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Abstract 

Previously, no single analysis has accounted for all three subtypes of the English double 

genitive construction: the indefinite a book of John's, the definite the book of John's that 

you read, and the demonstrative that book of John's. The indefinite and definite 

constructions, but not the demonstrative, can be explained using a synthesis of Barker's 

(1998) Partitive Hypothesis, which states that the possessed item must be a part of a 

larger set of items, and Kayne's (1993, 1994) movement-based syntactic derivations, 

which base the definite construction on the less structurally complex indefinite 

construction. Phonetic and pragmatic evidence suggests that the demonstrative 

construction should be analyzed as a focus construction, bringing the possessed item into 

a prominent position in the discourse. In this thesis, I demonstrate that this Focus 

Hypothesis, combined with modified versions of Barker's and Kayne's proposals, 

permits a unified analysis of all three double genitive subtypes. 
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Chapter One: 
Introduction 

The three basic subtypes of the so-called 'double genitive' construction in English 

are represented in the examples in (1). 

(1) a. a book of John's 

b. the book of John's that you read last night 

c. that book of John's 

Native speakers of English often incorrectly assume that utterances of this type are either 

redundant or ungrammatical; however, these same speakers will use these constructions 

regularly and productively. To this point, no one analysis has been proposed in the 

linguistic literature which can explain all three constructions in (1), yet these 

constructions share important features both on the surface and at an underlying level. My 

aim in this thesis is to present a unified analysis of the double genitive construction based 

on the concept of focus - that is, the process of bringing a referent into a prominent 

position in discourse. 

1. The Double Genitive: One Construction, Two Possessive Markers 

The double genitive construction is characterized by the presence of both types of 

possessive marking available in English, which gives the construction its most commonly 

used name. First, the preposition of precedes the possessor noun phrase; in the examples 



in (1), the possessor is John. Second, the possessor itself will either have the possessive 

clitic 's attached to it (as in John's), or will be in the form of a possessive pronoun (e.g., 

mine, yours, his). There is no particular relationship required between the possessed noun 

phrase (hereafter, the 'possessum') and its possessor; a book of John's could be a book 

which John wrote, a book which John bought, or a book which John particularly likes. 

Each of the types of possessive marking seen in the double genitive is productive 

on its own. (2a) shows an example of what has been called the 'q/^-genitive' (Quirk and 

Greenbaum 1973), the 'postposed nominative with of (Jackendoff 1968), or the 

'genitive q^phrase' (Barker 1998). However, I will use the term 'standard q/^phrase' to 

refer to these items throughout this paper, in order to avoid any confusion with the double 

genitive construction. (2b) shows the 'prenominai possessive' (Barker 1998). This 

construction has also been called the '.v-genitive' (Quirk and Greenbaum 1973), and the 

'preposed' (Lyons 1986) or 'proposed' (Jackendoff 1968) genitive; however, I will use 

Barker's terminology to refer to these items, again to avoid confusion with the double 

genitive. 

(2) a. the funnel of the ship 

b. John's/my' book 

Generally, the standard o/-phrase is used when the possessor is non-human (i.e., an 

animal or an inanimate object), and the prenominai possessive when the possessor is 

 The choice between my and mine (also your ana yours) is motivated by positional and phonological 
concerns (cf. the archaic mine eyes), rather than semantic or syntactic ones. 

1
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human (cf. Quirk and Greenbaum 1973, Lyons 1986). Examples like the ship'sfunnel or 

the book of John are either rarely found or have lexicalized meanings (e.g., the book of 

John is usually not understood to be a book that John owns or wrote, but rather a book 

that is about John). In terms of animacy restrictions, the double genitive patterns more 

closely with the prenominai possessive than with standard o/-phrases. The possessor will 

always be human: double genitive constructions like #a leg of the table's or #the whisker 

of the cat's that got burned yesterday are usually infelicitous (as represented by the #). 

Further, the possessor will usually be definite: constructions like a book of some guy's are 

possible, but rarely seen. 

2. Subtypes of the Double Genitive 

There are three basic subtypes of double genitive, which take their names from 

the 'determiners'2 they feature. I will use these names to refer to the constructions, as 

other proposed labels are more opaque. I will present the subtypes in the order in which 

they will be discussed in the body of this work. 

2.1 The Indefinite Double Genitive 

The indefinite double genitive is the subtype discussed most frequently in the 

literature. Two examples of the indefinite construction are shown in (3). 

 The syntactic analysis which I will ultimately adopt for indefinite double genitives, which is based on 
Kayne's (1993, 1994) analysis, does not take the item which precedes the possessum to be a determiner. 

2
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(3) a. a book of John's 

b. some books of John's 

Items which may specify the possessum in the indefinite construction include numbers 

(two books of John's) and various non-numeric quantifiers {Jew/many/some books of 

John's), as well as the indefinite determiner a. 

The most coherent semantic analysis of the indefinite construction is commonly 

called the Partitive Hypothesis, and is supported by such authors as Jackendoff (1968) 

and Barker (1998). This analysis holds that indefinite double genitives are semantically 

equivalent to standard partitive constructions. The examples in (4) show the standard 

partitives corresponding to the indefinite double genitives in (3). 

(4) a. one of John's books 

b. some of John's books 

In particular, Barker (1998) suggests that both indefinite double genitives and standard 

partitives are properly partitive; that is, they refer only to items which constitute part of a 

larger set and never to the entire set. Thus, an example like #two parents of John's will be 

infelicitous, as the entire set of parents is referenced. 
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2.2 The Definite Double Genitive 

The definite double genitive, which is headed by the definite determiner the, is 

shown in (5): 

(5) the book of John's that you read last night 

The most notable feature of this construction is the restrictive relative clause (in (5), that 

you read last night) which follows the possessor. This element is almost always present 

in the definite construction; without the relative clause, the construction becomes 

ungrammatical (for the majority of speakers; cf. Smith 1964, Kayne 1994). 

(6) a. * I found the book of John's. 

b. I found the book of John's that you read last night. 

The purpose of the relative clause, if one assumes the Partitive Hypothesis, is to ensure 

that the item to which the construction refers (in (5) and (6), this referent will be book) is 

a proper part of a larger set and not a unique item; thus, the book read last night is only 

one referent out of the larger set of John's books. This phenomenon has been labelled 

'Anti-Uniqueness' (cf. Barker 1998), and is also found in standard partitive constructions. 

(7) a. *I found the one of John's books. 

b. I found the one of John's books that you read last night. 
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Occasionally, other types of restriction (such as a post-possessor prepositional 

phrase (8a) or a pre-possessum adjective (8b)) may serve to limit the possible referents in 

the definite construction. 

(8) a. the book of John's on the shelf 

b. the yellow sweater of John's 

I will consider constructions without relative clause modification separately from the 

'standard' definite construction (i.e., the example in (5)). 

2.3 The Demonstrative Double Genitive 

The demonstrative double genitive, which may be headed by either the proximal 

demonstrative (this) or distal demonstrative (that), has proved to be the subtype of double 

genitive least amenable to a successful analysis. While examples like that book of John's 

can be found, most demonstrative constructions more closely resemble those shown in 

(9) .' 

(9) a. that nose of his 

b. that mother of mine 

c. this great country of ours 
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A l  l of the examples in (9) pick out unique entities, items which cannot be construed as 

proper subparts of a larger whole. This means that, in general, the Partitive Hypothesis 

will not be applicable to the demonstrative construction. 

The demonstrative double genitive also has other idiosyncratic elements which set 

it apart from both the indefinite and definite constructions. Narita (1986) and Barker 

(1998) have both noted the presence of phonetic stress on the possessum, which generally 

is represented by a pitch accent. Barker suggests that this stress is designed to impart a 

contrastive focus to the possessum. Thus, a construction like (9a) would be spoken, and 

heard, as in (10), where holding and capitals represent accentuation: 

(10) That NOSE of his! 

Quirk and Greenbaum (1973) and Narita (1986) have suggested that the possessum 

and/or possessor must be familiar to the discourse participants. As well, Barker 

(1998:714) has suggested that the construction provokes an 'emotional response' in the 

speaker. None of these features has been generally proposed to apply to the other two 

subtypes. 

2.4 Summary of Double Genitive Subtypes 

I have summarized the subtypes of the double genitive construction in Table 1. 
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Table 1: The Subtypes of the Double Genitive Construction 

Name Example Partitive Relative 'Stylistic'/ 
(Determiner) Interpretation? Clause 

Required? 
Pragmatic 

Restrictions? 
Indefinite a book o  f Yes N  o N  o 

John's 

Definite the book o f Yes , with Usually N o 
John's that you restrictions 
read last night 

Demonstrative that nose of his N o N o Stress on the 
possessum 
(Narita 1986, Barker 
1998); Familiar to 
discourse participants 
(Quirk & Greenbaum 
1973, Narita 1986) 

3. The Problem 

The problem which has plagued previous analyses of the double genitive 

construction is the inability to subsume all three subtypes under one analysis. 

Semantically, those authors who subscribe to the Partitive Hypothesis (Barker 1998 in 

particular) have excluded the demonstrative construction from their analyses because of 

its non-partitivity, while those authors who do not subscribe to the Partitive Hypothesis 

(e.g., Narita 1986) suggest that the hypothesis is invalidated by the non-partitivity of the 

demonstrative construction. 

Syntactically, two divergent analyses of the double genitive construction have 

been presented. The first is a static analysis, where the underlying ordering of 

constituents is the same as the surface ordering, and the construction is represented as an 

NP. However, this type of analysis cannot generally explain the definite double genitive 
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construction; at the extreme end, Barker (1998:697 n.3) suggests that no syntactic 

analysis is available for this construction. The second is a movement analysis, where an 

element which is base-generated in one position is moved to another position to generate 

the surface ordering. The most prominent of these analyses is that of Kayne (1993, 1994), 

who bases his proposal within his antisymmetry framework. Kayne derives both the 

indefinite double genitive (two books of John's) and the definite prenominai possessive 

(John's two books) from a common underlying structure; movement is motivated by the 

presence of an abstract determiner head which is specified for (in)definiteness. This 

proposal is then extended to the definite construction. However, neither the static analysis 

nor the movement analysis has taken into account the demonstrative construction; this 

oversight appears to stem from the semantic oddity of the construction rather than from 

any specific syntactic difficulty. 

4. The Solution 

The proposal which I believe leads to a unified analysis of the double genitive 

construction arises from the idiosyncrasies of the demonstrative construction: stress on 

the possessum, familiarity of the possessum to the discourse participants, and the 

presence of the demonstrative determiner. Stress is often used to give extra prominence to 

an item. Recent work from more cognitive and discourse-oriented perspectives (Gundel 

et al. 1993, Himmelmann 1996) has suggested that one role of demonstrative determiners 

is to reference items which are familiar to the discourse participants, but which are not in 

use in the discourse at the time when that N or this N is used. These features seem to 
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suggest that speakers are introducing an important item into the discourse when the 

demonstrative double genitive is used; that is, they are attempting to 'focus' that 

particular referent by bringing it into a position of prominence in the discourse. This 

proposal is suggested briefly by Barker (1998), based on the extra stress on the 

possessum and the extra emotion often attached to the construction.3 In this work, I will 

provide a stronger foundation for this suggestion, which I will call the 'Focus 

Hypothesis'. 

I will use the term 'focus' in two ways in this thesis: to refer to the item which is 

being brought into the attentional spotlight (the focused element), and to the process of 

bringing that element into the spotlight. While the former use is fairly common in 

generative linguistics (e.g., the proposed topic-focus division in sentences), the latter is 

drawn from the cognitive and discourse perspectives. Several models have been proposed 

to represent the focusing process. The theory which I will use in this work is Erteschik

Shir's (1997) f-structure (focus structure) theory, which uses the metaphor of file cards 

(Reinhart's (1981) file card semantics) to explain focus. The concepts and referents 

which are stored in a person's memory are represented as entries on file cards; these 

cards are assumed to be stacked in a pile. Items on top of the pile are topics; that is, they 

are currently available for use in the discourse. Items further down in the pile are not 

available at the outset of the discourse. By means of the focusing process, however, they 

can be brought to the top of the pile and are subsequently available for use as topics. This 

3I do not accept Barker's suggestion that the focus is contrastive (i.e., that one referent is being highlighted 
out of a group of referents), for reasons which I will elaborate in chapter 4. 
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model is easily applicable to the demonstrative construction, which references items 

which are already known to the discourse participants (i.e., are already cards in the pile). 

To solve the problem of unifying the double genitive constructions, I suggest that 

all three subtypes should be analyzed using the Focus Hypothesis. Evidence is available 

for both the definite and indefinite constructions which supports such an analysis. For the 

definite construction, the relative clause which allows for a partitive analysis also has the 

effect of focusing the possessum, and motivates the placement of stress on that noun 

(albeit less stress than in the demonstrative construction) (cf. Schachter 1973, Erteschik-

Shir 1997). In the case of the indefinite construction, stress is not noticeable on the 

possessum, which would seem to suggest that this construction is not a focus 

construction. However, there are certain differences in distribution which have been 

observed between the indefinite double genitive and the standard partitive. These 

differences, as shown in the following example (due to Storto 2000a), can be better 

explained with the Focus Hypothesis than with other proposals. 

(11) Yesterday John and Paul were attacked by (different) groups of dogs; 

a. ...unfortunately John's dogs were pitbulls. 

b. ...unfortunately some of John's dogs were pitbulls. 

c. #...unfortunately some dogs of John's were pitbulls. 

(Storto 2000a:206, (7)) 
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If the indefinite double genitive is taken to be a focus construction, the pragmatic oddity 

of (1 lc) is easily explained. The referent dogs is brought into focus in the context 

sentence, which means that its file card is moved to the top of the pile. When the speaker 

attempts to bring it into focus again with the use of the double genitive, she is attempting 

to move a card which is already on top of the pile; the result is pragmatic confusion. 

Syntactically, I will incorporate the notion of focus with an optional Focus Phrase 

(FocP) projection added to Kayne's (1993, 1994) proposed structures, which I will extend 

to cover the demonstrative construction as well. With this addition, movement will be 

motivated by the presence of the FocP rather than by the (in)definiteness of the abstract 

determiner head. 

5. Outline of the thesis 

The remainder of this thesis will proceed as follows: 

Chapter Two will examine the indefinite double genitive construction. I will begin 

by exploring the Partitive Hypothesis, as elaborated by Barker (1998). I will show that 

this is a valid analysis, although partitivity does not arise in the manner which Barker 

proposes (i.e., through the preposition of). I will then examine the two basic syntactic 

analyses for the construction: Barker's static analysis, which will prove to be insufficient 

on a number of grounds, and Kayne's (1993, 1994) movement-based analysis. I will 

adopt Kayne's syntactic proposal, although I will suggest that it does not explain all the 

items to which he applies it (e.g., definite constructions like every book of John's). A 
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synthesis of Barker's semantic analysis and Kayne's syntactic proposal will be the main 

result of this chapter. 

Chapter Three will examine the definite double genitive construction. I will 

extend the synthesis of the Partitive Hypothesis and the movement analysis to this 

construction. Kayne's syntactic analysis, which separates the definite determiner from the 

rest of the definite double genitive (i.e., the indefinite double genitive plus the relative 

clause), will be shown to be more broadly applicable than he suggests, albeit with the 

introduction of certain modifications. However, this proposal is still not sufficient to 

explain all types of definite double genitive (I will suggest some possible means by which 

these constructions may be analyzed), nor can it explain the demonstrative construction. 

Chapter Four will begin by examining the demonstrative double genitive 

construction. As this construction does not fall within the Partitive Hypothesis, I will 

develop the Focus Hypothesis as it applies to the demonstrative construction. I will then 

extend the Focus Hypothesis to the indefinite and definite double genitive, incorporating 

both the Partitive Hypothesis and a modified version of Kayne's syntactic proposal. 

Chapter Five will present my conclusions, as well as some areas for further 

research. 
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Chapter Two: 
The Indefinite Double Genitive 

0. Introduction 

The authors who have analyzed the indefinite double genitive have attempted to 

account for the relationships among three distinct constructions: the double genitive (la), 

the standard partitive construction (lb), and the prenominai possessive (lc). 

(1) a. a book of John's 

b. one of John's books 

c. John's book 

Two fundamental relationships have been noted among the examples in (1). The first of 

these is the semantic equivalency between a book of John's and the standard partitive one 

of John's books. This relationship is the basis of the Partitive Hypothesis, which is the 

most coherent semantic analysis of the indefinite double genitive construction; Barker 

(1998) is both the most recent and the strongest proponent of this theory, following in the 

footsteps of authors such as Jackendoff (1968). I will examine this hypothesis in the first 

section of this chapter, showing that partitivity, and more specifically proper partitivity, 

does indeed play a crucial role in the successful interpretation of the indefinite double 

genitive, but that partitivity does not arise in the manner which Jackendoff and Barker 

suggest (i.e., through the preposition of). In the second section of the chapter, I will look 

at the syntactic proposal which Barker puts forward within the partitive analysis, which 
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will prove to be inadequate in explaining certain empirical facts (i.e., the inability to 

extract John's as a unit, and the problems experienced in applying orce-pronominalization 

to the construction). 

