisthatthe“possibilityofsyn-
tacticagreementdecreasesmonotonically from left to right” (Corbett1979:204).
Thefurtherleftanelementisinthehierarchy,themorelikelysyntacticagreement
is tooccur, the further right it is, themore likely semanticagreement is.Corbett
furtherobserves that “when there is a choice in twoadjacentpositions, semantic
agreement is at least as likely (in fact,more likely) in the position on the right”
(Corbett1979:211).
Inourdiscussionofgender inFrenchsuperlativepartitives,wehaveseenthat these
constructionsallowgendermismatcheswithdefaultmasculinenounssuchasprofesseur–
recall(4),repeatedhereas(63)forconvenience:

(63)	 La											/le													plus			jeune		de	mes						gentils								professeurs							est		malade.
 the.f.sg/the.m.sg   mostyoungofmy.plkind.m.plprofesseurs.plissick.sg

Thissuggeststhatanotherpositioncouldbeaddedto(62)(Ihsane&Sleeman2016),
apossibilitynotexcludedbyCorbett(1979:214),whoalsosuggeststhattheremight
beafifthpositionforagreementpurposesinRussian(Crockett1976).InFrench,gen-
deragreementbetweenanounandanattributiveadjectiveisgrammaticalagreement.
ForpartofthenativespeakersofFrenchthisalsoholdsforgenderagreementwith
apredicativeadjective.IfAgreetakesplacebetweenthesubjectandthepredicative

 30SeealsoWechsler&Zlatić(2003),foranHPSGaccountofagreement.
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adjective in a Spec-Head relation in AgrP, as proposed by Chomsky (1995), it is
local:31

(64) Mon									gentil									professeur						de	français		était		toujours		content(*e)
 my.m.sg.kind.m.sg.professor.sg.ofFrenchwasalwayshappy.m.sg./*f.sg.
	 de					mon	travail.
 withmywork.

GenderagreementwithrelativepronounsmaybesemanticinFrench,especiallyinnon-
restrictive relative clauses. If a restrictive specification referring to a female is added,
semanticagreementiscompulsory,asin(66):

(65) Mon								ancien												professeur						de	français,			avec	la					fille								
 my.m.sgformer.m.sgprofessor.sgofFrench,withthedaughter
	 duquel/													de	laquelle								j’ai						parlé,    est	Mme	Lagarde.
 of.whom.m.sg/ofwhom.f.sgIhavespoken,isMrs.Lagarde.

(66)	 mon									ancien											professeur						de	français	Mme	Lagarde,	avec	la			fille	
 my.m.sgformer.m.sgprofessor.sgofFrench,Mrs.Lagarde,withthedaughter
   *duquel/													de	laquelle								j’ai						parlé
 of.whom.m.sg/ofwhom.f.sgIhavespoken

Withpersonalpronouns,whicharetheleastlocalelementsintheAgreementHierarchy,
semanticagreementisalsocompulsory:

(67) Talking	about	a	woman:
	 Voilà					mon									ancien											professeur						de	français.
 there.ismy.m.sgformer.m.sgprofessor.sgofFrench.
   		*Il/		Elle	vient	de	partir	à	la	retraite.	
 he/shejustretired

As(63)shows,withsuperlativepartitives,semanticgenderagreementcanbeoptional.
We thereforeplace superlativepartitives in themiddleof the scale.For the sakeof
locality,itshouldbeassumedthatthecontrolleristheovertnounandnotthecopied
noun:

(68) Attributive–predicate–superlativepartitive–relativepronoun–personal
pronoun

Inthispaperwehaveshownthatgendermismatchesinquantifiedpartitiveconstructions
arefarlessacceptable:

(69) 	*Une									de	mes					gentils								professeurs						est	malade.
 one.f.sgofmy.plkind.m.plprofessors.plissick.sg

Thedifferencebetweenthetwopartitiveconstructionssuggeststhattwopartitiveposi-
tionsshouldbedistinguishedin(68).FormostnativespeakersofFrench,quantifiedparti-
tivesdonotordoonlymarginallyallowsemanticagreement:

 31Asobservedinfn.24,therearealsonativespeakersofFrenchwhodonotacceptgrammaticalagreement
in(64),butonlysemanticagreement.

