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Abstract 
e core proposal o tis contriution is tat in [P DP] or [K DP] structures, ere K, 
P are oliue prepositions or cases, eiter P/K or DP can lael te resulting constituent. 
I PP/KP is te resulting lael, te constituent oes not proie a goal or Agree. I DP is 
te resulting lael, te constituent eaes like an oter DP, proiing a goal or Agree. 
is is at e call te agreement parameter or structural oliues. Inerent oliues, 
i.e. tose selecte  a preicate, oligatoril proect as PP/KP. In section  e use tis 
potesis to explain ariation in te agreement pattern o pseuopartities, in section 
 e institue a parallelism it Dierential Oect Marking (DOM). In section , e il-
lustrate a conseuence o te same laelling algoritm inepenent o agreement, arguing 
tat so-calle Romance partitie articles inclue te partitie preposition di ‘o , ut at te 
same time proect as DPs. 
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1. Pseudopartitives: labelling, constituency, agreement

Pesetsk (98), Franks (994) iscuss Russian uantie structures o te 
tpe in () an teir agreement patterns. e uantier emes a genitie NP 
an te er agrees eiter it tis NP in te plural, or else sos up in te 
neuter singular orm. Pesetsk (98: 89) suggests a  ual laelling analsis, 
namel tat “in a prase o te orm [XP Q N], X must e eiter Q or N. A no-
agreement numeral prase is a QP; an agreement numeral prase is an NP”. In 
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oter ors, “i e assume tat a er agrees it an NP, ut not it a QP, e 
account or te agreement acts.” 

() Neskolko stuento pročitali/pročitalo 
seeral stuents- rea-/rea- 

‘Seeral stuents rea tis ook. 

ètu knigu. 
tis ook 
Russian (Franks 994:65) 

Quanticational structures o te tpe in () are not conne to Slaic lan-
guages; uging rom Toosaranani an Nasser (07), te are euall per-
asie in Persian. Englis an te Romance languages also partiall reprouce 
te pattern. us in Englis te uantie structure in (a) oligatoril trig-
gers plural agreement ut not te pseuopartitie structure in (), ic al-
ternates eteen singular an plural agreement it te nite er. 

() a. Some senators are oting against te proposal. 
. A group o senators is/are oting against te proposal. 

In Italian (), te presence o a (pseuo)partitie DP in suect position trig-
gers optionalit in agreement it te nite er it respect to ot num-
er an gener. Specicall, te er ma agree it una parte ‘a part, i.e. te 
ea o te (pseuo)partitie, soing up in te eminine singular (ence-
ort ea agreement). Alternatiel it ma agree it te emee genitie/ 
of NP, soing up in te masculine plural (enceort emee agreement). 

() Una parte i/ei senatori si è astenuta/ sono astenuti. 
a part- o/o.te senator- sel is astraine-/ are astraine- 

‘A part o te senators as/ae astaine. 

Englis as so-calle semantic agreement, inoling te possiilit or singu-
lar collectie DPs to agree it te preicate in te plural, as in e commit-
tee has/have met. Hoeer (pseuo)partitie agreement in ()–() is a ier-
ent penomenon. To egin it, it is not oious tat it is coextensie it 
semantic agreement, ic is not atteste or collectie singulars in Spanis 
(Pére Jiméne an Demonte 07: 76) or in Italian. Consier urtermore 
o semantic agreement applies to gener as oppose to numer. As ar as e 
can tell it ma e inole in mismatces like tose in Italian (4a), ere te 
grammatical gener o te DP is mismatce it its natural gener. Noting 
o te sort is inole in alternating gener agreement in pseuopartities as 
in (4); te latter penomenon is sntactic, not semantic. 

 Smit (07) moels semantic agreement in numer (in Englis) in terms o Concor an 
Inex eatures. Danon (0), Pere-Jimene an Demonte (07) account or pseuopartities 
in te same terms. Concor eatures oul e releant or DP-internal agreement, an Inex 
eatures or sentential agreement. Accoring to Pere-Jimene an Demonte, in pseuoparti-
ties te ea o te construct ma ear its on Inex eatures or it ma cop tem rom te 
emee NP. is etermines to possiilities or er agreement, eiter it te eas on 
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(4) a. La guia è a sola/solo.
te guie- is  alone-/alone-
‘e guie is alone/ imsel.

