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1 Introduction

The characterization of the structure of Engtislublegenitives—DPslike thosein

(1)—is still a matter of debate in the literature. Recent analyses, propoBaddey
(1998) and Zamparelli(1998),arguethat English double genitivesare structurally
identicalto possessiv@artitives—exemplifiedin (2). According to theseauthors
double genitives and possessivepartitives are instancesof the same (partitive)
construction, the twtypesof DPs differing only in termsof the positionin which

the noun denoting the possessed entity is spelled out.

(1) a. afriend of John’s
b. two cars of John’s
c. most dogs of John’s

(2) a. one of John'’s friends
b. two of John’s cars
c. most of John’s dogs

An analysis which treats double genitives and possessivepartitives as
instancesof the same constructionintuitively derives the prediction that, other
factors not intervening, the two types DPs shoulddisplay the samesyntacticand
semanticproperties. Within suchan analysis,any asymmetryin the propertiesof
the two constructions cdre explainedonly in termsof their differencesin surface
structure. In this paperl addressa semanticasymmetryexisting betweenthe two
types of DPs which, asfar as | know, has not been pointed out before in the
literature,and| discussits consequence®r the analysisof doublegenitives. The
relevant asymmetry is exemplified by the contrast in (3):

3) Yesterday John and Paul were attacked by (different) groups of dogs;
a. ...unfortunately some of John’s dogs were pitbulls.
b. # ...unfortunately some dogs of John’s were pitbulls.

In (3a) the partitive ‘'some of John’sdogs’ can receivea contextualinterpretation
underwhich it is interpretedas denoting a subsetof the group of dogs which
attackedJohn. On the other hand the double genitive ‘'some dogs of John’s’ in
(3b) doesnot licensethis interpretation. The double genitive in (3b) can only be
interpreted as denoting a subset of the dogs owned bywhblwh, makesthe whole
sentence odd as continuation of the context-setting sentence.

The asymmetrydisplayedin (3) is problematicfor an analysiswhich treats
the two types of DPs as instancesof the same constructionin that it is not
immediately obvious that this semanticdifference can be derived from a mere
distinction in phonological or surface form between dogjeleitivesand possessive
partitives. | arguethat this semanticdistinction betweenthe two constructions



calls—minimally—fora revisionof the analysisin Barker (1998) and Zampatrelli
(1998); I proposethat double genitives,while having an essentiallypatrtitive-like
structure,differ from possessiveartitives properin the definitenessvalue of the
nominal which partitive ‘of takes as complement.

The structure of the paper is as followSection2 introducessomerelevant
aspects of the analysis proposed by Barker (199ction3 addressethe nature
of the contextualreadingand its availability in possessivepartitives. Section 4
showshow the unavailability of the contextualreadingin double genitivescan be
derivedfrom the indefinitenesf the nominal following ‘of’ in this type of DP.
Section 5 proposes some arguments showing that the distinction bgvesessive
partitives and double genitivespostulatedin the previoussectioncan accountfor
other—otherwisainexpected—distributionalsymmetriesolding betweenthe two
types of DPs. Finally, Section 6 briefly addressemelooseendsof the proposal
presented and outlines future lines of research.

2 Double genitives as partitives

In genitive constructionsin English the genitive relation is normally marked by
either the Saxon genitive bound morpheme “'s’ (4a) or by the prepositio(#wf’
the presence of both morphemes in many cases leads to ungrammaticality:

4) a. the president’s brother
b. the brother of the president
c. * the brother of the president’s

In double genitives, on thether hand,both the morphemé’s’ andthe preposition
‘of arepresent. If both morphemesare markersof the genitive relation—asthe
name ‘double genitives’ suggests—oneof the two should be semantically
redundant. This hypothesis can be labeleglh@nastic genitive hypothesis

Barker (1998) develops a seriesanfumentsagainstthe pleonasticgenitive
hypothesisarguingin favor of the hypothesisthat double genitives are actually
partitives (the partitive hypothesis For the pleonasticgenitive hypothesisto be
correct either the morpheme “'s’ or the preposition ‘of’ in dow®aitivesmustbe
semanticallyacuous. Under the first assumptionfof DP’s’ in double genitives
shouldbe equivalentto ‘of DP’ in (4b). However—asBarkernotes—thetwo do
not havethe samedistribution, which arguesagainstthe assumptiorthatin double
genitives the morpheme “s’ is semantically vacuous.

The alternativeassumptiorthat the preposition‘of’ doesnot contributeto
the meaningof doublegenitivesis rejectedin Barker(1998) too. Building on an
observationby Jackendoff(1968), Barker notes that English double genitives
display a peculiar semanticeffect which he labels anti-uniqueness This effect,
which characterizepossessiveartitives as well, amountsto the impossibility of
combining either type of construction with the definite determiner (5a,c) uhkess
DPs contain additional modification (5b,d).

(5) a. * | met the one of John’s friends.
b. I metthe one of John’s friends that you pointed out last night.



c. * | met the friend of John’s.
d. | metthe friend of John’s that you pointed out last night.