 (i) Talking	about	a	woman:
	 	 Mon									gentil											professeur						de	français		était			toujours	*content/contente.
  my.m.sgsweet.m.sgprofessor.sgofFrenchwasalways*happy.m.sg/happy.f.sg

Forthesespeakers“predicate”wouldbeplacedtotherightof“superlativepartitive”in(68),probablyeven
totherightof“relativepronoun”.Localitywouldforthesespeakersbedeterminedbythesurfacedistance
betweenthesubjectandthepredicate.
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(70) Attributive–predicate–quantified partitive–superlative partitive–relative
pronoun–personalpronoun

ThedistinctionbetweentwopartitiveconstructionsthusaddstwopositionstoCorbett’s
(1979)AgreementHierarchy.Iftheouterpartofthequantifiedpartitiveconstructiondoes
notcontainGenP,asarguedintheprevioussection,therelationbetweenthequantifier
andtheovertnounisrelativelylocal,whichjustifiestheplacementofthequantifiedparti-
tiveonthegrammaticalagreementsideofthescale,totheleftofsuperlativepartitives.

7 Conclusion
Inthispaperwehavecontributedtothediscussiononthedistinctionbetweendifferent
partitiveconstructions.OnthebasisofdatafromFrench,wehaveshownthat,whereas
superlativepartitiveconstructionsallowinternalgendermismatches,canonicalquanti-
fiedpartitivesdonotordoonlymarginallydo so.Wehaveargued thatbothcanoni-
cal superlative partitive constructions (in opposition to superlative partitives with an
‘among’-phraseorapreposed‘of’-phrase)andcanonicalquantifiedpartitiveconstructions
containanunpronouncedcopyofthenoun.Toaccountforgendermismatchesinpartitive
constructionswithanimatenounswehaveproposedafeaturecheckinganalysisofgender
agreement.FollowingIhsane&Sleeman(2016),wehaveadoptedtheideathatdefault
masculineformsaretheresultofFailedAgreeandthatAgreefailswhenthegenderfea-
tureofsomeanimatenounsremainsunspecifiedinsidetheirDP.Inthispaperwehave
proposed that thegender featureof theseanimateDPs, initiallyunvalued,canreceive
afeaturespecificationinGenPonthebasisofthesexofareferentinthesituationalor
linguisticcontext.Insuperlativepartitiveconstructionswithgendermismatches,thisfea-
turespecificationtakesplaceintheGenPintheouterDP.Theunacceptabilityofgender
mismatchesincanonicalquantifiedpartitivessuggeststhattheseconstructionsstructur-
allydifferfromsuperlativepartitives,andlacktheGenPdominatingtheunpronounced
copiednoun.Wehavearguedthatinpreposed‘of’-partitivesand‘among’-partitivesthe
silentnounintheouterDPisnotacopyoftheovertnounintheinnerDP.Thisaccounts
forthefactthattwodifferentnounsareallowed,eachdominatedbyitsownGenP,and
thatgendermismatchesarepossible,eveninthequantifiedpartitiveconstruction.
WehaveaddedpartitivestoCorbett’sAgreementHierarchy,distinguishingquantified
partitivesfromsuperlativepartitives.Ourdatahaveshownthatonlythelatterallowgen-
dermismatchesandthussemanticagreement.
Inthispaperwehavepresenteddatathat,toourknowledge,havenotbeendiscussed
before.SincethereisvariationamongnativespeakersofFrench,whichmayberegional,
alargerscaleresearchwithmoreinformantsisneeded.Moredata,especiallywithother
nouns,butalsofromotherlanguagesthanFrench,areneededtoobtainamorecomplete
pictureofgendermismatchesinpartitiveconstructions.Weleavethatforfutureresearch.

Abbreviations
adj=adjective,art=article,cmp=comparative,dat=dative,expl=expletive, 
f = feminine, m =masculine, ind = indefinite, nom= nominative, pl = plural, 
sg=singular
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