. Una ottiglia i ino è anata/anato a male. 
a/one ottle- o ine- is gone-/gone- a 
‘A/one ottle o ine as gone a. 

Aopting te classical laelling an constituenc line o explanation, e e-
gin  making explicit our assumptions on te internal structure o (pseuo) 
partities. We assume tat te di ‘o  preposition carries inclusion content in 
te sense o Belin an en Dikken (997), Manini an Franco (06). In te 
structure in (5) or Italian (), te P elementar relator di ‘o  laels its proec-
tion as PP. e latter is ten rea as a complement o te N parte ‘part. Agree-
ment o te er it te emee DP is impossile or localit reasons (te 
PIC, accoring to Lorusso an Franco 07). ereore te ea DP eter-
mines singular agreement it te er. 

(5) [ una [ parte [  i/e [  (i) senatori]]] si è … head agreement DP(φ) NP(φ) PP DP

We propose tat a secon laelling option is alloe or (), along te lines 
o (6). In (6) as in (5), te aposition di ‘o  as an elementar relator content. 
Hoeer, di is not construe as eaing its on proection. Rater, (i) senatori 
‘te senators laels te emee genitie as DP. is means tat una parte ‘a 
part can onl e construe as a prasal moier, aoine to te DP proec-
tion o (i) senatori. e φ-eatures o te DP as a ole are tose o (i) senatori 
an agreement is in te plural. 

(6) [ [una parte] [DP(φ) i/e [  (i) senatori ]]] si sono … embedded agreement DP(φ) DP(φ)

We assume tat te same content carrie  of in Englis or di in Italian can
also e carrie  genitie case. We ten preict tat te to laelling options 
in (5)–(6) are open in Russian, ieling te alternatie structures in (7). I 
K proects, ten it is rea as te complement o a iger D-N structure agree-
ing in te singular, as in (7a); i NP proects ten it agrees it te iger 
D an etermines agreement it te er in te plural, as in (7). 

(7) a. [ neskolko N  stuent [  -o]]] pročitalo … DP [KP K
. [DP neskolko [DP stuent [K -o]]]] pročitali … c. () 

Inex eatures or it tose o te emee NP. We limit ourseles to te oseration tat tis 
approac reuires te ouling o agreement eature sets (Inex an Concor). Moreoer, te 
oert morpolog o te ea o te pseuopartitie is etermine  te Concor set; tere-
ore, in te pseuopartitie constructions, te Inex set is not motiate inepenentl o te 
penomenon o emee agreement tat it is meant to moel. See te literature uote or 
oter possile motiation. 
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A consierale numer o uestions are opene  te proposal in (5)–(6) e-
ginning it te laelling agoritm (LA) tat e aopt. e structure in (5) is 
compatile it Comsks (0) proposal tat “LA is ust minimal searc”, 
so tat gien {H, XP}, LA ill select te closest ea H. Hoeer, te struc-
ture in (6) oes not compl it Comsks LA. Ceccetto an Donati (05) 
propose a ierent LA, namel tat “te lael o a sntactic oect {α, β} is te 
eature(s) tat act(s) as a proe or te merging operation creating {α, β}”. We 
rel on te latter to erie (5)–(6). 

Consier te structure in (8). As eore, e assume tat te preposition 
di is an elementar preicate, enoe it a general relator content (part/ 
ole), ic as suc reuires te satisaction o to argument places. We 
ma conceie o argument saturation as an ientication o te reerential 
propert D o DP it an open ariale slot o di, ence [x] = D as in (8). 
P proes D(P), in te sense tat P ols te unalue propert set an D(P) 
te alue propert (set), so tat P laels te constituent as PP. 

(8) PP 

P[x] DP [x] = D 
di 

Consier ten te structure in (9). e emee DP in turn reuires isiil-
it/case. is ma e construe as a K eature o DP tat is alue as genitie 
en DP saturates te argument place o di – essentiall extening Comsks 
(00) treatment o irect cases to structural oliues. In tis reaing, it is te 
K eature o DP tat proes or P, in te sense tat P alues K as genitie, lea-
ing to te proection o DP. 