Barker(1998) accountdor anti-uniquenesi termsof the semanticsof partitive
constructions: partitive DPs (D (6)) denotea proper part of the entity denoted
by the (embeddedPP which follows partitive ‘of’  (DP, in (6)). In the semantic
composition, partitive ‘of’ introducesthe proper partitivity requirement,both in
possessivartitivesandin doublegenitives> Thusboth®’s’ and‘of in double
genitives contribute to the semantics of Be: “s’ marksthe genitiverelationand
‘of’ enforces the partitive semantics.

In Barker(1998) both (1c) and (2c) are interpretedas if the noun ‘dogs’
occurred twice—once within thembedded P, andoncein the position preceding
partitive ‘of —the only difference betweenthesetwo DPs being that in (1c) this
nounis spelledout in the embeddedosition andin (2c) it is spelledout in the
higher position. Barker does not commit himself to a specific analy#ie ef/ntax
of possessive partitives and double genitives, thusittislearwhetherhe assumes
the two typesof DPs to sharethe samesyntacticstructureat somelevel or to be
derivationally related. However it is clear thate assumeshe semanticof the two
types of DPs to be the same: both types of DBpto the samesemanticstructure
(6), in which the whole DRJenotes a proper subset of DP

(6) [DPl [XP I\”:)I [X' Ofpart [DPZ NPl]]]]

The contrastshown in (3) aboveis obviously problematicfor Barker’'s
account. If the semanticsof double genitives is the same as that of the
correspondingoossessiveartitives, one would expectthe double genitive DP in
(3b) to be able to licensea contextualinterpretationparallel to the interpretation
licensed by thg@ossessiveartitive DP in (3a). A digressioninto the semanticof
possessive DPs is necessary in order to understand why this contrast arises.

3 The derivation of the contextual reading

Possessive DPs always involve two nominals, a nominal denotipg#sessoand
a nominaldenotingthe possessunthe possessedbject). The possessonominal
behaves semantically as a restrictive modifier of the possessum nominal. fieat is,
denotation of a possessive DP is an object of the kind deterioynibe possessum
which bearsome relatiorto the object denoted by the possessor. The natuhe
relation holding between possessor and possessum—tdritabeennoticedin the
literature—is not restricted to just ownership or possession proper.

Barker (1995) distinguishesbetweentwo kinds of possessivesin lexical
possessives the nature of the relation encoded by the DP is determinetkekigdhe
semanticsof the possessumwhich denotesa relational entity; in extrinsic
possessives, instead, the possessum noghireanot denotea relationalentity, and
the natureof the relation encodedby the whole DP must be recoveredfrom its
contextof use. The linguistic reality of this distinctionis highlightedby contrasts
like thatin (7), which immediatelyfollows from the postulateddistinction and the
self-evidentfelicity conditionin (8). Lexical possessivesmecessarilyexpressa
relation which is contextually salient becausethe relation is introduced by the



semantics of the possessum nominaktrinsic possessives)n the otherhand,can
be used only when the context makes some relation between possessorand
possessum salient; this explains the oddness of (7b) when uttered out of the blue.

(7 a. John’'s daughter
b. # John’s hurricane

(8) FELICITY CONDITION ON THE USE OF POSSESSIMBPS (Barker (1993))
Possession relations must be sufficiently salient.

Barker(1993; 1995) doesnot explicitly addressthe problemof how and
whena contextually salientrelation can be recoveredby a subsequenpossessive
DP. The contrastin (3) showsthat salienceof somerelevantrelation does not
guarantee that extrinsic possessives can be felicitouslyiruseglven context. The
form of a possessive DP plays a role in recovering a contextually salient relation.

Assumingthat the possessiveelationinvolved in extrinsic possessivdDPs
is left syntactically underspecified, its natwauld be recoveredrom the contextin
one of twoways. One possibility is that this relationis syntacticallyencodedoy a
pronominal-likerelational categorywhich looks for an antecedenin the context.
The interpretation of the possessdP ‘John’s dogs’ in (9) would thenbe dueto
the possibility of linking the pronominal category containedin this DP to an
antecedent—the relatidtyAx.attack(y)(x)—introduced in the first sentence.

(9)  YesterdayJohn and Paul were attackedby (different) groups of dogs.
Unfortunately John’s dogs were pitbulls.

Alternatively, the assumptiorthat extrinsic possessivéddPs contain some sort of
pronominal-like category coulde dispensedvith, deriving the interpretationof the
relation involved in extrinsic possessivesrom the discoursesemanticsof these
DPs. The possessiv®P in (9), indeed,is a definite DP, and by Heim’s (1982)
familiarity conditionis restrictedto denotea discourse-familiarentity. In (9) the
definite possessiv®P canbe linked to a discoursereferentintroducedin the first
sentence—the discourse referent for the group of dogs \atietkedJohn—which
specifiesthe nature of the relation holding betweenpossessorand possessum,
deriving the contextual interpretation.

Getting back now to the contrastintroducedin (3)—which is repeatedn
(10) below—it should be easyto seethat, under either of theseapproachesthe
availability of the contextual interpretation for the possessive partitive in (10&gcan
immediately derived in terms of the interpretation of partitives.