The second relationship found among the data in (1) is the non-equivalency 

between a book of John's and the prenominai possessive John's book. This relationship 

underlies Kayne's (1993, 1994) syntactic analysis of the indefinite double genitive, which 

suggests that a book of John's, an indefinite construction, is derived from the same 

underlying structure as the definite construction John's book. The exploration of Kayne's 

movement analysis will encompass the third section of this chapter. While this analysis is 

applicable in many double genitive instances, and accounts for several of the empirical 

facts which Barker's structure fails to explain, I will show that it cannot be applied in all 

the cases to which Kayne applies it; in particular, the difficulty of applying this analysis 

to definite constructions like every book of John's will be examined. 

It will become apparent in the discussion that follows that both Barker's (1998) 

analysis and Kayne's (1993, 1994) analysis will be needed to successfully explain the 

indefinite double genitive. While Barker's Partitive Hypothesis accounts for the 

semantics of the construction very well, it is limited in the syntactic analysis it provides. 

On the other hand, a movement-based syntactic analysis like Kayne's accounts for the 

syntax of the construction, but makes no semantic claims. Thus, I will develop a 

synthesis of the two proposals which can not only be applied to the indefinite double 

genitive, but can be extended in the next chapter to the definite construction. I will 
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modify this synthesis somewhat in the fourth chapter, when the concept of focus is 

introduced. 

1. Semantics of the Indefinite Double Genitive: The Partitive Hypothesis 

As mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, the Partitive Hypothesis for the 

semantics of double genitives assumes that a book of John's is semantically equivalent to 

a standard partitive construction like one of John's books. While analyses of this type 

date back to the 1920s (cf. the references in Barker 1998), it was Jackendoff (1968) who 

introduced a partitive analysis of the indefinite double genitive into generative linguistics. 

Barker (1998) builds on this analysis, strengthening it on a semantic level. Unfortunately, 

he also carries through Jackendoff s analysis of of as the partitive element in the 

construction, which I will demonstrate to be an unnecessary assumption. 

1.1 Jackendoff (1968): The First Partitive Attempt 

Jackendoff (1968) attempts to account for the entire range of English possessive 

constructions, including the double genitive. Having rejected the possibility of a 

relationship between indefinite double genitives (la) and prenominai possessives (le)1, 

he settles on the idea that the underlying structure for the double genitive is a partitive 

construction ((2), which is semantically equivalent to the standard partitive in (lb), but 

has a different surface structure). 

' Unlike Kayne's analysis of the relationship between these items, which will be discussed in section 3.1, 
Jackendoff derives the prenominai possessive from the double genitive. Jackendoff ultimately rejects this 
analysis because the derivation seems to hold only for a small class of animate possessors, and not for all 
possible double genitive instances. 
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(2) a book of the ones of John 

To arrive at the surface structure of the indefinite double genitive, a transformation 

préposes the possessor John to a position immediately following the first of. Another 

process of'substantivization' produces the 's on John's. Finally, 'ones-absorption' 

deletes the indefinite pronoun and its determiner. The derivation of the indefinite double 

genitive from the construction in (2) is shown in (3) (cf. Jackendoff 1968:42, (39b)): 

(3) a book of the ones of John 

U (possessive preposing, substantivization) 

a book of John's ones 

•U (ones-absorption) 

a book of John's 

A l  l of these transformations are illicit within the most recent versions of generative 

syntax (i.e., Government and Binding/Principles and Parameters, Minimalism). In 

particular, they appear to violate the principle of recoverability (cf. Chomsky 1964:41): 

the partitive construction a book of the ones of John cannot be recovered from the double 

genitive a book of John's. Nevertheless, one particular element emerges in Jackendoff s 

analysis which will be important for Barker's purposes, apart from the introduction of the 

Partitive Hypothesis into the generative framework. This is Jackendoff s suggestion that 

'the first o/[bolded in (3) - JA] is not to be taken as an of of possession; rather, it is to be 
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understood in a partitive sense' (1968:42). What exactly is meant by 'a partitive sense' is 

not explained; however, this assignment of partitive force to the preposition will become 

a key feature of Barker's analysis. 

1.2 Barker (1998) 

1.2.1 Proper Partitivity 

The first key feature of Barker's semantic analysis is the strict definition applied 

to the concept 'partitive', which is not present in Jackendoff s analysis. Barker's 

partitivity is proper partitivity, which requires that 'elements in the extension of the head 

nominal must all be proper subsets of the referent of the object NP ' (1998:703). In logical 

notation, this is represented as y ex rather thany çzx; the former requires the set of y to 

be less than the set of x, while the latter also allows the set oí y to be equal to the set of x. 

When the proper partitivity requirement is applied, the contrast in grammaticality 

between the examples in (4) and those in (5) can be explained. 

(4) a. two of John's books 

b. two books of John's 

(5) a. #two of John's parents 

b. #two parents of John's 
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In (4a), a standard partitive construction, there is an implication that there are at least 

three books in the larger set of John's books. The three-book requirement is necessary so 

that two books can constitute a proper subset of the books without encompassing the 

entire set. The same implication holds in the corresponding double genitive (4b). 

However, when books is replaced with parents, both the standard partitive (5a) and the 

double genitive (5b) become infelicitous. This unacceptability occurs because John can 

have at most two (biological) parents; thus, the entire set of parents is denoted rather than 

a proper subset. 

1.2.2 The Partitivity of Of 

While Barker's Partitive Hypothesis regarding indefinite double genitives appears 

to be valid, the question of how partitivity is imparted to such a construction remains 

open. Although he dispenses with Jackendoff s transformational machinery, Barker 

retains the assumption that the partitive interpretation of a double genitive construction is 

made available by the preposition of However, the evidence he provides to support this 

hypothesis is not convincing, and other theories can be found to explain how double 

genitives can come to be interpreted partitively. 

2 As discussed in chapter 1, these books may be in John's possession, books that John has written, or books 
related to John in some other way (e.g. books he particularly likes). The specific relation between John and 
his books need not be specified. 
31 have elected to label the examples in (5), as well as certain other examples, with a # indicating semantic 
or pragmatic infelicity, rather than with a * indicating ungrammaticality. Some native speakers suggest that 
violation of the proper partitivity requirement leads to an odd-sounding phrase, rather than an 
ungrammatical one. For a subset of these speakers, the intuition is stronger for the double genitive than for 
the standard partitive. Without a systematic investigation into speaker judgements, 1 will adopt the 
infelicity hypothesis except in obvious cases of ungrammaticality. 
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Assuming the existence of at least two different o/s4, Barker takes the ofm the 

double genitive (6a) to be different from the of in what he terms the 'genitive' 

construction (6b) in that the former is an O / P A R T I T I V E , while the latter is an O / G E N I T I V E - The 

same O / P A R T I T I V  E is present in the standard partitive construction in (6c). 

(6) a. a friend of John's ( O / P A R T I T I V E ) 

b. a friend of John ( O / G E N I T I V E ) 

c. one of John's friends ( O / P A R T I T I V E ) 

Barker (1998) uses the term 'genitive' to refer to a non-partitive of construction; 

however, no definition for the concept 'genitive', outside of its traditional usage as a type 

of morphological case, is provided either in that work or in Barker (1995). The difference 

between the partitive and genitive o/s appears, at first glance, to be supported by the 

compatibility of the double genitive construction with prenominai possessives, as well as 

by the construction's compatibility with 'non-relational' nouns.51 will discuss each of 

these contexts in turn, as well as the reasons why they do not support the existence of a 

partitive of. 

4 Barker also postulates the existence of a third of, which he suggests is required to explain the 
demonstrative double genitive. I will return to this suggestion in chapter 4, section 1.1. 
5 Based on these observations of non-genitivity, Barker chooses to call the double genitive the 'possessive 
partitive' construction. 



1.2.2.1 Prenominai Possessives 

Barker first claims that constructions using O / P A R T I T I V  E are compatible with 

prenominai possessives, while constructions using O / G E N I T I V  E are not. In the (a) examples 

below (the double genitives), the intended reading should be that the book or story in 

question, which is possessed by the prenominai possessor, was authored by the 

postnominal possessor. Barker argues that the (b) examples (the standard o/~-phrases), on 

the other hand, give no interpretable reading. 

(7) a. Mary's book of John's 

b. (*) Mary's book of John 

(8) a. my favourite story of yours (Barker's 6a) 

b. (*) my favourite story of your/you 

In fact, an interpretable reading is available for the (b) examples. In (7b), the construction 

becomes more acceptable (although perhaps not ideal) on the reading that the book in 

Mary's possession is about John, rather than by John. A similar interpretation of 

'aboutness' is available for (8b) i f vow is used rather than your. Other pairs of double 

genitives and standard o/-phrases produce similar interpretability results, although the 

interpretations are somewhat different for each pairing. 
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(9) a. Mary's invention of John's 

b. Mary's invention of John 

(10) a. Mary's sculpture of John's 

b. Mary's sculpture of John 

( 11 ) a. Mary's picture of John's 

b. Mary's picture of John 

In (9-1 la) above, the double genitive examples produce the reading that John has created 

the item in question, but that Mary is in possession of the finished product. In (9-1 lb), on 

the other hand, it is Mary who has created the item, while John is the subject of the 

creation. In thematic terms, John is the agent of creation in all of the double genitives, but 

is the theme (in 7-8b and 10-1 lb) or patient (9b; John would presumably not exist i f it 

were not for Mary's inventing him) of the creation in the standard o/-phrases. In fact, the 

nouns for which the facts in (7-11) seem to hold are those which Chomsky (1970:206) 

claims have an 'intrinsic connection' to their possessors. While this concept is not well 

explained, it seems to imply that the possessor is the creator of the possessum; Chomsky 

uses both picture and story as examples (i.e., a picture of John's is a picture that John 

painted; a story of John's is a story that John wrote). When either a double genitive or a 

standard o/-phrase suggests only possession, with no requirement of an agent and/or a 
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theme/patient for the possessum within the phrase, both constructions become 

unacceptable with the addition of a prenominai possessive. 

(12) a. *Mary's son of John's 

b. *Mary's son of John 

(13) a. #Mary's house of John's 

b. * Mary's house of John 

It appears that the acceptability of either the double genitive or the standard «/-phrase 

with the prenominai possessive is contingent upon an 'intrinsic' relationship, as per 

Chomsky (1970), between the human entities and the possessum. If this is the correct 

generalization, then the semantic contribution of the preposition would seem to be 

negligible. On the basis of this evidence, it becomes rather less clear that the partitive 

reading in a double genitive is imparted by of. 

1.2.2.2 'Relational' Nouns and the Range of Possession Relations 

Barker's distinction between the genitive and partitive ofs appears to become 

clearer when one looks at the compatibility of the constructions in question with so-called 

'relational' nouns. These are nouns whose denotations 'are best expressed as relations 

over pairs of entities' (Barker 1995:50). His primary example is grandmother, a person 

6 (13a) can be interpreted, although the construction is still not ideal, if John is taken to be a builder of 
houses. 



24 

cannot be a grandmother unless there is someone that they are grandmother to. Barker 

claims that standard o/-phrase constructions (14) must feature a relational noun in the role 

of possessum, while double genitives (15) can have either relational or non-relational 

possessa7: 

(14) a. *a book of John 

b. a brother of John 

(15) a. a book of John's 

b. a brother of John's 

Although this evidence appears to be fairly convincing, there is a body of 

literature within generative syntax which suggests that the possession relation should be 

taken to be 'contentless' (Burton 1995:12). By this is meant that there is no inherent 

meaning in a possessive construction - that whatever meaning is given to a particular 

relation is determined by context. Thus, given the appropriate context, John's cat could 

be interpreted as the cat John owns, the cat John likes, the cat John painted, or, as 

Williams (1982:283) suggests, the cat John stepped on. In the case of relational nouns 

7 Note that other possessive and partitive constructions are also compatible with either relational or non
relational nouns: 

(i) John's book/one of John's books 

(ii) John's brother/one of John's brothers 

In addition to demonstrating that standard o/phrases are not partitive, these facts also suggest that they may 
not, in fact, be possessive constructions (a claim which Barker 1995 explains in some detail). 
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like brother, which intrinsically take a theme (i.e., to be a brother, there must be someone 

to whom one can be a brother), the relational reading is available 'for free; it is just one 

way of understanding the inherently unspecified relationship' (Burton 1995:18). Thus, 

while it may be most natural to assume that a brother of John's refers to a male to whom 

John stands in a sibling relationship, other readings are still possible given a particular 

context (e.g., John is babysitting a family of boys, and one of those male siblings under 

his care is being referred to). 

A number of authors (including Williams (1982), Higginbotham (1983) and 

Burton (1995)) have provided formal representations for both the unspecified possession 

relation and the specified, 'relational' relation; however, the various formalisms do not 

impact greatly on the point I wish to make here. In a general sense, the possibility of 

unspecified possession relations suggests that notions such as partitivity and 'genitivity' 

are determined by the context in which a given possessive phrase, whether double 

genitive or not, occurs. Thus, in (16) below, the availability of a 'partitive' interpretation 

for both the double genitive and the standard of phrase can be attributed to the fact that 

the phrases can occur in similar contexts; i.e., both constructions can appear in a context 

where one friend out of the set of John's friends is denoted. In the pairing in (17), 

however, it seems likely that the double genitive occurs in different contexts than does 

the standard of-phrase, leading to the variant interpretations. 

(16) a. a friend of John's (one of John's friends) 

b. a friend of John (can be one of John's friends) 
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(17) a. a book of John's (one of John's books) 

b. a book of John (cannot be one of John's books; may be #) 

If it is, in fact, the context - notably, the semantic content of the possessum - which is 

imparting meaning to the constructions in (16) and (17), then it seems less likely that the 

preposition of'has a significant effect on the semantics of the construction. Partitivity, or 

the lack thereof, can be determined by contextual factors; it is not part of the meaning of 

of. This statement is not intended to refute Barker's claim that indefinite double genitives 

are partitive; it merely suggests that partitivity does not originate in the preposition. This 

view of the role of of is consistent with Kayne's (1993, 1994) syntactic analysis, which 

will be discussed in section 3. Crucially, this analysis assumes that of 'in the double 

genitive construction contributes nothing to the semantic interpretation of the phrase 

(which allows of to be inserted into the phrase rather than base-generated within it), but 

rather is needed only to fulfill a syntactic function: namely, assigning case to the 

possessor (cf. the discussion of of 'in Chomsky 1981). 

1.3 Double Genitive or Standard Partitive? 

If one assumes, as I will do in this thesis, that indefinite double genitives are 

semantically equivalent to standard partitive constructions, the question soon arises as to 

how a speaker chooses which construction to use in a given context. It would seem that if 

there is no difference in meaning between the two constructions, they should be used 

equally frequently and in roughly identical contexts. Yet this does not appear to be the 
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case: partitive constructions seem to constitute the 'standard' for most English speakers, 

with double genitives being the exceptional case. Some suggestions have been put 

forward as to why this distinction should hold; I will explore Storto's (2000a, b) 

suggestion that double genitives are not truly equivalent to standard partitives in chapter 

4, section 2.2.1. To this point, such suggestions have not been entirely convincing. 

However, the difference in usage can be explained if all double genitives are assumed to 

be focus constructions - that is, i f the double genitive is used when the speaker wishes to 

place the possessum in focus, while the standard partitive is used in other contexts. As I 

will develop my analysis of double genitives as focus constructions in chapter 4 of this 

work, and as the choice between indefinite double genitives and standard partitives will 

not affect the syntactic analyses presented in the next sections of this chapter, I will leave 

the question posed in the heading of this section open for the time being. 

2. Syntax of the Indefinite Double Genitive: 'Partitive' Structural Analyses 

2.1 Jackendoff s (1977) Structure 

In a brief mention of double genitives, Jackendoff (1977) postulates a 'missing' 

partitive following the possessor, as in 

(18) a book of John's (books) 
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Jackendoff analyzes this missing element as a PRO, similar to the one he assumes in 

standard partitive constructions such as two of the books. A structure for the standard 

partitive is given in (19) (cf. Jackendoff s (5.16a)). 

(19) NP, 

Q  N 1 

two 

the books 

To interpret this PRO, Jackendoff suggests a projection rule 'to assign the empty head 

PRO an interpretation something like "unit(s)" when it is immediately to the right of any 

of the articles, quantifiers, or adjectives that govern partitives. A l  l of these words must be 

lexically marked to govern the projection rule' (1977:110). 