(9) DP 

P DP[x] [x] = D 
di 

Inormall, in (8), DP is a complement emee in PP, in (9) P is te case/is-
iilit proection on te unctional spine o DP. e PP lael implies tat te 
emeing ea etermines sentential agreement in (5); te DP lael implies 
tat sentential agreement is etermine  te emee DP in (6). Recall 
tat in te conception o Berick an Comsk (0) parameters are essen-
tiall egrees o reeom le open  Uniersal Grammar. In tis sense, te la-
elling alternation is a parameter. ereore e expect tat a particular alue 
ma e cosen (or suppresse)  a gien language (in a gien context). We 
ill see a parametrie maniestation o te laelling in section . 

Eientl, e o not ant te LA in (8)–(9) to interere it estalise 
instances o unamiguous proection. As ar as e can see, oter instances o 
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structural case assignment,  T an v, o not inole sisteroo congura-
tions, so tat (8) cannot appl. Inee te v proe as te oect o VP as its 
goal – an te T proe as te external argument in Spec, vP as its goal. We 
eer to section  te iscussion o o proection o PP along te lines o (8) 
is orce in instances ere PP is selecte  a er, i.e. in instances o iner-
ent oliues (Comsk 986), eentuall ustiing te reerence to structural 
oliues in te agreement parameter o te title. 

Anoter releant uestion is eter te structural alternations in (5)–(9) 
correspon to interpretie ierences. One o te clearest mappings eteen 
structure/agreement an interpretation concerns examples like (4) aoe, 
ere as Lanman (06), Rotstein (07) point out, a/one bottle of wine 
ma reer eiter to a  ottle containing ine or to te uantit o ine con-
taine in a ottle. In (0) e proie inormal meanings aapte rom Lan-
man (06). 

(0) a. one ottle o ine  one ∩ (ottle (ine))
bottle applies to wine; one intersects it te result.

. one ottle o ine  (one ◦ ottle) ∩ ine
one composes it bottle; te result intersects it wine.

Te reaing in (0a) can e tease apart  means o a suitale preicate, as in 
(). Importantl, tis as reexes on agreement, since onl ea agreement 
(it bottiglia ‘ottle) is possile, ile emee agreement is exclue. 

() Una ottiglia i ino era posata/*posato sul taolo.
a/one ottle o ine as resting-/*resting- on te tale

‘A/one ottle o ine as on te tale.

Since emee agreement correspons to structure (6), e conclue tat 
structure (6) exclues te reaing (0a) an can onl receie te measure 
reaing in (0). is correspons to te act tat, gien te constituent struc-
ture in (6) te matrix D/Q must oligatoril compose it bottiglia ‘ottle 
preious to composition it te emee DP. Vice ersa, te structure in 
(5) an ea agreement are amiguous eteen te to reaings (essentiall 
Lanmans conclusion or ot Englis an Dutc). 

 Pére-Jiméne an Demonte (07) propose tat emee agreement correlates it 
a istriutie reaing, ic oul e impossile it ea agreement. In (i) knolege o te 
singular nature o te PI in a proect orces te istriutie reaing, itout an eect on agree-
ment. Tests it oate each soul e aoie ecause o te sntactic, rater tan semantic, 
reuirements on it. 

(i) Una parte i/ei proessori è/sono PI in ualce progetto.
a part o/o.te proessors is/are PI in some proect
‘A part o (te) proessors is/are PI in some proect.
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e iscussion so ar also elps us unerstaning  een limiting our-
seles to of-DP enironments, te oule laelling possiilit is not open it 
possessor structures. Rater emee agreement is impossile, as in (). 
e reason is tat () reuires te iniiual reaing o te ea il voto ‘te 
ote, ic is onl compatile it te structure in (5) an ence it ea 
agreement. B contrast te emee agreement structure in (6) is onl com-
patile it a measure reaing o te ea, as ust iscusse in relation to (). 