(10) Yesterday John and Paul were attacked by (different) groups of dogs,
a. ...unfortunately some of John’s dogs were pitbulls.
b. # ...unfortunately some dogs of John’s were pitbulls.

As pointedout in the previoussection,a partitive DP is interpretedas denotinga
(proper)part of the entity denotedby the nominalfollowing partitive ‘of.” But in
(10a) this nominal is the definite possessivéJohn’s dogs’ which—I have just



argued—camnecovera contextuallysalientrelation. The whole possessiveartitive
DP in (10a) can then be interpreted as denoting a subset of theofjrdogs which
attacked John, deriving the contextual reading pointed out in the introduction.

4 Towards an explanation of the asymmetry

The meaningof the possessivgatrtitive in (10a)is—so to speak—"*anchored’to

the context by the interpretationof the nominal which follows partitive ‘of.’
Assuming the correctness thiis analysis the problempresentedy the contrastin

(10) is that of accounting for the impossibilityafichoringin a parallelfashionthe
meaning of the double genitive in (10b) to the preceding context. If the senmdntics
the DP coming after partitive ‘of’ (DRn (6)) is the samein the two constructions,

as Barker (1998) assumes, one wangectthe doublegenitivein (10b) to license

the contextual interpretation as well.

A possibleway out of this contradictioncould be that of denyingthat the
contextual interpretation is not licensed by the double genitivenFOb). Thatis,
one could assumihat the absenceof the relevantinterpretationin (10b) is not due
to grammaticalconstraintsput is the resultof processindimitations of somesort.
Someimplementationof this idea—originally suggestedo me by Chris Barker
(p.c.)—couldpossiblyaccountfor the contrastin (10) without having to abandon
the proposal that double genitives and possessive partitives have esdantsziye
structure. Nevertheless| am not convincedthat an approachalong theselines
would be successftilso | proposeto adoptthe only otherpossibleway out of the
contradiction, namely rejecting the idea that double genitives and possessive
partitives are instances of (exactly) the same construction.

In principle, one could rejectBarker’s (1998) proposalas a whole, arguing
that the assumptiorthat double genitiveshavea patrtitive structureis simply on the
wrong track. An analysisin which the structureof double genitivesis completely
different from the structure of possessive partitives would not necegaadlictthe
two constructiongo behavealike in contextslike (10). Howeverl would like to
sketchan accountof the contrastin (10) which tries to maintainBarker’s intuition
that double genitives have an essentiallypartitive structure. Indeed,| find his
arguments that ‘of’ in double genitives is partithe€ convincingand his semantic
account for anti-uniqueness in partitive constructions quite appealing.

In Barker (1998)the semanticof doublegenitivesis essentiallyequivalent
to the semantics of possessive partitive DPs. | instead propose thatgknitiles,
while havinga patrtitive structure differ from possessiveartitivesin the discourse
semanticof the DP which follows partitive ‘of.”  In possessiveartitives DP, is
definitg in double genitives,instead,DP, is necessarilyindefinite This revised
analysis—whichis still compatible with the partitive hypothesis—immediately
derivesthe absenceof the contextualreadingfor the double genitive in (10b).
Indeed, given its partitive semanticsthis DP will be interpretedas denoting a
(proper) part of thentity denotedoy the embeddedP,. If the latteris indefinite,
andthussubjectto Heim’s (1982) noveltycondition it will be restrictedto denote
discourse-novel entities. But thdoublegenitiveswill necessarilydenotepart of a
discourse-novel entity.

In the previous section | argued that the embeddedDP in possessive
partitives is crucial in deriving the contextualreading: the interpretation of the



embedded DP anchors the meaning of possessive partitives to the preoatkng
But even under the assumption teatrinsic possessivesontainsomepronominal-
like categorywhich looks for an antecedenin the previous context, linking the
interpretation of this category to some contextually-salientrelation will be
incompatible with the discourse semantics of the embeddguh @Buble genitives.

Indeed,it seemssafeto assumethat a relation which is not encodedin a
relationalnounis madesalientin a given contextby mentioningthe entities which
stand in the relevant relation, which is expressed \wrb. But this amountsto the
conclusionthat in a contextin which some relation is salient the entities which
entertain the relation are familiar. If the pronominal-like category whicbritained
in the embeddedP, in double genitiveswere linked to a contextually available
antecedent, this DP would end up denoting a discourse-familiar entity, in viaétion
the novelty condition that holds of it because of its indefiniteness.uifdeilability
of the contextualinterpretationin double genitives follows from the interaction
betweenthe necessarydiscourse-noveltyf the discoursereferentassociatedvith
their embedded DRand from their partitive semantics.