Jackendoff suggests that a different type of partitive projection rule must be 

posited for double genitives, but does not discuss what this rule should be. A tree for the 

Q 
construction is shown in (20) : 

This tree is adapted from Jackendoffs original (1977:117). 1 have opted to eliminate a number of the 
currently obsolete intermediate bar levels. Within the original X-bar framework, Jackendoff allows the 
option of attaching the prepositional phrase at the N " or  N ' level. 
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(20) N P  i 

Art N  ' 
a 

N  , PP 
book 

P N P  2 

of 
N P  3 N ' 
John 

N 2 

PRO 

Jackendoff holds over the substantivization rule from his 1968 analysis to derive the 

cliticized possessor from the underlying bare NP John. Note, however, that all of the 

other transformations from the earlier work have been discarded, as they violate the 

constraints on transformations which had been set in place by 1977 (cf. Chomsky 1973). 

Yet, as can be seen in (20), it is difficult to determine which word in the double genitive 

would be 'lexically marked' for a projection rule: in this construction, PRO is not 

immediately to the right of any article, quantifier or adjective.9 Nevertheless, with the 

exception of PRO, Jackendoff s structure is very similar to the one developed by Barker 

(1998). 10 

 While Jackendoff (1977) does not discuss the partitivity of of, it seems possible that this idea could also 
have been held over from Jackendoff (1968), leading to the possibility that of could be lexically marked to 
govern the projection rule. This proposal, however, seems to stretch the requirement that PRO be 
' immediately to the right' (Jackendoff 1977:110) of the item which governs it, as John appears to intervene 
between of and PRO. 
1  0 Lyons (1986) also presents a structure which largely follows Jackendoff s model. 

9
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2.2 Barker's (1998) Structure 

Having developed a valid and reasonable analysis of the semantics of the 

indefinite double genitive, Barker (1998) elects not to develop an elaborate syntactic 

structure for the construction. The basic structure he provides is adequate in several 

surface respects for the needs of the double genitive, but there are some aspects in which 

this structure is inadequate. In this section, I will show that Barker's syntactic structure, 

specifically the proposed sisterhood relation between possessor and possessum, cannot 

account for the possessor extraction facts discussed by Kayne (1993), or for all of the 

facts of oz-ze-pronominalization in indefinite double genitive structures. 

Extrapolating from the bracketed string provided in Barker (1998:698), a tree 

structure for the indefinite double genitive emerges which looks something like the 

following": 

(21) NP 

Det N ' 
a 

John's 

This basic structure is simple, but details concerning the possessor NP John's have been 

omitted. While Barker (1998) does not elaborate the internal structure of this NP, I note 

" I have left aside here the question of whether the of is partitive or genitive; i f one adheres strictly to 
Barker's model, it should be a partitive of. 



here that Barker (1995) provides a structure for prenominai possessives (shown in (22)) 

which includes the necessary details. The DP in (22) is approximately equivalent to the 

highest NP in (21); Barker (1995) constructs the prenominai possessive within the DP 

hypothesis. 

(22) DP 

DP Poss D NP 

I 'S 0poss A 

D' kids 

parents 

Here, the possessor D  P ( D P  ) is a specifier of the matrix null determiner head. Within p o s s  

DPposs, 's is interpreted as a phrase-final clitic which indicates 'a grammatical relation in 

a particular syntactic construction' (Barker 1995:20). In other words, 's is the syntactic 

marker of the possession relationship, and is realized as a separate element cliticized on 

to the possessor D  P some parents. 

When the basic elements of Barker's prenominai possessive structure are 

combined with the double genitive structure in (21), a more detailed structure results: 
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(23) 

a 
N ' 

DP Poss D 

A 's 0poss 
John 

I have elected to label this double genitive tree as a DP in order to facilitate comparison 

with Kayne's (1993, 1994) structures, which will be presented in the next section; the use 

of the DP hypothesis in Barker (1995) suggests that the NP labelling in Barker (1998) is 

more a matter of convenience than of conviction. 

Barker's tree, whether simple or elaborated, reasonably represents some aspects 

of the surface structure of the double genitive. Another empirical fact which can be 

accounted for using the tree in (23) is the ungrammaticality of zY-pronominalization in 

double genitives, as shown in (24). 

(24) *It of John's was on the table. 

The explanation for (24) appears to be that the pronoun it must replace a single complete 

nominal constituent. Assuming either the structure in (21) or the one in (23), both of 
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which have a 'full-fledged determiner position to the left of the matrix head noun' 

(Barker 1998:698), it must replace D and part of its NP complement (the N book alone). 

This is correctly predicted to be impossible, and the result is ungrammatical as indicated. 

Although the structures in (21) and (23) account quite well for both the surface 

structure of the indefinite double genitive and at least one other empirical fact, they 

cannot account for all the quirks of the construction, as will be shown in the next section. 

2.3 Problems with the Structure 

2.3.1 NP+'s as a constituent 

One immediate problem with the most basic Barkerian tree, as presented in (21), 

is the constituency of the possessor phrase. Kayne (1993:5) claims that the NP+ 's string 

is not in fact a constituent in the underlying structure of a possessive sentence. As an 

example, he cites the marginal acceptability of w/z-movement which leaves the possessive 

clitic in situ (marginal due to its incurring a subjacency violation), compared to the 

outright ungrammaticality of w/z-movement of the NP+ 's as a whole. 

(25) a. ??[What womanji were you talking to a friend of [e¡]'s? (Kayne's (4)) 

b. **[What woman's]i were you talking to a friend of [e¡]? (Kayne's (5)) 

When the more detailed structure in (23) is considered, it might be thought that 

the DP what woman can be extracted without its clitic. However, this does not appear to 

be the case. Consider the internal structure of the PP of what woman's: 
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(26) PP 

D' 

DP, Poss D 

A 's 0 

what 
woman 

At least two reasons can be found to explain why this structure does not allow movement 

of DPi (what woman) alone.12 First, extraction of this phrase will violate subjacency, as 

two bounding nodes - DP  2 and the matrix DP (a friend of DPi) - will have to be crossed 

for what woman to be extracted. As there is no intermediate landing site, a violation will 

occur. This issue is schematized in (27). 

1 2 Within a historical framework, Chomsky's (1964) A-over-A constraint would also apply: because DPi is 
contained within a larger DPpoSS, it is at least D P   as a whole - including the clitic's - which must be p o s s

extracted, if not the entire DP  2 which is sister to the preposition. However, A-over-A is not currently 
accepted, as it is another example of a constraint being too powerful. 
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(27) 

a 
N ' 

D P  2 <= bounding DP 

DP to be moved => DPj Poss D 

A 's 0,poss 
what 

woman 

A weaker violation will be incurred if DP2 is moved as a whole, as DP2 will then no 

longer constitute a bounding node (but the bounding IP node will still be crossed in wh

movement). However, this pattern of violations does not conform to Kayne's observation, 

as the clitic's is also contained within DP2 and will move along with what woman. 

Note further that attempting to extract D P  i alone will likely not be possible; that 

is, that the clitic will 'tag along' in any case. As 's (generated under Poss) is not the head 

of DPposs, DPposs must be considered to be an extended projection of D P  i (what occupies 

the determiner slot in D P i )  . I  f extraction is attempted, all segments of the D  P must be 

extracted; this includes both D P  i and DPp 0 Ss

It appears that if extraction of the possessor is attempted within a Barkerian 

framework, there is no way in which the ungrammatical construction shown in (25b) can 

be avoided. In fact, with any Barkerian structure, it is (25a) which should be the 
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ungrammatical construction and (25b) which should be more acceptable, due to the 

necessity of extracting the possessor and clitic (and possibly the null possessive head) as 

a whole. Thus, in the case of possessor extraction, Barker's structure cannot account for 

the empirical data. 

2.3.2 The Location of ofNP 

Another problem with Barker's structures is the assumption that the prepositional 

phrase is sister to, and thus the complement of, the head noun. However, empirical 

evidence drawn from the phenomenon of one-pronominalization suggests that the 

possessor o/-phrase should be treated as an adjunct to the possessum, rather than as its 

complement. 

The pro form one is generally assumed to replace an intermediate-level projection 

in a noun phrase; within the X-bar framework, one replaces an N '  , the intermediate-level 

projection of N  . Radford (1988:174-9) provides a detailed explanation of this assumption, 

focusing in particular on N-bars consisting of nouns and complement prepositional 

phrases; two of his representative examples (1998:174, (29a-b)) are shown in (28). 

(28) a. The present [N1 king of England] is more popular than the last [w one], 

b. *The [ N {  N king] of England] defeated the [ N {  N one] of Spain]. 



(29) shows the tree structures for the noun phrases in (28a). In this sentence, one replaces 

the smallest N-bar constituent, which consists of the noun and its complement. 

In (28b), however, one replaces only the noun king rather than the entire N-bar king of 

Spain, creating the ungrammatical structure seen in (30). 

1  3 The N-bar containing the A  P could also be replaced by one, if, as depicted here, one assumes that APs 
are adjoined to projections of N '  . 



Similar facts should hold in the case of double genitives, if one assumes that 

Barker's structure is correct; i.e., that the prepositional phrase of John's is sister to (and 

thus complement of) the head noun book, creating an N-bar as demonstrated in (31). 

(31) N ' 

D 

DP Poss D 

A 's 0 , 

John 

However, the grammaticality judgements in (28) do not hold in the case of double 

genitives, as shown in (32). (32a) represents the expected grammatical sentence, where 

the entire N-bar structure in (31) is replaced by one. (32b), on the other hand, shows 
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another possible grammatical utterance, where one apparently replaces the noun rather 

than the N-bar, leaving the possessor PP intact. 

(32) a. I bought an old book of John's and a new one. 

b. I bought an old book of John's and a new one of Bill's. 

The grammaticality of (32b) is surprising; in fact, the construction should be 

ungrammatical given Barker's structural assumptions. This means that the «/-phrase 

cannot be the complement of the head noun; if it were, the two would constitute the 

smallest N-bar constituent, and the entire constituent would necessarily be replaced by 

one. Thus, a structure which assumes that of John's is sister to the possessum will not be 

able to account for o«e-pronominalization in double genitives. On this count, then, the 

Barkerian structure in (23) is not able to account for all of the empirical data. However, at 

least one other syntactic analysis is available which can better account for these data; I 

will examine this analysis in the next section. 

3. Syntax of the Indefinite Double Genitive: Movement-Based Analyses 

3.1 Kayne's Movement Analysis 

Although several movement-based analyses of the indefinite double genitive were 

put forward prior to Kayne (1993, 1994)1 , Kayne's syntactic analysis is the only one 

1 4 These include Smith (1964), Jackendoff (1968), and Stockwell et al. (1973). Of these, Stockwell et al. is 
the closest in spirit to Kayne's work, deriving the indefinite double genitive from a prenominai possessive 
through postposing of the possessor: a [NP John's] book a book of [NP John's], However, this rightward 
movement is illicit within the Minimalist framework as it implies downward movement, which violates the 
Linear Correspondence Axiom (Kayne 1994). 



which is compatible with current linguistic trends. This analysis, which is based within 

Kayne's antisymmetry framework, is more complex than Barker's non-movement 

syntactic analysis, but also better explains some of the quirks of the construction 

(possessor extraction, one-pronominalization). I will adopt a modified version of Kayne's 

analysis, which allows its use with quantifiers which are either unspecified for 

definiteness (e.g., two) or inherently indefinite (e.g., a), but not with inherently definite 

quantifiers (e.g., every). 

Kayne (1993) analyzes the indefinite double genitive as the result of a 

transformation triggered by its indefiniteness. His basic structure for English possessive 

sentences is based on Szabolcsi's (1981) analysis of Hungarian possessives. A typical 

Hungarian possessive sentence is given in (33) (Szabolcsi's (43)). 

(33) Péter-nek van kar -ja -0 -0 

Peter-dative is arm-poss -3sg -nom 

'Peter has an arm.' 

The deep structure for (33) is given in (34) (Szabolczi's (45)). Note the NP-internal 

INFL, which is specified for [[± poss], AGR] ; in this case, it is specified as [+poss]. 

(34) [s- [s- [so [v van] [ÑP [ N  P Péter INFL  [  + 

poss, AGR] 

kar]]]]] 
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From this starting point, Kayne elects to analyze standard English possessive sentences 

(35a) as underlyingly copular structures (35b), with the latter having a D-structure as in 

(36). 

(35) a. John has two books. 

b. There are (exist) two books of John's. 

(36) a. ...BE [D  P Spec D° [DP  [Agr° QP/NP]]] p o s s

b. ...BE [Dp Spec D° [John ['s [Qp two books]]]] 

In (36b), the possessor John is generated as the D P  . The DP-internal possessive Agr°, p o s s  

which Kayne takes to be the generating site for's, appears to fill the same role as 

Szabolczi's INFL. Kayne suggests that Agr° selects either a QP or an NP as its 

complement, and generates the possessum two books under QP/NP. I will assume that 

Agr° always selects a QP, for reasons which I will discuss in chapter 3. Further, because 

Agr° 'is not sufficient to [Case-] license a DP in its Spec' (Kayne 1993:5), a phonetically 

unrealized D° must also be present in the construction. 

On this analysis, (36b) is the structure underlying both examples in (37).15 

(37) a. John's two books 

b. two books of John's 

1 5 The assumption that both phrases in (37) have the same underlying structure will be called into question 
in chapter 4, when a FocP projection is introduced into the indefinite double genitive structure. 
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Which of these structures will be realized depends on the définiteness specification of the 

D°. If the D° is definite, a prenominai possessive like John's two books will be generated, 

with a tree structure something like the following: 

The underlying structure of indefinite double genitives is almost identical to the structure 

in (38), the only difference being that the D° is specified as [-definite] rather than 

[+definite]. In the indefinite double genitive, the QP is moved to Spec, DP and an overt 

preposition of is inserted under D° to Case-license the DP p 0 ss, resulting in a structure like 

the following: 
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(39) DP 

QPi D' 

Q NP D° AgrP 
two A t - d e f l 

books o  f DPposs Agr' 
John 

Agr .0 

's 

Kayne states that 'o/itself requires that Spec be filled by QP/NP' (1993:22n6), but cannot 

explain why this should be necessary. Nor is it possible to provide an explanation along 

the lines of Speas (1993). Speas argues that Spec must be filled whenever the head of a 

phrase lacks phonetic or semantic content. As shown in (39), the head of the matrix DP in 

an indefinite double genitive has semantic content in the form of its (in)definiteness 

specification; following the insertion of the case-assigning preposition, it also has 

phonetic content (of). 

One element worth noting in both (38) and (39) is the separation of the DPp 0 Ss 

John from the possessive clitic's, which is generated under the Agr0. As was seen in the 

discussion of Barker's indefinite double genitive structures, this lack of constituency will 

help to account for the acceptability of w/z-movement of the bare possessor, versus the 

unacceptability of w/j-movement involving the possessor plus the clitic 's (25, reprinted 

here as (40)). 

(40) a. ?? [What woman] ¡ were you talking to a friend of [e¡]'s? 

b. **[What woman's]; were you talking to a friend of [e¡]? 



Kayne's framework avoids subjacency violations within the possessor phrase, as the 

DPposs is now extracted from an AgrP (of which's is the head) rather than from a larger 

DP. As well, as the DP p 0 S s is a maximal projection, there is no concern about moving only 

one segment of a complex DP. Nevertheless, subjacency is still weakly violated in both 

sentences because of movement out of the double genitive DP, which leads to the less-

than-completely-acceptable status of (40a). However, the validity of Kayne's structure is 

supported by the facts of binding theory. Note that i f extraction of the entire AgrP what 

woman's is attempted, the trace of the QP a friend will be extracted as well. If this 

occurs, the trace will then c-command its antecedent and ungrammaticality will result, as 

shown in (41): 

(41) *CP 

AgrPi C 

V PP 
talking /  \ 

P' 

QPi D 

a friend D e, 
of 



Thus, unlike Barker's static analysis, Kayne's movement analysis explains the facts of 

extraction - in particular, the impossibility of extracting the possessor together with the 

possessive clitic. 

Another important item to note is the non-constituent status of the head noun and 

the prepositional possessive phrase in this structure. In the underlying representation, two 

books is the sister of the clitic 's; it is then raised to Spec of the matrix DP to produce the 

surface representation. In fact, there can be no inherent sisterhood relation between the 

possessum and the prepositional phrase, as of is an artifact of the raising transformation 

and carries no weight in the phrase. Kayne's structure can thus explain one of the one-

pronominalization facts which Barker's structure cannot; namely, the grammaticality of 

one-pronominalization of the possessum alone (as shown in (32), repeated here as (42)). 

(42) a. I bought an old book of John's and a new one. 

b. I bought an old book of John's and a new one of Bill's. 

(42b) is accounted for under Kayne's analysis by the ability of one to replace the QP 

alone. However, the grammaticality of (42a) cannot be accounted for in Kayne's 

structure, as book of Bill's by itself does not form a constituent of any kind, and thus 

cannot be replaced by a proform. Any such replacement would have to replace the entire 

AgrP, including the quantifier and adjective elements. (I will discuss the location of 

double genitive-internal adjectives in chapter 3.) This would lead to the ungrammatical 

(43) : 
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(43) *I bought an old book of John's and one. 