() Il oto ei senatori a/*anno camiato la situaione.
te ote o te senators as/ae cange te situation

‘e ote o te senators as/*ae cange te situation.

2. Agreement of structural obliques: DOM

In tis section, e iscuss Dierential Oect Marking (DOM) as anoter exam-
ple o te ual laelling an agreement o structural oliues. Our iscussion pre-
supposes recent approaces to DOM, in ic DOM oects are not ust mor-
pologicall sncretic it oliues (specicall aties), ut are represente as 
oliues in te sntax (Torrego 009; Pinea 04; Manini an Franco 06). 

Folloing Kane (984) an muc suseuent literature, in itransitie 
sentences like John gave a book to Mary, a possession relation ols eteen 
te goal Mary an te teme o te itransitie er the book. We assume tat 
tis possession relation is estalise  te elementar a  ‘to relator ic 
takes Mary as its internal argument an the book as its external argument. 

Wen it comes to DOM, te intuition is tat in a Spanis example like 
(a), rom Torrego (009), te er contratar ‘ire can e paraprase as 
‘gie/make a contract to/it. In structure (), e aopt te stanar mini-
malist assumption tat transitie preicates result rom te incorporation o 
an elementar state/eent V into a transitiiing v laer. Witin suc a rame-
ork, in () te to arguments o a are its oect DP una amiga ‘a rien 
an te result eent contrato ‘contract, ere ‘a rien inclues/ locates/ pos-
sesses te ‘contract result. e sensitiit to te to laere v-V structure 
caracteries onl igl ranke reerents. B contrast, inenite/inanimate 
complements are emee as accusatie temes.4 

() a. Han contratao *(a) una amiga/Julia/mi amiga.
te.ae ire (to) a rien/Julia/m rien
‘e ire a rien/Julia/m rien.

. [ v [  contratao [  a [  una amiga]]]] P VP PP DP

 See Báráni (08) or an up to ate oppose ie an n. 5 elo. 
4 Torrego (009), Pinea (04) aopt an Appl structure, ere ot tematic an DOM 

aties are positione in Spec, ApplP. 
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e sncretism o goal atie an o DOM is ase on te act tat at least in 
te range o languages tat e are consiering ere, oect DPs ic are re-
erentiall igl ranke reuire or teir emeing te same elementar re-
lator P introucing goals, as in (4).5 

(4) DOM (suect to parametric ariation)
... [*(P/K) DP ] ...] ere DP is igl ranke[VP 

e releance o DOM or te agreement o structural oliues can e seen 
en e turn to Ino-Aran languages, ere te morpological expression 
o DOM also generall coincies it tat o goal aties. In ergatie align-
ments, e osere tat asolutie oects agree it te perect participle, as 
in Punai (5). Hoeer DOM oects o not; a DOM internal argument 
triggers an inariant (masculine, singular) inection on te perect participle, 
as in (5a). Note tat in (5), te goal atie is emee uner te -nu post-
position, like te DOM argument in (5a). 

(5) a. mɛ: o-nu/una-nu ekk-ea
I s/e-d/te-d see.-
‘I sa im/er/tem.

. o-ne kita: itt-i (si) una-nu 
s/e- ook. gie.- e. te-d 
‘S/e gae te ook to tem. Punai 

In oter Ino-Aran languages, on te oter an, DOM arguments agree 
it te er in ergatie alignments, exactl like asolutie oects, as in Mar-
ari (Raastani) (6). e same naiṃ morpeme externaliing te DOM o-
ect in (6a) also attaces to goal atie in (6). 

(6) a. maiṃ śaraṇ-naiṃ ek-ī
I Saran..-d see-..
‘I sa Saran.

. āū ma-naiṃ aiṭ ā-ṇai-ro isāro kar-o
oss I-d sit go-- sign. make-..
‘e oss mae me a sign to sit on.