To summarize,| assume—alongvith Barker (1998)—that both double
genitivesand possessiveartitivesare partitive constructionsjnterpretedas having
the schematic structure depicted in (11) (repeated from (6)):

(11) [DPl [XP NPl [X' Ofpart [DPZ NP|]]]]

Departing from Barker’s accountproposethat the two typesof DPs differ in the

nature of their embedded DPIn doublegenitivesthis cannotbe definite, and thus
cannotanchorthe meaningof the whole DP, to the previouscontext,as insteadis

the case for possessive partitives. Notice that for the mdnassumethe structure
in (11) to be a semanticyatherthana syntacticstructure. | will return later to the

issue of whethe(l1l) is a structuresharedat somesyntacticlevel by the two types
of DPs. Before dealing with this amtherissuesraisedby the distinction between
doublegenitivesand possessiv@artitivesproposedn this section,| would like to

point out how this proposal derives somgerestingpredictionsconcerningattested
asymmetries in the distribution of these two types of DPs.

5 Supporting evidence

The assumptionthat the embeddednominal in double genitives is indefinite
apparentlyfacesan immediateproblem. Indeed,the embeddechominalin (10a)
is—within the analysisl am adopting—semanticallgquivalentto a Saxongenitive
DP, andtheseDPs in Englishareusuallyassumedo be definite. However,it is
known that Saxon genitives do not always trigger maximality entailmepteperty
typical of definite DPs. For example, Saxgenitivesusedas predicatesn copular
constructiongdo not seemto entail that the subjectof predicationis the maximal
individual satisfying the predicate.

(12) a. These [pointing left] are my dogs, and those [pointing right] are my
dogs, too.
b. # These [pointing left] are all the dogs | own, and those [pointing right]
are all the dogs | own, too.



The predicate which translates P ‘are my dogs’ in (12a) cannotbe interpreted
as the property holding of the maximal set of dogs ovinyetthe speakerptherwise
the sentence would lE=manticallydeviant. In this case the first conjunctin (12a)
would entail that all the dogs owned by the speakem the first group of animals
she pointed at, an entailmeshich is contradictecby the secondconjunct. Indeed,
whenthis maximality entailmentis overtly spelledout, asin (12b), the sentencds
semanticallydeviant. Thus the well-formednesf (12a) is possibleonly if ‘my
dogs’ does not trigger maximality entailments in this sentence.

| assumehat Saxongenitivesin English are ambiguousbetweena definite
and an indefinite interpretation, atttht only the indefinite interpretationis licensed
in the embeddedposition of double genitives. Interestingly,if the presenceof
maximality entailmentds takento be a diagnosticfor the definitenessof DPs, the
analysis proposed above predicts that DPs which trigger maxiraataymentswill
be licensedin the embeddedposition of possessivepartitives, but not in the
embedded position of double genitives. This prediction seems to be correct.

Zamparelli (1995) notes that Saxon genitives which contaoveartnumeral
always trigger maximalitgntailments. For example,(13) differs from (12a) above
only in thatan overtnumeralis introducedin the Saxongenitivesin post-copular
position. Whereagq12a)is well-formed, (13) is semanticallydeviant:both usesof
the DP ‘my four dogs’ introduce maximality entailmentswhich are incompatible
with the meaning of the whole conjunctive statement.

(13) # These [pointing left] are my four dogs, and those [pointing right] are my
four dogs, too.

Giventhis property of Saxongenitivescontainingovert numerals,the contrastin
(14) is expectedif English double genitiveslicense only indefinite DPs in the
position following partitive ‘of”®

(14) a. two of John's four dogs
b. * two dogs of John’s four

The ungrammaticality of (14lgannotbe dueto an allegedungrammaticalityof the
NP-less DP ‘John’s four’: this DP is licensed in NP-ellipsis contexts like (15).

(15) These[pointing left] areMary’s threedogs,and those[pointing right] are
John’s four.

The parallel contrast in (16) is expected as welhiversally-quantifiedDPs
do not satisfy the indefinitenessrestriction which holds of the embeddedP, in
double genitives,but can freely appearin this embeddedposition in possessive
partitives, which do not impose the same restriction.

(16) a. two of every child’s dogs
b. * two dogs of every child’s



The distinction postulated between possessive partitived@rtalegenitivesis thus
able to account for differences in licensing partictyaesof DPs in the embedded
position which characterize the two constructions.

The analysisl proposedmakesa more generalprediction concerningthe
semantics of double genitivegnc (1991) arguesthat the specificinterpretationof
indefinite DPs arises when indefinites are interpreted as covert partifesrding
to Enc specificindefinites—Iikeindefinite DPs in general(Heim (1982))—denote
novel discourseentities, but impose the additional restriction that the discourse
referentthat they introduceis relatedto an already existingdiscoursereferent. In
the defaultcasethe referentof a specificindefinite DP is restrictedto be part of a
discourse-familiar entity.

Within an approach to specificity along the linesoic (1991),the analysis
of double genitives proposedhere makesthe prediction that these DPs should
behavelike non-specificindefinites. Indeed,given the indefinitenesgestrictionon
the embeddedominal, double genitiveswill necessarilydenotea discourse-novel
entity which is part of anothatiscourse-noveéntity. A specificinterpretationof a
doublegenitive DP could be derived only by disregardingthe discourse-semantic
propertiesof its embeddedP. The indefinitenesgestrictionon DP, makesthe
semantics of double genitives incompatible with a specific interpretation.

| will address this semantic prediction shortllirst I would like to address
a relatedsyntacticprediction. If doublegenitivesare necessarilynon-specificit is
expectedthat a distributionalasymmetrywill arise betweendouble genitives and
possessive partitives in contexts which license only specific BR&sein pointis
given byinverted copularconstructions.