However, it may prove to be the case that a process of gapping or deletion can eliminate 

the preposition and D P   to produce the construction in (42a); further exploration of this p o s s

question is likely warranted.16 

3.2 Problems with Kayne's Analysis 

3.2.1 Which Quantifiers Are 'Indefinite'? 

In presenting Kayne's analysis, I have elected to use the numeral two as the 

quantifier in my examples. Kayne himself most frequently uses numerals in his examples, 

both in 1993 and 1994; however, he stipulates that 'quantifiers like every, many, some, 

and any, and also the article a(n), [are] generable within the NP/QP below V (1994:86). 

He further notes that 'some of these cannot actually occur overtly below 's in English: for 

example, *John's some pictures' (1994:86). It appears, however, that not all quantifiers 

can be treated equally within the indefinite construction, and it in fact appears likely that 

some of the quantifiers listed do not appear in the indefinite construction at all. 

For quantifiers like few, many, and several, which can appear in both indefinite 

and definite DPs (i.e., quantifiers which are unspecified for definiteness), the 'derivation' 

from prenominai possessive to double genitive will proceed as with the numerals. Thus, 

both the prenominai possessive John's few books and the double genitive few books of 

John's are acceptable as English phrases (but see Barker's remarks on the scope of these 

The ungrammatical */'/ of John's is presumably disallowed by the inability of it to replace a QP. 
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items in section 3.2.2). In the case of the inherently indefinite article a17 and its plural 

some, however, the prenominai possessives involving these quantifiers are not 

permissible surface structures (*John 's a book/*John's some books). This fact emerges 

because in these cases, the D° will always be marked as [-definite], and movement of the 

QP to Spec, DP will always be triggered. Thus, only the double genitive and not the 

prenominai possessive can be realized on the surface with these two items. This seems to 

account for the ungrammaticality of *John 's a book, which Kayne (1993:22n6) considers 

to be 'unexplained'. 

There is a third set of quantifiers which Kayne attempts to analyze within his 

indefinite construction. These are the definite quantifiers, such as every, each, all, neither 

and both. As mentioned above, Kayne stipulates that these quantifiers can be generated as 

part of the QP. On this view, the grammatical double genitive every book of John's must 

have an unrealized prenominai possessive counterpart in #John's every book (which may 

be acceptable archaically or poetically). While this non-generable 'starting' point is not in 

itself a downfall for the analysis, as shown above in the necessary 'starting' point for a 

book of John's, Barker points out that examples such as these are 'difficult to consider as 

indefinites' (1998:697). Indeed, these quantifiers pattern with the definite determiner the 

in other contexts, e.g., existential-there sentences (cf. Barwise and Cooper 1981, Keenan 

and Stavi 1986, inter alia). As well, double genitives involving these quantifiers do not 

seem to meet Barker's proper partitivity requirement without additional modification; the 

1  7 Kayne categorizes a as a quantifier rather than as a determiner based on Perlmutter's (1970) analysis of 
the relationship between a and the numeral one. Perlmutter concludes that a is simply an unstressed form of 
one, and that the two occur in complementary distribution. 
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examples in (44) all seem to imply that the entire set of John's books is being referenced: 

(44) a. I read every book of John's. 

b. I read each book of John's. 

c. I read neither book of John's. 

Barker also questions whether double genitives involving prenominai possessors, such as 

myfavourite book of John's can be generated within Kayne's indefinite framework, as's 

takes up the only obviously available possessor slot under Agr°. Kayne himself does not 

discuss this type of construction. Generally, it appears that Kayne's indefinite hypothesis 

can only account for indefinite double genitives containing either the indefinite 

determiners a and some, or numerals and quantifiers which are unspecified for 

definiteness. I will come back to the issue of every book of John's and myfavourite book 

of John's in the following chapters. 

3.2.2 John'sfew children vs. Few children ofJohn's 

Barker (1998) finds at least one additional apparent problem with Kayne's 

indefinite analysis; however, on closer inspection, this problem resolves itself as a non-

issue. The issue in question concerns the generation of the quantifier in the lower position 

within the QP. Barker notes that 'there is at least one clear case in which a double 

genitive does have a counterpart with the determiner in the lower position, but with a 

distinctly different meaning' (1998:697). This pair is: 
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(45) a. few children of John's 

b. John's few children 

Barker suggests that only (45b) 'entails that the number of John's children is small' 

(1998:697), and there is consequently no way in which these two phrases can be taken to 

have the same meaning. A similar lack of semantic equivalency is seen when few is 

replaced by many: 

(46) a. many children of John's 

b. John's many children 

Note that few and many are not the only examples of such a semantic difference between 

the prenominai possessive and the double genitive: several, other, and even numerals like 

two show the same variations in meaning between the double genitive and the prenominai 

possessive. It is the widening scope of Barker's concern which first leads one to suspect 

that the problem is not a real problem; in fact, the issue can be resolved within Kayne's 

framework. 

Recall that Kayne's abstract D° can be specified as either [+definite] or 

[-definite]. This leads to the existence of two different underlying structures: 

(47) a. [o+definite] John's few books 

b. [D -definite] John's few books 
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As shown above, (47a) will lead to the creation of a prenominai possessive, while (47b) 

will begin the derivation of a double genitive. However, it is not the quantifier few which 

is motivating the derivation or non-derivation of the different structures; instead, it is the 

definiteness specification on the D°. This shifting of responsibility from the quantifier to 

the D° explains why so many different quantifiers can apparently have different 

definiteness values in the prenominai possessive and the double genitive. There are not 

two homophonous fews, one which is semantically definite and one which is semantically 

indefinite; nor are there two manys, two severah, or two twos. Instead, (in)definiteness is 

specified by D°, and Barker's concern becomes a non-issue for Kayne's analysis. 

4. Conclusion 

From the preceding discussion, an analysis of indefinite double genitives begins 

to emerge which synthesizes elements of both Barker's semantically-oriented Partitive 

Hypothesis and Kayne's movement-based structural analysis. While neither analysis can 

wholly account for constructions like a book of John's when viewed in isolation, a 

combination of the two proposals explains most of the facts of the construction, although 

there are some varieties (e.g. every book of John's) which will have to be analyzed 

somewhat differently. In the next chapter, I will show how this synthesis of partitivity 

and movement can be extended to account for definite double genitives like the book of 

John's that you read last night. The synthesis will also be maintained through chapter 4 

of this work, where the construction is reanalyzed as a focus construction (although small 

structural modifications will be made at that point). 
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Chapter Three: 
The Definite Double Genitive 

0. Introduction 

Having developed an analysis of the indefinite double genitive which synthesizes 

Barker's semantics and Kayne's syntax, I now turn my attention to the definite double 

genitive. This construction proves to be somewhat more difficult to analyze, due to the 

fact that a string like *the book of John's is ungrammatical on its own. The key element 

in both semantic and syntactic analyses of the construction is the presence of a restrictive 

relative clause, resulting in grammatical strings such as the book of John's that you read. 

Semantically, the presence of a relative clause allows a definite double genitive to be 

interpreted partitively, as the referent is not interpreted as a unique item, but rather as a 

specific item picked out of a larger set. This permits definite double genitives to be 

incorporated into Barker's (1998) framework, as will be shown in the first section of this 

chapter. Syntactically, the proposal that the double genitive element does not form a 

constituent with the definite determiner but instead originates within a CP which is the 

complement of the forms the basis of Kayne's (1994) raising analysis of the definite 

construction. This analysis will be explored in the second section of the chapter. 

While application of the Partitive Hypothesis to the definite double genitive 

appears to be relatively straightforward, Kayne's structural analysis of the construction 

raises a number of questions. Some of these can be answered (i.e., what quantifiers can 

appear after the; whether the semantic restrictions can be accounted for structurally), 
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while others (i.e., the possibility of restrictive elements which are not that-clauses) prove 

to be more problematic - although not unsolvable - within Kayne's analysis. 

1. Semantics of the Definite Double Genitive 

1.1 The Partitive Hypothesis and Anti-Uniqueness 

The origin of the various partitive hypotheses for the double genitive is a 

particular similarity between double genitives and standard partitives. Both Jackendoff 

(1968) and Barker (1998) have suggested that, while double genitives and standard 

partitives can both occur relatively freely with indefinite determiners (the (a) examples 

below), neither construction is grammatical with a definite determiner (the (b) examples) 

unless the possessum is modified by a restrictive relative clause (the (c) examples): 

(1) a. a book of John's 

b. *the book of John's 

c. the book of John's that you read last night 

(2) a. one of John's books 

b. *the one of John's books 

c. the one of John's books that you read last night 

Barker labels this similarity 'Anti-Uniqueness' (1998:679), but only demonstrates the 

effect through examples; the name 'Anti-Uniqueness' itself remains fairly opaque. A 
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verbal definition of the phenomenon, which will serve my purposes in this thesis, is the 

following: 

(3) Anti-Uniqueness: the possessum in any partitive nominal (including double 

genitives) must be a proper subpart of a larger set and thus cannot be unique. 

This definition follows from Barker's proper partitivity requirement, which was 

introduced in chapter 2. Thus, in (lb) and (2b), where the possessum does not receive 

modification from a restrictive relative, it is implied that John only has one book; as this 

item would then be unique, the construction is ungrammatical. On the other hand, in (lc) 

and (2c), where the possessum is modified by a restrictive relative, the implication seems 

to be that John has more than one book, but only one is being discussed in the current 

discourse; the book in question is thus a proper part of a larger set, and the resulting 

construction is grammatical. It seems, then, that as long as definite double genitives are 

modified by a restrictive relative clause, they can be interpreted via the Partitive 

Hypothesis in the same way as indefinite double genitives. 

1.2 Other Restrictive Options 

It should be noted that while the addition of a restrictive relative clause headed by 

that is the most frequently cited way in which a definite double genitive can be given a 

partitive interpretation (and thus be made grammatical), it is by no means the only way. 

Both relative clauses which are not headed by that (e.g., whom clauses or clauses without 



explicit complementizers) and prepositional phrases can be used as clausal restrictors; 

these types of clauses will be discussed in section 2.3.4. Certain types of adjectives can 

also be used to create a partitive interpretation. These adjectives include comparative or 

superlative forms (4, 5) and adjectives of the favourite type (6)1: 

(4) The ultimate thing of mine here is that if we screw this up from the approach, 

people may die, if they don't have a second appeal. (From the Parliamentary 

Internet Search Engine: Mr. John Herrón (Fundy-Royal, PC), in the Standing 

Committee on Citizenship and Immigration, May 17, 2001) 

(5) ...the less successful reaches of mine... (Bruce Cockburn, in concert in Calgary, 

March 29, 2002; referring to his late-show attempts to sing high notes) 

(6) my favourite book of John's 

Intuitively, phrases of this type seem to be partitive - that is, picking out the ultimate, less 

successful, or favourite items from the larger set of items - without the addition of a 

relative clause. In fact, adding a relative clause often seems to make such constructions 

less acceptable. 

' Here, my seems to function in much the same way as the definite determiner. I will return to this issue in 
chapter 4, section 2.1.2. 
 The particularly questionable status of (7b) may be attributed to a general prohibition against relative 
clauses co-occuring with prenominai possessors (Abney 1987:313): 

(i) *My book (ofJohn's) that I read is on that shelf. 

2
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(7) a. My favourite book of John's is on that shelf. 

b. ??My favourite book of John's that I read is on that shelf. 

(8) a. The less successful reaches of mine were fairly painful to hear. 

b. ?The less successful reaches of mine that I tried were fairly painful to hear. 

The ability of these adjectives to act as a 'restrictor' will be examined further in the next 

chapter, when the idea of focus is brought into the double genitive discussion. 

It should also be noted that the restrictive clause requirement may be flexible even 

without the presence of an adjective. Both Smith (1964) and Kayne (1994) note that for 

some speakers, the book of John's does not require modification by an explicit relative 

clause in order to be grammatical. Kayne (1994:153n4) suggests that these speakers 

might have an 'implicit' relative, which has the same ameliorating effect on the 

construction as does an explicit relative clause; however, he does not fully explore this 

possibility within his framework. I will also return to this construction in the next chapter. 

2. Syntax of the Definite Double Genitive 

In this section, I will examine several transformational or movement analyses of 

the definite double genitive construction. Chief among these will be Kayne's (1994) 

analysis, which suggests that the determiner the can take a CP complement within which 

the double genitive element is base-generated. The double genitive element is then raised 
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to Spec, CP to generate the appropriate surface structure. While this analysis is appealing 

and seems to be largely adequate in explaining the construction, there are a number of 

problems with Kayne's analysis which require resolution. Some of these are fairly easily 

resolved, including the difficulty in generating singular strings like the book of John's 

that you read, and the apparent possibility of generating strings like *the a book of John's 

that you read as well as phrases which are not properly partitive. There is also at least one 

problem - arising from strings like the daughter of the farmer's whom you met yesterday 

- for which resolution is more problematic, although not impossible. 

As complex and seemingly counterintuitive as they may be, movement-based 

analyses like Kayne's seem to be the most frequently proposed analyses for the definite 

double genitive. I will not present any static analyses of the construction in this thesis: 

Barker (1998) does not believe that the Anti-Uniqueness facts can be accounted for 

syntactically (as will be shown in section 2.3.3), and other authors who present a 

structure for indefinite double genitives (e.g. Lyons 1986) generally seem to overlook the 

definite construction. 

2.1 Pre-Kayne Definite Analyses 

As will be elaborated in section 2.2, Kayne's structural analysis of the definite 

double genitive hinges on the restrictive relative clause which modifies the construction. 

In this way, his analysis is somewhat reminiscent of those of Smith (1964) and 

Jackendoff (1968), both of which feature movement which is illicit within more recent 

frameworks such as Government and Binding/Principles and Parameters and 
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Minimalism, but which also capture the intuition that the relative clause is a critical 

component of the definite double genitive. 

As an intermediate step in the derivation of John's book from John has a book, 

Smith (1964) derives both the indefinite and definite double genitives from relative 

clauses through deletion of the which is element (sometimes called Whiz-deieûon; cf. 

Barker 1995): 

(9) a. a book which is John's => a book of John's 

b. the book which is John's => the book of John's 

Jackendoff (1968), on the other hand, derives only the definite construction from an 

underlying relative clause, with a number of intervening transformations between deep 

and surface structure (cf. Jackendoff s (44e)): 

(10) [Det the [s that you read last night]s]Det book of the ones of John 

ü (possessive preposing, substantivization) 

[oet the [s that you read last night]s]Det book of John's ones 

•U (ones-absorption) 

[oet the [s that you read last night]s]Det book of John's 

U (relative postposing) 

the book of John's that you read last night 
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Kayne's analysis differs from both of these analyses. He departs from Smith in 

that the double genitive element is not derived by deleting part of a relative clause, but 

rather by movement out of one, as will be seen below; and he differs from Jackendoff in 

raising the possessum (an instance of licit leftward movement) rather than postposing the 

relative clause (a potentially illicit rightward movement). However, both Jackendoff and 

Kayne postulate similar underlying structures (although Kayne's relative clause is not 

contained within the determiner, but is a CP unto itself), and all three analyses crucially 

hinge on the presence of the relative clause. It seems, then, that the desire to analyze 

Anti-Uniqueness syntactically is not unique to Kayne (1994), but has a significant history 

within the generative tradition. 

2.2 Kayne's (1994) Definite Analysis 

2.2.1 The Basic Structure 

Kayne (1994) suggests that the ungrammatically of a phrase like *the book of 

John's stems from the inability to generate the non-quantificational determiner the as the 

head of the QP. 3 Following up on this suggestion, Kayne draws two related conclusions 

from the grammaticality contrast in (11): 

3 Kayne (1993) suggests that *the book of John's is ungrammatical because, ' in effect, the and of would be 
competing for the same position [i.e., the D° - JAJ ' (Kayne 1993:5). Thus, only one element or the other 
may occur in the phrase. However, note that of can only be inserted when the D° is [-definite]; it is not 
present in the [+definite] context, which is the only time it might possibly co-occur with the. Further, in the 
[+definite] context, Kayne stipulates that the D° must be abstract, to avoid ungrammatical constructions 
like *the John's two books. Thus, it is not clear how the and of could ever actually compete for the D° 
position. 
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(11) a. *the two books of John's 

b. the two books of John's that you read 

These conclusions are that *the two books ofJohn's is not an underlying constituent, and 

that the complement of the is the entire phrase two books ofJohn's that you read. On this 

view, the complement of D° in (1 lb) cannot be a QP (i.e. two books ofJohn's), but must 

instead be a CP. To this end, Kayne assumes that two books ofJohn's moves from its 

base-generated object position to Spec, C  P to produce a valid surface structure. A tree 

diagram for this underlying structure is given in (12): 

DP r 
A 

oyou I  V P 

two books of John's 

The object D  P two books ofJohn's (the element which undergoes A-bar movement) is 

itself derived from the prenominai possessive John's two books via Kayne's indefinite 
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analysis (as discussed in chapter 2). Raising of this DP to Spec, CP will produce a surface 

structure like the following: 

(13) 

two books 
of John's 

The presence of elements in both the C and Spec, CP positions following movement of 

the double genitive DP would seem to violate the Doubly Filled Comp Filter, which 

allows only one of these two positions to be filled (cf. Chomsky and Lasnik 1977). To 

avoid this potential problem, Kayne suggests that the filter should now be 'specified to 

see phrases in Spec, CP only when they are w/z-phrases' (1994:91). 