Marari (Vereke 0: 0) 

Brie, DOM elements ma agree it perect participles, patterning it 
oter internal arguments, as in Marari (6) or te ma pattern it oter 

5 Oections to tis approac inclue te possiilit o passiiing DOM ut not goal aties; 
tis is explicitl iscusse  Manini an Franco (06: 9–). e semantic plausiilit o as-
sociating an oliue structure not onl it causatie preicates like contratar ‘ire ut also it 
non-causatie preicates is also explicitl iscusse  Manini an Franco (06: –5). Ot-
er ell-knon iculties arise uner cliticiation an clitic ouling, rie suree  Manini 
an Franco (06: 5–6) an explicitl iscusse  Manini et al. (to appear). 
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oliues, notal goal aties, in not unergoing perect participle agreement, 
as in Punai (5). We propose tat te agreement parameter in (5)–(6) e-
pens on te same laelling algoritm tat e use to account or pseuopar-
titie agreement in section . Suppose tat in Punai (5a) te -nu postposi-
tion introucing te DOM argument una ‘te laels te resulting constituent 
as a PP. As a conseuence te DOM oect una-nu ‘te-d oes not uner-
go Agree, as inicate in (7). 

(7) [PP [DP una-] [P nu]] ekk- ea Punai 
3  

Alternatiel, upon Merge o P an DP, te resulting constituent ma e la-
elle  D(P), so tat it unergoes Agree like an oect DP. We propose tat 
tis is at appens to te DOM oect in Marari (6a) it te structure 
in (8); since śaraṇ ‘Saran is eminine singular, so is te perect participle in-
ection -i. 

(8) [DP [DP śaraṇ-] [P naiṃ]] ek-ī Marari 
  

One important propert o te laelling parameter is tat it oes not aect 
atie goals toug te are oterise inistinguisale rom DOM oects. 
In oter ors, een in Marari “agreement it an IO or an experiencer, 
marke it te same postposition, is out o te uestion” (Vereke 0: 4). 
In present terms, tis means tat onl te structure in (9), ere PP proects, 
is possile or goal aties, so tat te cannot e goals or agreement proes. 

(9) [PP [DP ma-] [P naiṃ]] Marari 

Our explanation or te contrast eteen te Marari DOM oliue in (8) 
an te goal oliue in (9) relies on te assumption tat te DOM oliue in 
(8) is structural, i.e. it epens on te conguration in (5) eing realie – 
ile te goal oliue in (9) is inerent, i.e. it is selecte  te er ‘make 
a sign/signal. Laelling  D(P) as oppose to laelling  P is impossile it 
inerent oliues, ecause te nee to proect te P content as part o te act 
tat teir P properties are selecte  te er. Hence te agreement param-
eter onl aects structural oliues suc as DOM an not te same oliues 
en te are inerent.6 

6 In present terms te Visiilit o Inerent-Case to Veral Agreement (VIVA) Parameter o 
Anan an Neins (005) is replace  te isiilit o structural obliques to eral agreement. 
Instances o ariation in agreement meant to all uner te VIVA, are in principle encompasse 
 our proposal. Specicall, ergatie suects o not unergo agreement it te er in man 
Ino-Aran languages (e.g. Punai) ut neerteless ispla agreement in oters, or instance 
Nepali. See Manini an Franco (09) or some iscussion, impling tat ergatie is a struc-
tural oliue. 
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Manini an Franco (06: 09–) use te same structural/inerent 
opposition to erie te impossiilit or goal aties to passiie, i.e. uner-
go raising to te nominatie (Spec, TP) position. For, te are selecte as PPs 
an must appear as suc in te structure. An passiiation tat preseres te 
PP is ellorme, suc as P-straning in Englis (John was given a book to) or 
impersonal passie in oter languages. B contrast, an internal argument can 
unergo passiiation, inepenentl o at case (DOM or oter) it oul 
receie in te VP. 
e same agreement parameter seen in macroariation in Ino-Aran lan-

guages can also e seen in microariation in te oule agreement pattern o 
certain oect clitics in Romance. In Italian, accusatie P clitics oligatoril 
agree it te perect participle, as originall iscusse  Kane (989). In-
terestingl, /P oect clitics can eiter agree it te perect participle, or 
not agree it it, as illustrate in (0). 

(0) Mi/ti anno ciamata/ciamato. 
me./ou. te.ae calle-/calle-

‘e calle me(.)/ou(.).