English copular constructions licenswersionof the pre- and post-copular
nominals only when the post-copular nominal is definite or specific:

(17) a. John is the culprit.
b. John is a man.
. John is one of the men | told you about.

O

(18) a. The culpritis John.
b. * A man is John.
One of the men | told you about is John.

o

The copularconstructionin (17a) caninvert: the grammatical(18a) can receivean
interpretationparallel to the interpretationof (17a),in which Johnis the subjectof
which somethings predicated. The constructionin (17b), instead,cannotinvert:
(18b) cannotbe interpretedas statingthat Johnis male, which is the most natural
readingof (17b). (18b)is marginallygrammaticalundera specific readingof the
indefinite ‘a man’ (a readingwhich is available,but dispreferredfor (17b), too),
which is not surprisinggiven that a copularconstructionin which the post-copular
DP is a partitive (17c) can invert as well (18c).

Copular constructionsshould thus not license inversion when a double
genitiveis in post-copulaposition. This predictionseemssupportedby contrasts
like that in (19):



(19) a. She/Mary is one of John’s friends, right?
? No, one of John'’s friends ism/PeETER
b. She/Mary is a friend of John’s, right?
* No, a friend of John’s iBIM/PETER

As far as | can tell, inverted copuleonstructionsnvolving possessiv@artitivesare
somewhatispreferredoy English speakersput most speakerd consultedeasily
accepted the answer in (19a) as grammadticah the other handhe samespeakers
rejected the answer in (19b). Even speakers who did not find ¢@Sgletelywell-
formed perceiveda clear contrastwhen presentedwith (19b), which was judged
completelyout. | takethe ungrammaticalityof the answerin (19b) to indicatethat
English grammar does not license copular inversion when double genitivestere in
post-copularposition (notice that the “uninverted” copular constructionin the
correspondingyuestionis judgedto be grammatical). And | take the parallelism
betweenthe data proposedin (19) and the contrastin (18a,b) to support the
predictions deriving fronthe analysisof doublegenitivesproposedn the previous
section:doublegenitiveshave the distribution of non-specificindefinites, whereas
possessive partitives behave like specific indefinites.

6 Consequences and loose ends

Let me address now the semantic side of the predidgawing from the interaction
of the analysis of doublgenitivesproposedn this paperand En¢’s (1991)theory
of specificity. As | pointedout above,if the embeddedP in double genitivesis
necessarilyindefinite, it is expectedthat theseDPs will not license a specific
interpretation. Testingthis predictionis moredifficult than testingthe predictions
concerning the syntactic distribution @bublegenitives. Speakersormally find it
harder toudge whethera syntacticallywell-formed sentencérasa certainmeaning
than to evaluate the grammaticality of a sentence.

| asked various English speakers to evalwdietherthe doublegenitive DP
in the secondsentenceof the discoursen (20) could be interpretedas denotinga
subset of the group of John’s dogs introduced in the first sentence.

(20) % Some of John’s dogs and some of Peter’s dogs got loose in the street
yesterday. Unfortunately two dogs of John’s were hit by a passing car.

As the diacritic in (20shows,| got a mixed response.Somespeakersllowedfor
the possibility of interpreting ‘twalogsof John’s’ in (20) asdenotinga subsetof
the dogsintroducedin the first sentencebut other speakergudgedthis readingto
be unavailable.

Possibly, the judgments of the speakers who acceptegpdudic readingin
(20) can be assumed to be tiesultof someadditionalpragmaticwork on the part
of those speakersto make senseof the whole discourse, which—in some
sense—overrideshe semanticrestriction imposed by the grammar of double
genitives] This assumption is not unproblematic atetidingon the availability of
the specific interpretatiofor the doublegenitive DP in (20) is obviously crucial to



the characterization of the semantics of double genitivedpahe evaluationof the
analysisproposedin this paper® However—decisiveempirical evidencebeing
unavailable at the moment—I will leave this issue open for future research.

A related problem for the analysis proposed in this paper was pointég
GregoryWard (p.c.). The predictionthat double genitives are necessarilynon-
specific and cannot refer to entities previously introduced in the context is
problematicin the light of the grammaticalityof double genitiveswhoseD, is a
demonstrative. The double genitive ‘this dog of John’s’ can indeed beaussfdr
back to an entity which is already discourse-familiar in (21):

(21) A stray dog was capturedin Griffith Park which turned out to belongto
John. This dog of John’s had been missing for almost six months.

| do not seethe grammaticalityof the doublegenitivein (21) asa seriousproblem
for the analysisl proposein this paper. For one thing, in this DP ‘of John’s’
seemgo act morelike an appositivemodifier than as a restrictive modifier of the
nominal ‘dog,” so the double genitive in (21) could constiaui@ltogetherdifferent
constructionfrom the DPs | have been focusing on in this work, in which the
possessor behaves like a restrictive modifier of the posseassuimal. But evenif
the doublegenitivein (21) is not different from otherdoublegenitive DPs, | think
that the grammaticality of (21) does not immediately argue against my analysis.