Although the structures in (12) and (13) are fairly complex, they seem to do an 

adequate job of representing definite double genitives. In fact, this analysis can be 

extended to resolve some outstanding problems with Kayne's indefinite analysis. 



2.2.2 Extending The Basic Analysis 

As mentioned in chapter 2, there are certain double genitives which Kayne 

proposes to analyze within the indefinite framework which do not seem to be amenable to 

such an analysis. In their Q head, these tokens feature 'definite' quantifiers like every, 

each, all, neither and both, as shown in (14). 

(14) a. I read every book of John's. 

b. I read each book of John's. 

c. I read neither book of John's. 

Note that these examples do not seem to meet Barker's proper partitivity requirement, 

implying that the entire set of John's books is being referenced in each case. As these 

constructions do not then fall within the scope of the Partitive Hypothesis, I will leave 

further discussion of them until the next chapter. However, an interesting fact emerges 

when a restrictive relative clause is added to the examples in (14): 

(15) I read every/each/neither book of John's that you recommended. 

With modification by the relative clause, all of the examples become properly partitive, 

referencing only the recommended books out of the larger set of John's books. This is the 

same partitivity implication which arises when double genitives with the definite 

determiner the receive restrictive relative modification, as discussed in section 1.1 of this 
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chapter. Thus, in the cases where definite quantifier constructions are modified by 

restrictive relatives, they would seem to be amenable to Kayne's definite analysis. Like 

the, then, quantifiers like every and both will not form constituents with the following 

double genitive element, but will instead take a CP as their complement. 

Note also that none of the sentences presented to this point have used possessa 

which are modified by adjectives. While Kayne does present an analysis involving 

adjectives, it faces a number of problems. A much simpler solution is available, which I 

will assume to hold for the double genitive construction. 

Consider a sentence like (16) (Kayne 1994:99, (66)): 

(16) The yellow sweater of John's is beautiful. 

Kayne suggests that the adjective yellow is base-generated in a position below the double 

genitive element, giving the underlying structure in (17)4: 

( 17) the [CP [C° [IP [Io [XP sweater of John's yellow] 

From these starting positions, sweater of John's will move to Spec, IP, and yellow will 

move to Spec, CP, giving the following surface structure: 

 This suggestion is based on a presumed similarity between adjectives and participial phrases like recently 
sent (the recently sent book). The latter, in turn, are assumed to be related to reduced relatives like given to 
me (the book given to me). Unlike full restrictive relative clauses, Kayne takes reduced relatives to be base-
generated below elements like double genitives (the [C  P [book of his]¡ C° [1P [e]¡ given to me last year). 
Participial phrases and adjectives will both have to be raised above the double genitive to generate the 
desired surface structure. 

4
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(18) the [CP [ X  P [e]¡ yellowjj [Cu [,P [sweater of John's]¡ [ f [e]j 

However, note that i f the generally required restrictive relative clause is added to the 

double genitive element, as in (19), 

(19) The yellow sweater of John's that I borrowed got ruined in the washer. 

such an analysis will not be possible. Not only is Spec, IP filled by the subject I, and thus 

not an available landing site for sweater of John's, but moving the adjective to Spec, CP 

would put it above the overt complementizer that: * the yellow that. Also note that 

problems will occur if there is more than one sweater under discussion: if two sweaters is 

assumed to be a single QP constituent within the double genitive (a basic assumption of 

Kayne's indefinite analysis), and yellow is base-generated below the double genitive 

element and then raised to a position above it, an infelicitous structure will result: 

(20) #The [CP [ X  P [e]¡ yellowjj [C° [IP [two sweaters of John's]¡ [Io [e]j 

Thus, for a number of reasons, Kayne's proposal for the incorporation of adjectives into 

his double genitive analysis would seem to be implausible. 

A more reasonable analysis would seem to be available if a slight clarification is 

made to Kayne's (1993, 1994) basic structure for indefinite double genitives. I suggest 

that an AP adjunct can be located within the NP, as schematized in (21): 
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Now, in the case of a definite double genitive with an adjective, a double movement will 

not be necessary: the entire double genitive can move as a whole to Spec, CP. Also, i f a 

quantifier is present within the construction, the correct word order will be realized: 

yellow sweaters of D P   Agr' p o s s

John . 
Agr 0 e¡ 

's 

Assuming such a structure will also explain certain aspects of stress placement on the 

possessum, as will be discussed in chapter 4. This suggestion can easily be incorporated 

into Kayne's definite framework for those phrases which have both a relative clause and 

an adjective modifying the noun, as in (19), although those definite double genitives 

without a relative clause but with an adjective, as discussed in section 1.2, will not be 

syntactically analyzable until the next chapter. 
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Thus, it seems that Kayne's definite structure is more broadly applicable than he 

had originally suggested, although it still cannot account for all forms of 'definite' double 

genitive as it stands. In the next subsection, I will attempt to modify the analysis to solve 

some of the remaining problems. 

2.3 Problems with Kayne's Definite Analysis 

2.3.1 The Singular Definite Construction 

The first problem with Kayne's analysis of the definite double genitive is the 

issue of singular double genitives like the book of John's that I read.5 As Kayne's 

definite examples all seem to involve an explicit QP, with a numeral (specifically, two) 

acting as the quantifier, the issue does not arise for him. The problem of having a QP 

without the necessary Q head is schematized in (23): 

(23) DP 

Q(?)P of John's 

book 

Recall from the discussion of indefinite double genitives that the Agr 0 's seems to 

select a QP as its complement rather than a bare NP. I assume that this is also the case in 

the definite double genitive: i f a bare NP is postulated underlyingly within the CP 

structure, the result is the ungrammatical string in (24). 

5 Borsley (1997) points out that problems with deriving singular constructions also arise in Kayne's 
analysis of relative clauses, which is introduced in Kayne (1994) through the definite double genitive 
analysis. 
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(24) * [ C  P that [you read [book of John's]]] 

There seems to be little rationale for assuming that there is an underlying quantifier (i.e., 

a or one) which is deleted following the; stipulating the conditions under which the 

quantifier must be deleted would be a fairly complex and inelegant process. However, 

one solution does present itself which seems to account for the problem. If we assume 

that's always takes a QP, we can fill the Q head in the singular situation with a 

phonetically unrealized element: a null operator. The resulting structure is shown in (25). 

(25) the¡ [cp that [|P you read [DP [ Q  P Op¡ book] of John's]]] 

While the co-indexation of the operator with the will likely not be uncontroversial, this 

representation is designed to show that only when it is in the scope of the can the 

quantifier be null. It would seem that the licenses the null singular quantifier in some 

way. Fundamentally, assuming the presence of such an operator allows singular definite 

constructions to be analyzed in the same manner as their plural counterparts; however, 

further research into this relationship will be required. 

2.3.2 The Ungrammaticality oí* The a book ofJohn's 

A second problem with Kayne's definite analysis arises in part because of the 

assumption, reinforced in the previous section, that's always takes a QP complement. If 
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we assume, as in the indefinite construction, that the Q head can contain items like a and 

some, then the sentences in (26) should be generable, when in fact they are not: 

(26) a. *I read the a book of John's that you recommended. 

b. *I read the some books of John's that you recommended. 

As has been shown in section 2.2.1, however, certain other quantifiers and numerals are 

permitted after the: 

(27) I read the two/few/many/several books of John's that you recommended. 

Note that the elements which can appear after the are those which are unspecified for 

definiteness, as discussed in section 3.2.2 of chapter 2. It is the abstract D° which 

provides the definiteness specification, not the quantifier itself. In the case of definite 

double genitives, it appears that the definiteness of the can override the indefiniteness of 

the lower D° (i.e., the indefiniteness that is required to raise the QP6), likely because the 

definiteness specification is not inherent to the numeral or quantifier. A and some, on the 

other hand, are inherently specified as indefinite; they consequently do not require the D° 

to provide them with a definiteness specification. This inherent indefiniteness seems to 

clash with the inherent definiteness of the, leading to an ungrammatical construction. 

6 The assumption that QP-raising is motivated by the indefiniteness of the D° will be re-examined in 
chapter 4. 



68 

A case against this feature clash account would seem to be provided by inherently 

definite quantifiers like every and each. These items share the definiteness specification 

of the, but cannot appear following it: 

(28) *I read the every/each/neither book of John's which you recommended. 

However, i f these elements are analyzed as occupying the determiner position, as I 

suggested in section 2.2.2, then it comes as no surprise that they cannot occur in tandem 

with the. Otherwise, it would simply seem that the cannot have an item which is 

inherently specified for (in)definiteness in the Q head of the double genitive element. 

It may be the case that the co-indexation between the Q head and the determiner 

which I proposed in the previous subsection extends to constructions with overt 

quantifiers. In this scenario, it would appear that the determiner cannot be co-indexed 

with an element which bears a definiteness specification of its own (i.e., the indefinite 

and definite quantifiers), but only with those quantifiers which are inherently unspecified 

for definiteness. The exact nature of the relationship between the and the overt quantifiers 

will require further investigation. 

2.3.3 Admissibility of Ungrammatical Phrases 

A third problem with Kayne's definite analysis is pointed out by Barker (1998): 

the apparent failure of the analysis to account for the facts of Anti-Uniqueness. Barker 

allows that Kayne's theory provides one of the few syntactic analyses in the literature of 



the relative clause requirement on definite double genitives; nevertheless, he suggests that 

the structure will still permit double genitives to be created which violate the semantic 

requirement of proper partitivity. Consider first the example in (29)7: 

(29) *I met the mother of John's that you pointed out last night. (Barker's 48) 

Barker notes that the addition of the relative clause does not improve the definite double 

genitive in this instance, as mother of John's should always refer to a unique entity. 

Further, Barker suggests that differences in Anti-Uniqueness can be seen in nearly 

identical definite double genitives, where the only difference between the two is the 

'unique' status of the head noun. 

(30) a. I met the two friends of John's who were here for graduation. (Barker's 50a) 

b. *I met the two parents of John's who were here for graduation. (Barker's 50b) 

In (30a), a partitive reading is available i f it is assumed that John has more than two 

friends, but exactly two were present at graduation. On the other hand, assuming that 

John's biological parents are being discussed, (30b) will always be ungrammatical, as the 

entire set of John's parents is invoked. Finally, Barker suggests that postulating separate 

syntactic analyses for indefinite and definite double genitives will still fail to explain 

 Barker claims that the phrases in (29-31) are all ungrammatical; however, some native speakers would 
suggest that they are only infelicitous (except perhaps for (31b)). 

7
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Anti-Uniqueness intuitions. He notes that with relational nouns like mother , neither 

indefinite a nor definite the will produce a grammatical construction: 

(31) a. *I met a mother of John's. 

b. *I met the mother of John's. 

For all of these reasons, Barker suggests that Anti-Uniqueness can only be explained 

semantically, and any purely syntactic analysis will ultimately fail. 

Note, however, that within Kayne's indefinite model there is an inherent 

restriction on the transformation of prenominai possessives into double genitives. As 

shown in chapter 2, double genitives will only be derived if the abstract D° is [-definite]. 

In the case of a prenominai possessive denoting a unique referent, such as John's mother, 

the D° will always be [+definite]. The inherent definiteness of the D° entails two things: 

first, that the raising transformation will not occur, as the definite D° will always be able 

to assign Case to the DP PosS; and second, that there is no possibility of a mother of John's 

being derived9, as this would require an indefinite D°, which a construction like John's 

mother will not provide due to the uniqueness, and thus the definiteness, of its referent. In 

the case of a possessum like friend, it can (generally) be assumed that while the phrase 

John's friend refers to a specific referent, it does not necessarily refer to a one-of-a-kind 

8 Barker calls thesefunctional relational nouns, to be distinguished from 'non-functional relations' (Barker 
1998:710). No explanations are given to explain the terminology, and no examples are given of the 
difference. 
9 In the context of'the woman who stands in the motherhood relation to John'. However, as mentioned in 
chapter 2, given a different context (e.g. John is looking after a group of mothers at a parent-teacher night, 
but his own mother is not in this group), the construction could be a viable one. 
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referent. In this case, an indefinite D° is possible, which means that the raising 

transformation can be triggered. Thus, the indefinite double genitive cannot be derived 

for unique nouns of the John's mother (or John's parents) type, which means that they 

cannot be derived within the CP and cannot be raised to Spec, CP to create a definite 

double genitive surface structure like the one in (29). While Barker is correct in 

suggesting that Kayne's definite analysis does not directly deal with these concerns, this 

is likely because they have been dealt with in the indefinite analysis which underlies the 

definite analysis. 

2.3.4 What can function as a restrictive relative clause? 

As a final problem, note that the clause modifying the definite double genitive 

does not have to be a that-clause (cf. Abney 1987:313). Instead, it would seem to be able 

to be a CP without an explicit C (32a), a CP with a Wh-element (32b), or some other 

modifying phrase (32c, which uses a PP as the restrictive element). 

(32) a. 'The paper of Bybee's just referred to...' (Croft 1990:179) 

b. the daughter of the farmer's whom you met yesterday (Jackendoff 1968:25) 

c. the book of John's on the table (Abney 1987:314, (357)) 

(32a) is non-problematic, i f one assumes that the C position can be filled by a non-overt 

complementizer. The other two examples, however, do pose problems for Kayne's 
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raising analysis of the definite double genitive, which can nonetheless be solved if certain 

stipulations are invoked. 

The analysis which Kayne (1994:89) proposes for relative clauses (which emerges 

in part from his analysis of double genitives) suggests that an NP can raise into the Spec 

of a relative pronoun which acts as its determiner. However, applying this framework to 

(32b) will not, in fact, be successful. Consider the structure in (33): 

(33) DP 

D' 

D" CP 
the¡ 

whom Op; daughter 
of the farmer's 

Assuming that the relative pronoun whom can be generated as a determiner, and further 

assuming that this determiner can be generated within the double genitive DP, it appears 

to follow that when the DP is raised to Spec, CP, the phrase daughter of the farmer's can 
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be raised further to Spec, whom, as per the relative clause analysis. However, note that 

there is no apparent place where whom can be generated within the double genitive DP: 

(34) DP 

the farmer Agr 0 QP/NP 

Q NP 
Op X X 

daughter 

Whom cannot be generated under the D°, as this position is filled abstractly by the 

definiteness specification, and will be overtly filled by of when the D° is indefinite. Nor 

can it be generated in Spec, DP, as this is the landing site for the raised QP/NP. Finally, it 

cannot be generated in the Q position, as moving the NP complement of the Q head alone 

to Spec, QP (after raising the QP to Spec, DP) would generate a surface structure like 

*the daughter whom of the farmer's you met yesterday. As well, the existence of phrases 

like the two daughters of the farmer's whom you met yesterday rules out this last 

possibility, as two occupies the Q position. 

The only apparent possibility, within Kayne's antisymmetry framework, is that 

whom (or any other relative pronoun) is generated as the determiner in a DP, and takes a 

double genitive DP either as its specifier or its complement, as illustrated in the following 

(schematic) tree structures: 
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(35) a. DP, 

DP, D, 
whom 

Op daughter of the 
farmer's 

b. 

Spec 

D, 
whom 

Op daughter of the 
farmer's 

Either one of the structures in (35) could then be raised to Spec, CP. If the structure in 

(35a) is used, no further movement of the double genitive DP  2 is required. If the structure 

in (35b) is assumed, DP  2 must move to Spec, DP,, which follows the pattern set 

elsewhere in Kayne's analysis of relative clauses. While this explanation is not entirely 

intuitive, it does provide a possible analysis for double genitives with a relative pronoun 

rather than an overt complementizer in the modifying CP, and perhaps provides a starting 

point for more successful analyses.10 

Applying a raising analysis to the PP-restricted double genitive in (32c) is more 

The question remains open as to whether the relative pronoun position is present when there is no overt 
relative pronoun to fill it. 
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problematic. Consider the possible underlying structure in (36): 

(36) the¡ [PP on the table [DP Op¡ book of John's]] 

While the takes a PP complement in this structure, this suggestion is no more 

counterintuitive than suggesting that the takes a CP complement. However, the noun 

table is not classed among those nouns which are able to take complements (e.g., 

destruction (of the city)). Thus, the suggestion of a raising analysis seems to be a non

starter. 