The absenceof the contextualreadingandthe obligatory non-specificityof
double genitivesderive—within this analysis—fromthe indefinitenessrestriction
imposed on the embedded nominal in their partitivedikecture. Indefinitenessof
DP,, however,jmposesa constraintonly on the entity of which the doublegenitive
DP denotes a part. That is, tb@nstraintthat this entity is discourse-novetan still
be compatiblewith the discourse-familiarityof the entity denotedby the whole
double genitive DP: the use of DPs like ‘this d#iglohn’s’ in (21) would amount
to the indirect introduction of a discoursereferent,which is linked to an already
existing discoursereferent(which denotesa part of the entity denotedby the new
discourse referenty. | will howeverleavethe analysisof exampledike (21) asan
issue for future research.

A final importantissuewhich | havenot dealtwith yet in this paperis the
very natureof the indefinitenesgestrictionon the embeddednominal in double
genitive DPs. In the analysis | have sketched the necessary indefingéig3sin
doublegenitivesis simply stipulated,but no argumenthasbeenproposedfor why
things shouldbe so. A possibility would be to relate this restriction—andits
absencein possessivepartitives—to the difference in surface structure which
characterizesdouble genitives and possessivepartitives. Following in part the
proposalin Zamparelli(1998), | will assumethat the surfacestructureof double
genitivesis derived from a structuresimilar to the surfaceform of possessive
partitives by movement of the embedded NP into the specifier of a projaetoled
by partitive ‘of’ (22b)**

(22) & [ppy SOMe fp O [ Ofio [op, JONN'S [ dogs]I]]]
b' [DPl some {P [NP dOgS] [X' Of [DP2 JOhn’Stl]]]]

part

10



The restriction on the definiteness value of DR22b) canthenbe derived
if syntactic movement of the embedded NP outobasepositionis blockedwhen
DP, is definite. This state of facts reminiscentof the facts discussedat lengthin
Fiengo and Higginbotham (1981): definite DPs @paquefor binding of variables
and anaphorswhich explainsthe patternof (un)grammaticalitydisplayedin (23a)
for Wh-movemenbut of varioustypesof DPs,andthe similar patternsrelative to
the availability of the wide-scopereading of a DP-internal quantifier (23b), and
licensing of an anaphor within a DP (23c).

r (a) N
(three)
(many)
(no)

(23) a. Who did you buy (*the) \ picture(s) of?
(*those)
(*each)
(*every)
_ (*all) )
b. He chose a picture of everyone.
c. He saw a picture of himself.

If Fiengo and Higginbotham’s opacitf definite DPs blocks movementof
NP out of its containingDP as well,"* the indefinitenessrestriction on DP, in
doublegenitivesfollows from their syntacticderivation.’> | will tentatively adopt
this syntacticaccountfor the indefinitenesgestrictionwhich seemsto characterize
the embeddednominal in double genitives. However, | see this proposal as
problematic in various respects, which | cannot address here for reasons &f space.

7 Summary and conclusions

Let me summarizethe main points | developedin this paper. | have shown that
Englishdoublegenitivesand possessiveartitivesdiffer in their ability to licensea
contextualinterpretationjpossessiveartitivescan recoverthe natureof the relation
holding betweenpossessoand possessunifrom their context of use, while this
optionis not availablefor double genitives. This semanticasymmetrycannotbe
accounted for within analysdike Barker’s (1998)and Zamparelli's(1998), which
assumethat double genitivesand possessiveartitives are instancesof the same
construction. In particular,| arguedthat double genitivesdiffer from possessive
partitives in the discourse-semantic properties of their embedded DP

The unavailability of the contextualreadingfor double genitivesseemsto
indicate that the availability of a contextually-salientrelation is not sufficient to
guarantee that the use of an extrinsic possessive DP will be feli¢thlewsscourse-
semantic properties of the relevant DP b@awhetherit will be ableto recoverthe
contextually-salientelationor not. The availability of the contextualinterpretation
for possessivgartitivesderivesfrom their partitive semanticspossessivepartitive
DPs denotea (proper)part of the entity denotedby their embeddedDP, which is
definite and can thus recovera contextually-salientelation. | proposedthat the
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distinct semanticpropertiesof double genitives can be accountedfor under the
assumptiorthat they have a structuresimilar to that of possessivepartitives but
differ from the latter in that they can only embedan indefinite DP,. Given its
discoursesemantics,the indefinite DP, in double genitives cannot recover a
contextually-salientelation, which makesthe contextualinterpretationunavailable
for this class of possessive DPs.

This distinction derives some additiormkdictionsconcerningasymmetries
in the distribution and interpretationof double genitivesand possessivepartitives
which seemto be essentiallycorrect, and which can thus be taken to provide
additional support for the analysis proposed in this paper. However, many aletails
the analysis still need to be specified, among which the treatheioublegenitives
whoseD, is a demonstrativéor a definite determiner)and the motivationsfor the
indefiniteness restriction on Dih double genitives figure prominently.

In conclusion, | would like to point out a veirterestingperspectivehat the
dataand the analysispresentedn this paperlay out. In the analysisof double
genitives that | proposedin this paper the unavailability of the contextual
interpretationand the distributional propertiesof this type of DP derive from
propertiesof the embeddedDP, in their partitive structure. Now, indefinite
possessiv®®Ps display the samesemantigpropertiesand syntacticdistribution as
English double genitives even in languageslike Italian, in which indefinite
possessives (24b) do not seem to be as structaraltplexas possessiveartitives
(24c), but seem to have teamestructureas definite possessivef24a) modulothe
substitution of an indefinite determiner for the definite determiner.

(24) a. il cane di Gianni
the dog of John
‘John’s dog’
b.un cane di Gianni
a dog of John
‘a dog of John’s’

c. unodei cani di Gianni
one of the dogs of John

‘one of John’s dogs’

If the analysis presented in this paper is on the tighk, the structureof indefinite
possessivesn languagedike Italian should be more complex than what their
surface form would lead one to expect. But this is a topic for a different paper.

Notes

" 1 would like to thank the audiences of CLS 36 afidhe UCLA Syntax/Semantic§eminar
for input on the issuesdealtwith in this paper. In particular,| would like to single out Chris
Kennedy,JasonMerchant,and Gregory Ward for their interestingremarksin Chicago, Edward
Garrett, Ed Keenan, Barry Schein, Carson Schitze,and Dominique Sportiche for thorough
criticism and/or commentson a draft of this paper, and Misha Becker, Leston Buell, lvano
Caponigro, and Harold Torrence for sort-of-volunteeringtheir grammaticality judgments and
proofreading skills. This paper is dedicated to the memory of Prof. Victoria A. (Vicki) Fromkin.
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! Barker's (1998) and Zamparelli’s (1998) proposalsare very similar, both in spirit andin
execution. Here | will mostly discussBarker's analysis becauseit postulatesa semantic
isomorphism between possessivepartitives and double genitives which is in many respects
independenbf any particular syntacticimplementationof the proposal. | will arguethat the
asymmetry in (3) is problematic fany analysiswhich assumes completesemanticparallelism
between these two types of DPs, irrespective of its specific syntactic implementatidin.pdint
out relevant aspects in which Zamparelli’'s proposal differs from Barker’s in the notes.

2 Barker (1998) argues—contra.g. Kayne (1994)—thatanti-uniquenesss a semanticrather
than a syntacticphenomenorin the light of exampleslike (i)—(iii), which show that nominals
giving rise to a (semantic) uniqueness implication cannot be used in double geniguegth an
indefinite determiner (ii) or with additional modification (iii).

i. * | metthe mother of John's.
ii. * I met a mother of John’s.
iii. * | met the/a mother of John's that you pointed out last night.

Anti-uniqueness is, in Barker’s system, tlesult of the impossibility for a definite determinerto
pick out a singlenaximalindividual in the denotationof the XP it combineswith. In partitive
structures (seéb) in the text) XP denotegthe set of entitieswhich are properpartsof the entity
denoted byDP,. Thus XP denotesa lattice without its top andbottom elementsa structureon
which the maximality operator which translates the definite determinemiegpply becausehis
structurelacks a uniguemaximal element. Additional modification of XP cansuccessfullyfilter
out some elements, leaving a unique maximal element in the structure (5b,d).

3 Zamparelli(1998) adoptsthe Copy Theory of syntacticmovementand assumeghat both
typesof DP involve movementof the NP from its lower position within DP, to the higher
position above partitive ‘of.” The two structures differ oalyPF, accordingto which of the two
copies of NP is overtly spelled out.

4 An analysisalong theselines would not immediatelyderive the distributionalasymmetries
betweendoublegenitivesand possessiveartitivesthat are discussedn section5. Furthermore,
the contrast in (i) seems to argue that the unavailaloifitye contextualinterpretationfor double
genitives cannot be due in general to “blocking effects.”

i. John and Paul (two famous explorers) found themselves often in the midst of hurricanes.
Some of John’s hurricanes... / # Some hurricanes of John’s...
...killed members of his expedition.

The double genitive in (i) does not licenspassession-propénterpretationwhich canbe argued
to be morereadily availablethan the contextualinterpretationfor the DP in (10b). The only
option is thus that of assumingthat the derivationof the contextualreadingin double genitives
involves someadditionaloperation—incomparisorto possessiveartitives—whichrendersthis
computation too costly for the limited resources of the human language processing faculty.
® Gregory Ward (p.c.) suggestsat Saxongenitivesare not necessarilyinterpretedas definite
DPs evenwhenthey occurin argumentpositions. Accordingto him the sentencen (i) is true
even if some of the speaker’s friends are in some location other than the place where the speaker is.

i. My friends are here.