A proposal by Hale and Keyser (1997) may present a possible solution to this 

problem. They suggest that prepositions are able to take both subjects and complements, 

with the object (or locatum) filling the subject role, and the location filling the 

complement role. If this suggestion is applied to the double genitive in (32c), an analysis 

which base-generates the double genitive element in the subject position of the 

preposition (i.e., Spec, PP) is possible, as shown in (37): 

(37) DP 

uOpi book of John's  P  DP 
on 

table 
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Note that this structure is essentially a small clause, containing 'nothing other than a 

predicate headed by a lexical category and preceded by a subject NP  ' (Stowell 1983:298). 

It parallels the raised relative clause structure in several ways: the double genitive 

element is in the highest Spec (below the determiner); the null operator is co-indexed 

with the determiner; and restriction is provided (by the PP). This structure provides an 

adequate representation of (32c); as with the solution provided for (32b), it may also 

provide a starting point for an analysis which conforms more closely to Kayne's 

proposal. 

3. Conclusion 

As was the case with the indefinite double genitive, the definite double genitive 

proves to be largely amenable to a synthesis of Barker's Partitive Hypothesis and 

Kayne's raising analysis. This synthesis is not as unproblematic as it was for the 

indefinite construction; although most of the problems raised can be answered 

satisfactorily, some seem to require assumptions which are not entirely intuitive. Yet it is 

still the case that through this synthesis, at least a portion of the items which could not be 

accounted for with the indefinite construction (e.g., every book of John's that you 

recommended) can now be analyzed. However, this still leaves the analysis of other 

phrases (e.g., my favourite book of John's; the/every book of John's) open to discussion. 

As well, neither the indefinite nor the definite analysis has provided any obvious solution 

to the problem of demonstrative double genitives. Nevertheless, insights have begun to 

arise in this chapter which will suggests directions in which to look for solutions to this 
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complex problem, and ways in which the demonstrative double genitive can be integrated 

with the other two types. 
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Chapter Four: 

Demonstrative Double Genitives and the Focus Hypothesis 

0. Introduction 

Of the three subtypes of double genitive, the demonstrative construction has long 

been the most resistant to a successful analysis, likely due to its apparently 'idiosyncratic' 

(Barker 1998:715) semantic properties. Unlike the indefinite and definite constructions, a 

partitive interpretation is not available for the majority of demonstrative double genitives, 

as tokens like that nose of his and this great country of ours refer to unique items rather 

than subsets of groups of items. Features of the construction which have been discussed 

in the literature include added stress on the possessum, and familiarity of the possessum 

(and possibly the possessor) to the discourse participants; a connection appears to exist 

between the familiarity of a referent and the use of demonstrative determiners. Both of 

these features suggest that the demonstrative double genitive is in fact a focus 

construction, where the possessum is the item being focused within the discourse context. 

I will examine the construction in the framework of Erteschik-Shir's (1997) f-structure 

theory, and will use both the notion of focus and Kayne's (1993, 1994) double genitive 

structure to provide a preliminary syntactic analysis of the construction which 

incorporates a Focus Phrase (FocP) projection. 

My task in the second section of this chapter will be to unite all three double 

genitive constructions under one analysis. As the demonstrative construction has proved 

to be resistant to the Partitive Hypothesis, I will instead suggest that both the definite and 

indefinite constructions should be reanalyzed under what I will call the 'Focus 
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Hypothesis'. In the case of the definite construction, the presence of the relative clause 

will assist in imparting focus under Erteschik-Shir's theory, and Rizzi's (1997) 

articulated model of CP structure provides a location for a FocP within the structure 

proposed by Kayne (1993, 1994). A focus-based analysis is not as immediately apparent 

for the indefinite construction, but certain differences in distribution between double 

genitives and the corresponding standard partitives can be shown to be attributable to 

focus. Kayne's (1993, 1994) indefinite structure will also require modification to be 

compatible with the hypothesis. 

While the bulk of the analysis presented in this chapter is preliminary and 

speculative, I believe that the Focus Hypothesis provides a strong starting point for 

further research on the double genitive construction as a whole. 

1. The Demonstrative Double Genitive 

1.1 Semantics of the Demonstrative Double Genitive: The Partitive Hypothesis? 

As I have done with the other double genitive types, I will begin this chapter by 

attempting to apply Barker's Partitive Hypothesis to the demonstrative construction. 

However, this will largely prove to be a fruitless task, as the construction is generally not 

amenable to such an analysis. 

The first problem which arises when demonstrative double genitives are analyzed 

partitively is the lack of correspondence between these items and standard partitive 

constructions. Even with simple pairs ((1) shows a singular pair, (2) a plural pair), the 

standard partitive is generally of questionable acceptability: 
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(1) a. this one book of John's 

b. ??this one of John's books 

(2) a. these two books of John's 

b. ??these two of John's books 

With more complex examples, the 'correspondences' become very strange indeed. Quirk 

and Greenbaum (1973:100) try to force a partitive interpretation for a fairly typical 

demonstrative construction, attempting to paraphrase the double genitive (3 a) as the 

roughly partitive and rather awkward (3 b): 

(3) a. This War Requiem of Britten's 

b. 'This instance of Britten's work, namely, War Requiem' 

In fact, (3b) is not the standard partitive which should correspond to (3a). This phrase 

would be something more along the lines of (4): 

(4) This one of Britten's War Requiems 

Yet (4) is also inadequate as a partitive paraphrase for (3a), as it implies that Britten 

wrote more than one War Requiem, which is counterfactual. This point leads to the 

second difficulty of applying the Partitive Hypothesis to demonstrative double genitives: 
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namely, the general failure of these constructions to meet Barker's proper partitivity 

requirement. 

Consider the examples in (5): 

(5) a. that nose of his 

b. that mother of mine 

c. this great country of ours 

A l l of these constructions pick out unique entities, none of which constitute proper 

subsets of a larger set. In (5a-b), a given person usually has just one nose and one mother, 

if both are understood in the biological sense.1 In (5c), as citizens, a given group of 

people usually shares just one country. In all of these cases, the entire set, rather than a 

proper subset, is denoted, leading to the failure of proper partitivity. Based on these facts, 

Barker suggests that 'the of'in That nose of his! is a distinct use of of in addition to the 

genitive of and the partitive q/s' (1998:715). While I do not accept this analysis for the 

reasons outlined in chapter 2 (i.e., I do not believe that the preposition carries semantic 

weight in double genitive constructions), I will assume that the demonstrative double 

genitive cannot, in general, receive a partitive interpretation. 

 Given that possession relations can be determined by context, as discussed in chapter 2, these 
constructions could become partitive given a non-biological context, e.g., the individual in question has a 
collection of prosthetic noses. In this case, however, the demonstrative would seem to be receiving a deictic 
interpretation, which does not seem to be the case in most demonstrative double genitives. 

1
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However, as a final remark on the partitivity of the demonstrative construction, 

note that the addition of a restrictive relative clause can impart an idea of a proper subset 

relation: 

(6) That friend of John's that you mentioned was at the party last night. 

In this case, the implication seems to be that only one friend out of the larger set of 

John's friends was mentioned, and that friend was at the party. It seems, then, that in 

some ways the demonstrative construction is reminiscent of the definite construction, in 

that a partitive interpretation is available to both i f additional modification is present. I 

will return to this similarity in section 1.4. 

1.2 Pragmatics of the Demonstrative Double Genitive: The Function of 

Demonstratives 

In the absence of a partitive analysis, another reason must be found for the 

existence of the demonstrative double genitive. Various explanations have been proposed 

by those authors who have studied the construction (e.g., Quirk and Greenbaum 1973, 

Narita 1986, Barker 1998); while some useful suggestions have been made, none is 

entirely satisfactory. However, the beginnings of an analysis can be found if one 

examines the role of the demonstrative element of the construction. Two recent articles 

(Gundel et al. 1993; Himmelmann 1996) discuss uses for demonstrative determiners 

beyond the usual deictic (pointing out) function; at least one of these uses - indicating a 
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referent's familiarity to speaker and hearer - appears to come into play in the 

demonstrative double genitive. 

1.2.1 Discussion of Demonstratives in the Double Genitive Literature 

It has been noted by several authors, including those who support extending the 

Partitive Hypothesis to demonstrative double genitives, that the demonstrative 

construction seems to have a different conversational function than do its indefinite or 

definite counterparts. However, to this point, that function has not been clearly identified. 

Barker (1998) suggests that there is an 'emotional' element to the demonstrative 

construction which is not present in the indefinite or definite constructions. What this 

element is is not made entirely clear: 'basically, there must be something unusual or 

noteworthy about the referent of the collocation, or at least some aspect of the situation 

that provokes an emotional response in the speaker' (1998:714). Barker also adds that the 

construction 'strongly favours extra prominence on the head noun' (1998:714). By this, 

he seems to mean that added phonetic stress is placed on the possessum, as shown by the 

holding and capitalization in the following example (the title of Barker's section 5): 

(7) That NOSE of his! 

Although he states that demonstrative double genitives cannot be explained by his 

version of the Partitive Hypothesis (i.e., that the of'in the demonstrative construction is 

2 Narita (1986) makes the same basic suggestion, but only in passing. 
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not the O / P A R T I T I V E )  , Barker nevertheless attempts to give this use of stress a partitive 

interpretation: 'If the nose of the man in question is humongous, perhaps the eyes or the 

teeth are less prominent. The result is that, just as for our standard anti-uniqueness 

implication, the presence of focus guarantees that the semantics will have to consider a 

number of possible referents in addition to the nose' (1998:714). While Barker does 

acknowledge here that some form of focus is involved in the demonstrative construction, 

he seems to be suggesting that this is contrastive focus; thus, there must be other items 

with which the possessum can be contrasted. However, as with Quirk and Greenbaum's 

(1973) attempt at forcing the demonstrative construction into a partitive mold, the end 

result seems to be rather counterintuitive; I do not believe that most native speakers of 

English would consider there to be a 'singling out' of the nose from other possible facial 

features when presented with That NOSE of his! in a conversation. Nevertheless, 

Barker's intuition about focus and the placement of stress on the possessum appears to be 

largely correct, as shown in the following spontaneous examples : 

 Note that i f the possessum is preceded by an adjective, stress can sometimes occur on the adjective (i) or 
on both the noun and the adjective (in a more emphatic situation (ii)): 

(i) ...at over 85 businesses around this GREAT town of ours [Calgary]... (Christine Leonard, 
Nocturntable (CJSW 91 FM), October 19, 2002) 

(ii) ...those BIG FEET of Chara's... (Harry Neale, C B  C Hockey Night in Canada telecast 
(Ottawa vs. Toronto), January 5, 2002) 

Such stress placement would seem to motivate the inclusion of the A P within the NP, as suggested in 
chapter 3, section 2.2.2. 

3
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(8) a. ...those STUDENTS of mine... (Douglas Abel, December 30,2001) 

b. Let's have a listen to that CHEST of yours. (Dr. Lois Milne, August 29, 

2002) 

c. ...that prodigious POWER of his... (Rod Black, TSN Blue Jays Baseball 

telecast (Toronto @ New York Yankees), April 19, 2002) 

I will return to the issues of focus and stress later in this chapter. 

Another possible explanation for the differing interpretation of the demonstrative 

double genitive is one of 'familiarity', a term used by both Narita (1986) and Quirk and 

Greenbaum (1973). Narita attributes this familiarity to the possessor in the demonstrative 

construction, whom he suggests 'is usually very familiar to the participants in the 

conversation and is addressed in a rather informal manner. Thus for a practical reason 

there is a tendency for the person to be expressed by a pronoun or a proper name, and 

especially by the first name rather than by the full name' (1986:196). Quirk and 

Greenbaum (1973:100) do not explicitly associate familiarity with either the possessor or 

the possessum in the demonstrative construction, but do suggest that the presupposition 

of familiarity is generally restricted to the demonstrative subtype of the double genitive. 

While the suggestion is not discussed at length, Quirk and Greenbaum do note that 'when 

"  A daughter of Mrs. Brown's" is already established in the linguistic context, we could 
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refer to "The/That daughter of Mrs. Brown's (that I mentioned)'" (1973:100).4 This 

'establishment in the linguistic context' will be further examined in the following section, 

when the function of demonstrative determiners themselves is looked at in greater depth. 

Thus, three suggestions have been put forward to explain the different nature of 

the demonstrative construction: emotion, focus, and familiarity. I will explore the last two 

suggestions in the remainder of this chapter. 

1.2.2 The Role of the Demonstrative Determiner 

It seems that the use of demonstratives to refer to 'familiar' items is not simply a 

whim of the double genitive literature, but an accepted hypothesis in the literature on 

both givenness and demonstratives. Two relatively recent articles have presented some 

insights into the connection between demonstrative determiners and the 'givenness' of an 

item within a person's memory. These articles seem to validate the intuitions of both 

Quirk and Greenbaum (1973) and Narita (1986) that some notion of familiarity is 

necessary for successful use of the demonstrative double genitive. 

Gundel et al. (1993) place that N and this N within the top half of their 'Givenness 

Hierarchy', a scale representing how 'accessible' an item in natural language discourse is 

to a discourse participant (i.e., where the item is located in the participant's memory and 

how much attention is being paid to it). That N is the more accessible to the listener of the 

two constructions, receiving the status 'Familiar'. When presented with a Familiar item, 

an addressee is 'able to uniquely identify the intended referent because he already has a 

4 Note that that daughter of Mrs. Brown's implies prior contextual establishment without the restrictive 
relative clause, while the daughter of Mrs Brown's does not. 
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representation of it in memory (in long-term memory if it has not been recently 

mentioned or perceived, or in short-term memory if it has)' (1993:278). In other words, 

an item referred to with that could have been mentioned within the current discourse 

context, or could have been established within an earlier discourse context and stored in 

memory. For this Nto be used, the referent must be 'Activated': that is, represented in the 

addressee's current short-term memory, whether it has been retrieved from long-term 

memory or has come up within the current discourse context (linguistic or 

extralinguistic). More specifically, the item must be 'speaker-activated, by virtue of 

having been introduced by the speaker or otherwise included in the speaker's context 

space' (Gundel et al.1993:279). The description provided for this N echoes a distinction 

between the two demonstrative forms originally made by Fillmore in the 1970s, who 

suggested that 'with this the idea is that one of the participants knows what it is that is 

being referred to but the other does not, and with that it is assumed that both encoder 

[speaker] and decoder [listener] know what is being talked about' (Fillmore 1997:105). It 

seems, then, that the use of either English demonstrative as the determiner for a noun 

presupposes a fairly high level of familiarity to the discourse participants. 

Himmelmann (1996), looking at various possible functions of demonstratives, 

describes a usage which seems to explain the 'familiarity' inherent to demonstrative 

double genitives. This is the 'recognitional' use, which draws on 'specific, "personalized" 

knowledge that is assumed to be shared by the communicating parties due to a common 

interactional history or to supposedly shared experiences' (1996:233). Unlike Gundel et 

al.'s 'Activated' status, the recognitional use does not require reference to the current 
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discourse situation. It is used in a variety of contexts, including first mentions of a 

referent and mentions of peripheral discourse referents. One common use is in instances 

where the speaker is unsure if the addressee will know what is being talked about, i.e., 

whether the information is in fact shared, or whether it will be 'sufficient in allowing the 

hearer to identify the intended referent' (Himmelmann 1996:230). In this instance, there 

is also 'a tendency to incorporate additional anchoring or descriptive information...to 

make the intended referent more accessible. Thus, recognitional use often involves 

relative clauses or other modifiers of similar complexity' (Himmelmann 1996:230). I will 

return to this last point when I revisit the definite double genitive construction. 

1.3 A Model of Focus: Erteschik-Shir (1997) 

In the previous sections, the concepts of focus and familiarity have been applied 

separately to the demonstrative double genitive construction. I will argue that these 

concepts are not unrelated, and, in fact, that the purpose of a demonstrative double 

genitive is to bring an item familiar to the discourse participants into focus. While the 

notion of familiarity was explored in section 1.2.2, the idea of focus has yet to be 

examined. I will primarily use one theory of focus in this work: namely, the f-structure 

(focus structure) theory presented by Erteschik-Shir (1997). This model is cast within the 

file card semantics metaphor first proposed by Reinhart (1981): potential topics and foci 

within a discourse context are represented as entries on file cards, which are then 

manipulated by the hearer via a series of rules. 
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Erteschik-Shir defines the focus of an utterance as 'the (intension of a) constituent 

c of [a sentence] S which the speaker intends to direct the attention of his/her hearer(s) to, 

by uttering S' (1997:11). Within a sentence, only one syntactic constituent will act as the 

main focus; however, any type of constituent (e.g., NPs, VPs, APs, or even entire 

sentences) can be the main focus. The focus is applied through a FOCUS rule, which 

moves the card representing the referent to be focused to the top of the card pile. The 

FOCUS rule will apply to all subconstituents within the larger focus constituent; thus, 

'the number of new cards constructed by the focus rule equals the number of 

subconstituents of the focus constituent' (Erteschik-Shir 1997:19). Once on top of the 

pile (i.e., once it has been focused), a referent becomes a potential topic of conversation, 

topics being those referents (a) which are 'presupposed' or 'old' within the discourse 

context, and (b) against which the truth value of the predicate of the sentence is 

determined. 

The hearer may apply the FOCUS rule to a given referent in one of two ways: by 

creating a new card and placing it on top of the pile, in the case of indefinite referents; or 

by locating a pre-existing card and moving it to the top of the pile, in the case of definite 

referents. It is the second application of the FOCUS rule which I assume will apply to the 

possessum in a demonstrative double genitive: a definite referent which is familiar to 

both speaker and hearer is focused, so that it can subsequently be used as a topic within 

the conversation. This use echoes Himmelmann's (1996) recognitional use of 

demonstratives for first mentions within a given discourse context, discussed in section 

1.2.2. 
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In terms of the stress placed on the possessum in a demonstrative double genitive, 

Erteschik-Shir proposes one rule to apply at PF: 'Assign stress to the focus constituents' 

(1997:124). That is, i f an element is focused, it will receive stress, and every element 

which is focused in a sentence will receive stress. This rule 'reflects the fact that the 

speaker stresses what he intends the hearer to attend to' (Erteschik-Shir 1997:124). 

The f-structure theory seems to adequately represent the notions of focus 

discussed by authors who have analyzed the demonstrative double genitive: familiarity 

within the discourse context (cf. Quirk and Greenbaum 1973, Narita 1986) is addressed 

with the concept of a pre-existing card with which to represent the possessum, while 

extra prominence on the possessum (cf. Barker 1998) is simply addressed by the stress 

rule. The theory will also be applicable to the other double genitive constructions, as I 

will show later in the chapter. 

Note that other common definitions of focus will also be applicable to the 

demonstrative construction. The most widely held requirement - that focused elements 

must introduce 'new' information into a discourse context - appears to be fulfilled, i f the 

definition of 'new' is not restricted to items which have never previously been referenced 

by either discourse participant. Prince (1981:235) introduces 'Unused' as a subcategory 

of 'newness': a referent which is known to the participants but not already in use in the 

given discourse context will fall under this heading. Thus, the 'familiar' items referenced 

by the demonstrative construction can be considered 'new' items given an appropriate 

context. Further, Rizzi (1997) suggests that focus elements must be quantificational. As I 

will show in section 1.4,1 will maintain Kayne's (1993, 1994) proposal that the 
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possessum in any double genitive has a quantifier head within my structure for the 

demonstrative construction. Thus, it seems that the demonstrative double genitive can be 

considered a focus construction using several different analyses. 

1.4 Syntax of the Demonstrative Double Genitive 

Except for those analyses which propose that all types of double genitive have the 

same structure (e.g. Lyons 1986), I have found no structural proposals which address the 

demonstrative construction within the double genitive literature. The structure which I 

will put forward for the construction incorporates two ideas discussed earlier in this 

work: the proposal which I have articulated that demonstrative double genitives are focus 

constructions, and Kayne's (1994) suggestion that the determiner is separate from the 

double genitive element. My incorporation of Kayne's proposal is supported by the 

similarities in partitivity between the definite and demonstrative constructions, as 

discussed in section 1.1. However, in the structure in (9), the demonstrative determiner 

head takes as its complement not a CP, as in the definite construction, but a Focus Phrase 

(FocP). The head of this phrase takes as its complement an indefinite double genitive DP. 

(9) DP 

D' 

FocP 
those 

Foe' 

Foe DP 

two books of John's 
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Note that the structure in (9) gives the desired surface structure of the demonstrative 

double genitive. However, I will assume for the time being that the double genitive DP 

will raise to Spec, FocP, parallel to the raising seen in the definite construction. 

This is a preliminary suggestion for the structure of the demonstrative double genitive; 

the structure will be revised in section 2.2.3, after modifications have been made to 

Kayne's (1993, 1994) indefinite double genitive structure. 

Note that this structure will presumably only apply in non-partitive, non-relative 

demonstrative double genitives. When a relative clause is added to the construction, as in 

(6) (repeated here as (11)) 

(11) That friend of John's that you mentioned was at the party last night, 

the demonstrative construction should have the same structure as the definite double 

genitive, i.e., the demonstrative D should take a CP as its complement. Such an 

assumption implies that demonstrative constructions with relative clauses are not focus 
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constructions. This implication will also be revisited once modifications have been made 

to Kayne's definite double genitive structure in section 2.1.2. 

2. Consolidating the Double Genitive Constructions: The Focus Hypothesis 

Given the discussion presented in chapters 2 and 3, as well as in the first section 

of this chapter, it would appear that there are now two separate analyses explaining the 

purpose of the double genitive construction: the Partitive Hypothesis, which covers the 

indefinite and definite constructions, and what I have called the Focus Hypothesis, which 

covers the demonstrative construction. Much of the double genitive literature suggests 

that because the Partitive Hypothesis cannot (generally) be applied to the demonstrative 

construction, it is not possible to develop one unified analysis of all varieties of the 

double genitive. Yet this result is rather unsatisfying; the similarities between a book of 

John's and that book of John's are too strong to be simply dismissed as a quirk of the 

English language. 

The proposal which I will make in the remainder of this work is that one analysis 

can be developed which explains all forms of the double genitive, and that this analysis 

stems from the Focus Hypothesis. I suggest that all varieties of the double genitive are in 

fact focus constructions, and that the purpose of using a double genitive is to place the 

possessum in a focus position - in short, to bring it to the hearer's attention. While these 

constructions may not seem to be standard focus elements within a sentence, it appears 

likely that Erteschik-Shir's FOCUS rule will be generally applicable to double genitives. 

In the case of definite double genitives, as with demonstratives, an existing card 
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representing a familiar item is moved to the top of the pile to become a potential topic. In 

the case of the indefinite construction, a new card is created which is then placed on top 

of the pile. A l l of these constructions introduce items (whether Brand-New or Unused; cf. 

Prince 1981) into the discourse situation which then become potential future topics. 

Additional evidence can also be found to support my suggestion with regards to 

each of the non-demonstrative constructions. In the definite construction, the relative 

clause necessary for partitivity also imparts focus to the possessum (cf. Schachter 1973, 

Erteschik-Shir 1997). As for the syntax of these constructions, Rizzi's (1997) articulated 

model of complementizer structure incorporates a Focus head; the shift from assuming a 

CP complement to the determiner to a structure with a FocP will thus be relatively 

painless. In the indefinite construction, focus can be demonstrated to motivate the choice 

between indefinite double genitives and standard partitive constructions as well as, or 

better than, other explanations (e.g. Storto 2000a, b). From a syntactic perspective, the 

addition of a FocP as the complement to D in the indefinite construction will also be 

fairly uncomplicated. While the apparent lack of stress on the possessum in this 

construction may seem to be a sticking point, this is likely due to the referent in the 

indefinite construction having a different status in the hearer's memory than the referent 

in the demonstrative/definite constructions, rather than a difference in focal status among 

the possessa in the three subtypes of double genitive. 
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2.1 Focus and the Definite Double Genitive 

2.1.1 Relative Clauses and Focus 

Literature on focus, both older and more recent, has discussed the fact that 

relative clauses seem to motivate the placement of stress, and by extension focus, on the 

head noun of the clause. Schachter (1973) suggests that focus constructions such as 

English cleft sentences and relative clauses are similar syntactically, in that both feature a 

constituent of an embedded sentence which fills an empty slot in a matrix sentence. In 

both instances, this 'promotion' of the embedded constituent serves to 'foreground' an 

item. Foregrounding refers to the assigning of different degrees of communicative 

importance to different parts of a sentence or construction. The element with greater 

communicative importance is said to be 'foregrounded', while the element with less 

communicative importance is 'backgrounded'. A reasonably transparent example is 

provided by English cleft sentences, where the foregrounded element is moved to the 

beginning of the sentence and assigned a pitch accent, as shown in (12). 

(12) It was the HOBBIT who slew the troll. 

In the case of relative clauses, 'greater prominence is assigned to that part of the 

underlying sentence which determines the function of the resultant construction, i.e. the 

head noun' (Schachter 1973:44). An example of a foregrounded relative clause 

construction is given in (13). 
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(13) The HOBBIT that we met slew a troll. 

Without the relative clause, the extra stress on hobbit seems somewhat odd (as in (14)), 

unless the speaker is using stress contrastively (as in (15)). 

(14) Q: What happened? 

A  : ??The HOBBIT slew a troll. 

(15) Q: Did the man slay a troll? 

A : No, the HOBBIT slew a troll. 

While Schachter's observation seems reasonable, Erteschik-Shir's (1997) model 

of focus structure, discussed in section 1.3, attempts to explain the observation. Within 

this model, relative clauses are assumed to motivate the application of the FOCUS rule: 

that is, the opening of new cards on top of the pile (in the case of specific indefinites) or 

the shifting of cards to the top of the pile (in the case of definites). Relative clauses thus 

serve to give extra focus to items by making the items more cognitively accessible (cf. 

Gundel et al.'s (1993) accessibility status discussed in section 1.2.2). In fact, subordinate 

f-structures, such as those created by relative clauses, must undergo focus assignment 

before main f-structures in order for the sentence to be interpretable. The primary 

distinction between subordinate f-structure and main f-structure is that the latter is 

assessed with regards to its truth value, while the former is not. In addition, the presence 
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of a relative clause allows a subordinate focus pitch accent (less noticeable than the pitch 

accents on the main items of focus in the sentence, but still noticeable) to be placed on 

the head noun of the relative construction. Because of this, one would expect less stress 

on the possessum in a definite double genitive than in the corresponding demonstrative 

construction; such an expectation could be confirmed with further research. 

Finally, I speculate that the presence of the relative clause may have the effect of 

combining with the definite determiner to function as a sort of periphrastic demonstrative 

determiner. In many traditional definitions of focus, one would not expect an item in 

focus to be introduced with the, as the generally represents a given or topical referent 

rather than a new referent. However, recall that in the Partitive Hypothesis, the relative 

clause has the effect of 'picking out' a specific referent from a larger set of potential 

referents (e.g., the friend of John's who was at the party last night out of the larger set of 

John's friends). This concept of 'picking out' seems to be inherently related to the basic 

deictic function of demonstratives; Christophersen (1939:38) suggests that referents 

modified by restrictive adjuncts often 'compete' with (i.e., are in complementary 

distribution with) demonstratives modified by gestures. Thus, just as the relative clause is 

required for definite double genitives to be partitive constructions, it also seems to be 

necessary in order for these same constructions to be focal. 

2.1.2 Revising the Definite Structure 

Because the relative clause is an integral part of the definite double genitive, it 

will not be possible simply to replace the CP complement with a FocP, as was done in the 
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demonstrative construction. A proposal which combines the necessity of the 

complementizer structure with the concept of focus was suggested by Rizzi (1997). Rizzi 

postulates 'an articulated array of X-bar projections which will be assumed to constitute 

the complementizer system' (Rizzi 1997:281). Instead of a simple unified C head, the 

complementizer layer can consist of up to four distinct categories of heads, and their 

projections. In the left-to-right order in which Rizzi suggests they appear, these are: 

Force, which expresses whether the clause is interrogative, declarative, exclamative, 

relative, etc.; Topic; Focus; and Finiteness. These heads are split into two systems: Force-

Finiteness and Topic-Focus. Of these, Force-Finiteness is the 'essential part of the C 

system [which is] present in all non-truncated clausal structures' (Rizzi 1997:287-8); 

Topic-Focus is only activated when required. In addition, not all heads within a system 

are necessary in all cases: for example, Rizzi mentions some simple cases ' in which the 

force-finiteness system can be expressed on a single head' (1997:312). As I am assuming 

that double genitives are focus constructions rather than topic constructions, I will use the 

Focus head rather than the Topic head in my structure. Also note that one of Rizzi's 

primary distinctions between the two concepts is that Focus is quantificational, while 

Topic is not. As mentioned in section 1.3,1 have maintained Kayne's proposal that a QP 

is an integral part of the structure of double genitives, which allows Rizzi's 

quantificational requirement for focus to be met. 

When the complementizer layer is articulated in the manner suggested above, the 

modifications to Kayne's (1994) underlying structure for the definite double genitive are 

in actuality very slight: 
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(16) 

Focu FinP 

Fin' 

Fin u IP 
that 

DP 
A 

you VP 

V 

V DP 
read 

two books 
of John's 

Given the surface word order in the definite construction, it will be necessary to 

categorize that as a Fin head. This would appear to contradict Rizzi (1997:312), who 

suggests that that must be a Force head based on topicalized constructions like the 

following (Rizzi's (89)): 

(17) a. I think [ForceP that [ T  O P P next year [pi n p [ IP John will win the prize]]]]. 

b. Bi l l said [ForceP that [ T  O P P your book,  [ F ¡ p [ IP he really liked]]]]. n 
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However, Rizzi also notes that that can express both declarative force and finiteness. If 

one assumes, as I wil l , that that is a Fin head, there are (at least) two ways in which the 

presence of that in Force could be explained: either it could be base-generated in the Fin 

position and raised to Force, or it could be base-generated in either position due to its 

having properties associated with both heads. Presumably, when that is in Fin, there will 

be some form of operator in Force which indicates the 'type' of clause (declarative, 

interrogative, etc.). The differing position of that in the topicalized constructions in (22) 

and the focused double genitive construction appears to provide additional evidence 

supporting the use of the Focus head in the double genitive rather than the Topic head. 

Now, when the double genitive element is raised, it will move to Spec, FocP, a 

position above the Fin head that. 
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(18) 

two books 
of John's 

Focu FinP 

Fin' 

Fin 0 

that 
DP 

A 
you 

IP 

VP 

V 

V 
read 

This new definite structure can also be applied to those demonstrative constructions 

which are modified by restrictive relative clauses (e.g. that friend of John's that you 

mentioned), and to those definite constructions which introduce the restrictive clause with 

a relative pronoun instead of that (e.g., the daughter of thefarmer's whom you met 

yesterday (cf. chapter 2, section 2.3.4); the DP headed by the relative pronoun and 

containing the double genitive will move as a whole to Spec, FocP). In turn, the basic 

demonstrative/focus structure presented in section 1.4 can be applied to the case 

discussed by Smith (1964) and Kayne (1994), where certain speakers can use the book of 
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John 's without the addition of a relative clause.5 The larger generalization is then that the 

determiner in a double genitive, whether demonstrative or definite, will take a 

complement which is either a FocP or an extended projection (in the sense of Grimshaw 

1991) of a FocP. 

2.2 Focus and the Indefinite Double Genitive 

The rationale for suggesting that the indefinite double genitive is a focus 

construction may initially seem to be less strong than for either the demonstrative or 

definite construction. There is often no obvious stress placed on the possessum, no 

relative clause which serves to foreground or highlight the head noun, nor - if one 

believes such authors as Barker (1998) - any apparent difference in its distribution with 

standard partitive constructions. However, there are in fact valid reasons for assuming 

such a hypothesis. There are some distributional differences between the indefinite 

construction and the standard partitive which can be attributed to focus; these will be 

discussed in section 2.2.1. The lack of stress on the possessum may not, in fact, be 

evidence of a non-focal constituent, but of a referent which requires less activation in 

memory than those in the demonstrative or definite constructions. Syntactically, the 

insertion of a FocP projection into Kayne's (1993, 1994) indefinite structure will not 

prove to be overly difficult, although Kayne's suggestion that the double genitive and the 

prenominai possessive have the same underlying structure will be called into question. 

Presumably, the FocP projection has a similar function to the 'implicit relative' postulated by Kayne 
(1994:153n4). 
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2.2.1 Indefinite Double Genitives vs. Standard Partitives 

In attempting to prove that indefinite double genitives are not simply a variant of 

the standard partitive construction, Storto (2000a, b) suggests a distinction between the 

two based on distributional differences. He proposes that the relationship between 

possessor and possessum in the double genitive must be 'a relation of ownership or 

possession proper' (Storto 2000a:206). That is, 'contentless' (Burton 1995:12) or 

contextually defined possession relations (cf. chapter 2, section 1.2.2.2) are available to 

both standard partitives and prenominai possessives, but not to double genitives. Storto's 

representative paradigm is given in (19) (Storto 2000a:206, (7)): 

(19) Yesterday John and Paul were attacked by (different) groups of dogs; 

a. ...unfortunately John's dogs were pitbulls. 

b. ...unfortunately some of John's dogs were pitbulls. 

c. #...unfortunately some dogs of John's were pitbulls. 