However,otherspeakerd consultedrejectthis interpretation. For thesespeakergi) necessarily
entails that none of the (contextually relevant) friends of the speaker are at a different location.
® A handful of speakers | consulted seermedccept(14b) as grammatical. Most likely they

reinterpreted this DP as (i), which is grammatical.

i. two dogs out of John's four
It can be argued, however, that (i) and (14b) are different constructions. See note 13.
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" The contrastin (16) possiblyinvolves somethingmore. (16a) only licensesan inverse-
linked reading, according to which the embedded universal quantifier scopes over the fwméral
The unavailability of the narrow-scopeinterpretation of the universal quantifier is usually
accounted for in terms of thpartitive constrainte.g. Ladusaw (1982)yhich licensesonly entity-
denoting DPs in the embedded position of partitives. An inherently quantificational Dévike
child’ in (16a) must necessarilyjundergoquantifier raising, leaving an individual-denotingtracein
its base position. Even under these assumptions, the ungrammaticality of (16b) is exphoted
the analysis pursued here if syntactic variables are definite, as Heim (1987) claims.

8 Small capsmark contrastivefocusintonation. The speakers consultedseemecdto accept
inverted copular constructions more easily in the contrastive-reply context exemplified in (19).

? Intuitively, assigninga specificinterpretationof the doublegenitivein (20), if possibleat
all, requiressome additional work if comparedto a parallel sentencecontaining a possessive
partitive in place of the double genitive. This difference, however, coutihipay dueto Gricean
pragmatics:the availability in the grammarof unambiguouslyspecific DPs having the same
descriptive content—i.e. possessive partitives—favors a non-specific reading of double genitives.

© The impossibility of interpretingdoublegenitivesas specific is not expectedif they are
“normal” indefinite DPs. Indefinites are in general able to license a specific interpretatiothehus
necessaryon-specificityof double genitives—if shownto hold—shouldbe derived from some
properties which distinguish double genitives from other indefinite OPir partitive semantics
is the relevantpropertyin the analysisproposedn this paper. It is not clearto me how this
semantic peculiarity of double genitives can be derived if the assuntpéibtiney havea partitive
semantics is abandoned.

1 This accountpredictsthat (21) entailsthat John owns morethan onedog. | am not sure
whether this prediction is correct, however.

21 will defera detailedanalysisof definite double genitives to future researchas well.
Definite double genitives—see the italicized DP in (i)—do not licegheeontextualinterpretation
either. It is not clearto me at this point whetherthey can ever refer to (part of) contextually
salient entities under some other interpretation.

i. # Yesterday John and Paul were attacked by (different) groups of dogs, and in both cases
the cops managed to kill one of the animals. Unfortunatedydog of John’s that was
killed turned out to be rabid.

¥ That NP movement, rather th&P ellipsis, is involved in doublegenitivescan be argued
on the basis of the data in (i)—(ii).

i. * |like two dogs of your dogs.
ii. Johntold that [story about hisnother] of Bill's.

Double genitivesdo not licenseovert spell out of NP in its embeddegbosition (i), nor do they

license sloppyreadingsfor pronouns((ii); seeJohnson(1997)), propertieswhich characterize\P

ellipsis. Incidentally, notice that the possibility of overt spell ouNBfin its embeddegosition

in DPs like (i) in note 6 shows that they constitute a construction distinct from double genitives.
 Fiengo and Higginbotham’scasesinvolve subextractionof a complementDP out of its

containing DP. Kyle Johnson (p.@pintedout to me that the syntacticconfigurationl propose

for double genitives closely resembigsit topicalizationconstructions in German, in whiehNP

appearsn sentence-initiaposition, strandingits determinerlower in the clause. Interestingly,

definite DPs cannot appear in these constructions. The eft#m similarity betweenthesetwo

syntactic constructions is unclear to me at the moment.

5 Under this account, Bfn possessive partitives can be definite bec#usgdo not involve
movementof NP. Either Spec,XPis empty in possessivepartitives, or it must be assumed,
following Barker(1998), that they containa null “semanticallytransparent’NP in the position
preceding partitive ‘of’ (22a). This analysis is obviously not compatiliie Zamparelli’s(1998)
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assumptionthat possessivepartitives involve movementof NP to Spec,XPand phonological
deletion of the higher copy of NP.

16 A serious problem | see with this syntaaiiccountof the indefinitenesgestrictionon DP,
in doublegenitivesis that doublegenitives,like partitivesin general,should be subjectto the
partitive constraint(Ladusaw(1982)), which requiresthat the embeddedDP in partitives be an
entity-denotingexpression. Indefinite DPs denote entities only when they are interpretedas
specific. Indeed, (i) below is grammatical only under a specific reading of ‘three students’:

i. This book could belong to one of three students.

But if DP, in doublegenitivesmust be specific, the syntacticaccountsketchedabovecannotbe
correct. According to Fiengfl987) specific DPs are as opaqueas definite DPs, and thus should
block extraction of NP as well. Thsyntacticaccountcould possibly be maintainedif Ladusaw’s
partitive constraint is abandoned, as some authors (Abbott (1996), dg18837)) have proposed.
| will leave this issue open here. See Storto ([to appear]) for further discussion of these problems.
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