Storto claims that for both (19a) and (19b), the context-setting sentence licenses an 

interpretation of the possessive construction in which the dogs were those which attacked 

John, but that this interpretation is not licensed for (19c), making it 'pragmatically odd' 

(Storto 2000a:206) as a follow-up to the context-setting sentence. Storto claims that this 

distribution pattern is a result of standard partitives and double genitives having different 

definiteness values. In particular, Storto suggests that standard partitives are definite DPs, 

which can refer to items which have already been introduced into the discourse context. 
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On the other hand, double genitives are assumed to be indefinite DPs, which can only 

refer to new items (as per Heim's (1982) analysis) and thus cannot denote any part of the 

groups of dogs introduced in the context setting sentence. 

While this analysis provides an important insight into the difference between 

standard partitives and double genitives, there are two minor problems which come to 

light. First, compare the results in (19) with those in (20), where an explicit possession 

relation is present in the context sentence: 

(20) Yesterday John and Paul bought (different) groups of dogs; 

a. ...unfortunately John's dogs were pitbulls. 

b. ...unfortunately some of John's dogs were pitbulls. 

c. (#) ...unfortunately some dogs of John's were pitbulls. 

Here, the use of the double genitive in (20c) seems to be somewhat more felicitous than it 

is in (19c). Yet the sentence is still not an ideal follow-up to the context-setting sentence; 

if it were simply a matter of a 'traditional' possession relationship being implied, there 

should be no difference in acceptability. Further, Storto suggests that the difference in 

definiteness between the standard partitive and the double genitive results from the 

possessor John's having an ambiguous definiteness value. It is not entirely clear why 

John's alone should be assumed to have any ambiguity in its definiteness value. There is 

perhaps one area in which such an item would not always pattern with other definite DPs; 

Storto (2000a:209) notes that such 'Saxon genitives' do not always trigger maximality 
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entailments (which definite DPs typically do), as per the following example (Storto's 

(10)): 

(21) a. These [pointing left] are my dogs, and those [pointing right] are my dogs too. 

b. #These [pointing left] are all the dogs I own, and those [pointing right] are all 

the dogs I own too. 

In (21a), the use of the copular V  P are my dogs does not entail that the maximal set of 

dogs owned by the speaker is being referred to, while the corresponding copular V  P in 

(21b) (are all the dogs I own) does. Aside from this contrast, there is little other evidence 

supporting the claim that John's has an ambiguous definiteness value. 

However, a clearer explanation for the paradigm in (19) is available if the 

indefinite double genitive is taken to be a focus construction (a suggestion not proposed 

by Storto). The focus of the context-setting sentence will be, as per Erteschik-Shir's 

(1997) definition, the element to which the speaker is attempting to direct the hearer's 

attention so that it may serve as a potential future topic. In this case, the focus should be 

the VP were attacked by (different) groups of dogs; the dog attack is then licensed as a 

topic in the follow-up sentence. As mentioned in section 1.3, the FOCUS rule will apply 

to all the elements within the larger focus constituent; thus, as an element of the focused 

VP, the NP dogs will also be focused. Once an element has been focused, it cannot be 

focused again - its card is already on top of the pile, where the cards for topics are 

located. Thus, when (19c) is uttered as a follow-up to the context-setting sentence, the 
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speaker is once again attempting to focus dogs, which has already been focused by the 

context-setting sentence. The result is a sentence which is, as Storto suggests, 

pragmatically odd. In (19a) and (b), however, where dogs is in a topic position rather than 

a focus position, the result is a pragmatically acceptable utterance (possibly with 

contrastive focus on John's). This result follows Reed's (1991) suggestion that the 

entities evoked in standard partitive constructions must be subgroups of previously 

evoked referents: that is, while two dogs introduces a referent into the discourse, two of 

John's dogs picks two dogs from the already-known (i.e., topical) set of John's dogs. 

Thus, assuming that indefinite double genitives are focus constructions can better explain 

why they will be used in different contexts than standard partitive constructions. 

2.2.2 Stress and the Indefinite Double Genitive 

As discussed earlier in this chapter, one of my reasons for proposing that the 

demonstrative and definite double genitives are focus constructions is the presence of 

phonetic stress on the possessum in both cases. Yet there has been no corresponding 

discussion in the double genitive literature of stress falling on the possessum in the 

indefinite construction. It does seem that what stress does occur on the possessum in the 

indefinite construction6 will be less than that in either the demonstrative or definite 

constructions. However, I speculate that this is due not to a difference in focal status of 

the indefinite double genitive (i.e., the applicability of the FOCUS rule to the 

construction), but to a difference in what may be called the 'cognitive' status of the 

6 Most native speakers of English will place the stress on the possessum in the indefinite construction in an 
unmarked, non-contrastive situation. 
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referent indicated by the construction. This status has variously been called 

'identifiability' (Lambrecht 1994), 'accessibility' (Gundel et al. 1993) or 'assumed 

familiarity' (Prince 1981). 

As mentioned earlier, double genitives generally seem to be used when 

introducing a referent into a discourse situation. However, the status of this referent in 

memory will be different for demonstrative and definite double genitives than for 

indefinites. In the former, a representation (or card, in Erteschik-Shir's model) of the 

referent is already available in the addressee's memory. At the time at which the referent 

is introduced into the conversation, it can be classified as Unused (Prince 1981), 

Identifiable but Inactive (Lambrecht 1994), or Familiar (Gundel et al. 1993). A l  l of these 

terms suggest that a referent is already available, but is not active (on top of the card pile) 

at the time the double genitive is used. In the case of indefinites, on the other hand, a 

referent is being introduced into the discourse for which a specific referent or card is not 

identifiable in memory. This referent can be labelled as Brand-New (Prince 1981), 

Unidentifiable (Lambrecht 1994), or Type Identifiable (Gundel et al. 1993). In all of 

these cases, the indefinite referent is less immediately accessible in memory than its 

demonstratively or definitely determined counterparts. Also, while both Brand-New and 

Unused referents will necessarily be relatively prominent (cf. Lambrecht 1994:105-7), it 

does not seem unreasonable that a Brand-New referent, which is often also identified as a 

'new' item to the discourse by the presence of an indefinite determiner/quantifier, would 

require less stress upon its introduction than would an Unused referent, which not only 

must be called up from memory but also must overcome the 'givenness' suggested by its 
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definite or demonstrative determiner. How exactly cognitive status may affect the stress 

on the possessum is a matter for further research. 

2.2.3 Revising the Indefinite Structure 

If one accepts the suggestion that the indefinite construction is a focus 

construction, it would seem to be necessary to incorporate a FocP projection at some 

stage in the syntactic derivation. I will continue to use Kayne's (1993, 1994) structural 

proposal as the basis for my indefinite analysis; from this starting point, several possible 

modifications present themselves. One revision which could be suggested is the 

replacement of the phonetically unrealized D head with a similarly phonetically 

unrealized Focus head. This would change the indefinite double genitive from a DP to a 

FocP. As both heads are abstract, such a replacement would not seem to be unreasonable. 

However, note that indefinite double genitives generally appear to behave as DPs. In 

(22), indefinite double genitives are shown to coordinate with referents which are 

normally considered to be DPs. 

(22) a. Bi l l is [a friend of mine] and [a jerk]. 

b. Bi l l is not only [the best employee], but also [a friend of the president's]. 

Substitutionally, indefinite double genitives may be replaced in their entirety with 

personal pronouns, in the same way as DPs; (23 c) will result when a personal pronoun is 

substituted for the bracketed string in either (23a) or (23b). 
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(23) a. [John] was at the party. 

b. [A friend of mine] was at the party. 

c. [He] was at the party. 

These facts suggest that the indefinite construction should still be considered a DP 

construction; thus, the topmost DP projection should be maintained in whatever structural 

proposal is adopted. 

I propose that, as in the demonstrative and definite constructions, the determiner 

in the indefinite double genitive will take a FocP as its complement. A modification of 

Kayne's original hypothesis will be necessary if this proposal is accepted: namely, that 

the indefinite double genitive and the prenominai possessive will now have different 

underlying structures. As mentioned in section 2.1.2, Rizzi (1997) and other proponents 

of the FocP assume that the projection is only present when required by a structure. As 

the prenominai possessive is not a focus construction, a FocP will not be required, and 

the structure will remain as described in chapter 2 and shown in (24). 
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(24) DP 

D' 

D ü AgrP 
[+defj 

books 

However, when the indefinite double genitive is the desired final structure, the abstract D 

will take a FocP as its complement in the underlying state. 

(25) DP 

D' 

D FocP 
[-defj 

Foe' 

Focu AgrP 

DPposs Agr' 
John 

Agr .0 
QP 

's 
Q NP 

tWO 

books 



I l l 

Just as focus has triggered raising in both the demonstrative and definite constructions, 

the presence of the Focus head in the indefinite double genitive will trigger raising of the 

QP to Spec, FocP. As in Kayne's structure, insertion of the preposition of'into Foe0 will 

also be necessary. What motivates this insertion is not entirely clear; however, it may be 

the case that of 'is a marker of the focusing process (i.e., after the focus-motivated 

movement has taken place, of 'is inserted). The final surface structure will be as shown in 

(26). 

(26) DP 

Agr ü e¡ 
's 

Raising in this model, then, is not motivated by Case-assignment, as was the case in 

Kayne's (1993, 1994) model (cf. chapter 2, section 3.1), but is instead motivated by the 

presence of the Focus head. 

This proposal will not have a significant effect on the structure proposed for the 

definite double genitive; the element raising to Spec, FocP will still be a DP, albeit one 
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with more internal structure. In the case of the demonstrative construction, the structure 

proposed in section 1.4 can actually be simplified if this suggestion is implemented, as 

the postulation of a DP element within a larger FocP which is the complement of the 

demonstrative determiner is no longer necessary. Instead, the demonstrative will be 

inserted in the D slot, and will be able to take the double genitive FocP directly as its 

complement, resulting in the surface structure in (27): 

Agr u e¡ 
's 

Note that this structure has at least two advantages over the structure proposed in section 

1.4 (example (9)): the indefinite and demonstrative constructions are now shown to be 

structurally related as well as conceptually related; and the possibility of generating 

 Those definite double genitives restricted by PPs (e.g., the book of John's on the table; cf. chapter 2, 
section 2.3.4) still pose a problem for this analysis. By assuming that this construction is a small clause, I 
have not previously raised the double genitive element (which will now contain a FocP) within the 
structure. However, it seems possible that the determiner could take a FocP as its complement which would 
then dominate the PP. The double genitive could then raise from Spec, PP to Spec, FocP. As the analysis of 
this construction is clarified, this problem should be solved. 

7
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ungrammatical strings like * those the two books of John's is eliminated with the removal 

of the lower DP. 

I will further suggest that possessive determiners like my, which are not generally 

modified by relative clauses, should be treated in the same way as the definite and 

demonstrative determiners, i.e., that all these elements can take a FocP as their 

complement. This remedies the problem presented by Barker (1998:697) (discussed in 

chapter 2, section 3.2.1), who believes that 'there is room for only one possessor in 

Kayne's structure'. If my is taken in its determinative capacity, rather than its possessive 

capacity, the problem is no longer an issue, and double genitives like my favourite book 

of John's can be successfully analyzed. Because such a construction also does not require 

a restrictive relative clause, due to the subset implication imparted by favourite (as 

discussed in chapter 3, section 1.2), my will be able to take the FocP structure shown in 

(26) rather than the articulated complementizer structure, with the adjective favourite 

generated within the NP (as discussed in chapter 3, section 2.2.2). Presumably, other 

definite or demonstrative double genitives which have restrictive adjectives rather than 

restrictive relative clauses (e.g. the ultimate thing of mine) will also follow this pattern. 
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Agru

 e j 

's 

The fact that a [+definite] element fills the determiner slot in both (26) and (27) suggests 

that the definiteness of D does not play a significant role in motivating raising of the QP. 

Focus then becomes the primary factor in arriving at the surface structure of the double 

genitive construction. 

3. Conclusion 

In this chapter, I have undertaken two related tasks. The first of these was to 

provide a coherent analysis for an under-examined construction: the demonstrative 

double genitive. By acknowledging the features of the construction which were 

previously considered to be 'idiosyncratic' (lack of partitivity; stress on the possessum; 

familiarity to the discourse participants), a focus-based analysis becomes available which 

can then be incorporated with Kayne's existing structural proposals. I then attempted to 

extend the Focus Hypothesis to the other double genitive constructions; the resulting 

reanalyses of the constructions appear to be relatively successful. More importantly, 
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adopting a version of the Focus Hypothesis provides a means to explain all three types of 

double genitives as variants of a basic focus construction. 
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Chapter Five: 
Conclusion 

The most apparent, and most important, conclusion of this thesis is the 

development of a unified analysis of all three subtypes of the double genitive 

construction under the Focus Hypothesis; that is, that all forms of the double genitive 

bring a referent (the possessum) into the attentional spotlight within a given discourse 

context. The Focus Hypothesis incorporates, rather than supersedes, a number of analyses 

which have preceded it. From a semantic standpoint, the Partitive Hypothesis, supported 

by Barker (1998) and others, is maintained for the indefinite and definite constructions; a 

proper subpart of a larger referent will be brought into focus by these constructions. 

However, the general lack of partitivity in the demonstrative construction, which has long 

been an obstacle to developing an encompassing analysis of the double genitive, is no 

longer problematic: partitivity is secondary to focus and not vice versa. 

From a syntactic view, I have proposed a modification to Kayne's (1993, 1994) 

movement analysis, in which movement of the possessum is motivated by the presence of 

a FocP rather than by an abstract definiteness specification. This proposal retains Kayne's 

assumption that definite and demonstrative determiners do not form constituents with the 

basic double genitive element. This is made possible by the inclusion of Rizzi's (1997) 

articulated complementizer structure, which incorporates a FocP as part of the modified 

syntactic structure. 

The Focus Hypothesis also provides additional explanations for many heretofore 

under-explored features of the double genitive: the presence of stress on the possessum in 
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the demonstrative construction; the necessity of the relative clause in the definite 

construction; and the subtle differences in the distribution of indefinite double genitives 

and standard partitives. Note that focus itself, however, is a fairly under-explored 

research area within linguistics. While many authors have examined the concept, 

especially from the cognitive and discourse perspectives, a coherent analysis of focus 

within the generative framework has not yet been established. In particular, while there 

have been various theories advanced which begin to propose ways of interpreting focus 

in a formal syntactic or semantic framework, none of these suggestions have yet gained 

widespread support. Questions may arise as to whether focus should be interpreted as a 

binary feature rather than a syntactic projection; that is, can a construction ever be 

considered to be [-focus]? In a similar vein, is the assumption that the FocP is an optional 

projection a valid one? It will likely be necessary to modify the Focus Hypothesis to 

reflect our developing understanding of focus. 

Another area which may bear examining is the relationship between the English 

double genitive and similar multiply-marked possessive constructions cross-

linguistically. Another language which features a construction in which more than one 

type of possessive marking is used is Hebrew; two productive possessive-marking 

strategies (a pronominal clitic on the possessed noun, and a genitive PP headed by the 

preposition fel'o?) are used in the clitic-doubled construct state (1). Each of these 

strategies may be used independently to express the same possessive relationship ((2); 

Elizabeth Ritter, p.c). 
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( 1 ) Hebrew Clitic-Doubled Construct State (Ritter 1991:48, (22a)) 

beyt -o Jel dan 

house-his of Dan 

'Dan's house' 

(2) a. beyt-o 

house-his 

'his house' 

b. ha-bayit Jel-o/Jel Dan 

the-house of-his/ofDan 

'his/Dan's house 

If 'third option' possessive constructions, like the English double genitive and the 

Hebrew clitic-doubled construct state, fill similar functions cross-linguistically - that is, 

bringing a referent into a prominent discourse position - interesting questions may be 

posed regarding the link between focus and possessive marking. 

Other questions which may be pursued include the relationship between the 

element which constitutes the head of the possessum QP and the determiner element; if 

this relationship is indeed a valid one, is co-indexation a viable way to represent it? Also, 

can those definite (and demonstrative) double genitives which are modified by clauses 

other than /^/-relatives be more neatly incorporated into the modified version of 
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Kayne's raising analysis? While the suggestions I have presented in chapter 2, section 

2.3.4 provide a starting point, it seems possible that the PP-clause and relative pronoun 

analyses can be developed further. As well, the role of of remains open to further 

research, although it would seem likely that it is tied in with the focusing process. 

It would also be desirable to create a larger corpus of spontaneously-produced 

examples of double genitive constructions. I believe that this would be particularly useful 

in determining the stress placement in the indefinite and definite constructions, for which 

stress has not been as extensively discussed as for the demonstrative construction. 

Corpus-based research may also assist in determining whether the distribution of 

indefinite double genitives and standard partitives is in fact complementary. 

While the introduction of the Focus Hypothesis is the major outcome of this work, 

I believe that an equally important result is the reminder that the double genitive 

construction is neither redundant nor ungrammatical. In fact, the double genitive is a 

productive and grammatical construction which fills a crucial role in English: namely, 

alerting us to what is important to those we are talking to. Further research into the 

construction should serve to strengthen both of these conclusions. 
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