Folloing Manini an Saoia (04), tere is consierale eience tat /P 
pronouns unergo DOM in Romance. In present terms tis means tat te are 
oliues. Inee te can e anale as consisting o a lexical ase [D m-/t-] 
an o an oliue K  inection [K-i]. is is consistent it morpological 
eience, since in traitional terms, accusatie an atie are sncretic in te 
/P; in oter ors, mi/ti are also te inirect oect clitics, as in (). 7 

() Mi/ti anno ato un liro.
to.me/ou te.ae gien a ook
‘e gae me/ou a ook.

Base on te iscussion o Ino-Aran ()–(), e ma moel te agree-
ment alternation in (0) as in (). In oter ors, te /P clitic ma e la-
elle  its D  suconstituent, ieling () an agreement it te per-
ect participle. Alternatiel, it ma e laelle  its oliue K suconstituent 
ieling (a) an no agreement. 

() a. [K [D m] [K i]] … [V ciamat-o]
 

. [D [ m] [ i]] … [  ciamat-a] D K V
  

7 We take te status o m-/t- as earers o /P content to e uncontroersial; as or te 
oliue analsis o -i, see Manini an Saoia (04). An inepenent argument in aour o 
te oliue status o /P is teir position in te clitic string, ierent rom tat o accusatie 
P an oerlapping it tat o atie P an o te locatie/instrumental clitic (Manini an 
Saoia 07). 
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3. Partitive articles

In tis section e consier te uestion, eter ual laelling can e e-
tecte inepenentl o interactions it Agree. We argue tat tis is so, spe-
cicall it of/genitie prases. In Italian or Frenc, de/di prases can cor-
respon to selecte arguments o a er, ence to inerent genities. In tese 
instance te proection o PP is orce  te act tat P(P) is selecte or, as 
inicate in structure () or example (a). 

() a. Gianni si spaenta suito ei prolemi.
Jon sel ears immeiatel o.te prolems
‘Jon immeiatel starts earing prolems.

. [PP e [DP i prolemi]] 

Prases ientical to PP constituents suc as dei problemi ‘o te prolems in 
() occur oeer also in suect an irect oect position ere te are 
in complementar istriution it DPs. e DP status o te posteral su-
ect dei problemi ‘prolems in (4) is conrme  agreement it te er. 
e interpretation is akin to tat o Englis are plurals, ence existential in 
(4); te same penomenon is atteste in Frenc (Doroie-Sorin an Be-
ssae 0). 

(4) Sono sorti ei prolemi/arriati ei ragai.
are arisen o.te prolems/arrie o.te os

‘Prolems ae come up/Bos ae arrie.

Base on te iscussion in section , e propose tat te structure or te di 
prase (4) is as in (5). On te one an, di ‘o  is te same preposition as in 
(); on te oter an, te constituent emeing it is laelle not  P ut 
 D, as DP. 

(5) [DP [P e] [DP i prolemi/ragai]] 

e important point or present purposes is tat i tis line o analsis is correct, 
e ae et anoter argument in aour o our laelling parameter. Neerte-
less een i (5) satises all sntactic esierata, te uestion arises eter it 
returns te correct interpretation. I di is te same element in (5) as in (), 
it carries an elementar relator content, ic e rougl ienti it part/
ole. e internal argument o te relator P is te emee DP i problemi/ 
ragazzi ‘te prolems/os. Gien te lack o a sntactic representation or te 
external argument o te relator P, e oul ae to assume tat te latter re-
mains an open ariale in te argument structure o P. e ariale is close 
existentiall at te interpretie interace, ieling an LF along te lines o (6). 

(6) ∃x, x [DP [P e] [DP i prolemi/ragai]] 
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e LF in (6) is essentiall te same propose  Ciercia (998). Sntacticall, 
or Ciercia (998), te di prase is emee into an empt N associate it 
te propert [part]. In te course o te eriation, te emee D incorporates 
into di, ic is semanticall empt or Ciercia, an “nall te result incorpo-
rates into te iger D position,” along te lines o (7). From an interpretie point 
o ie “incorporation o te article rst into P an ten into N amounts, semanti-
call, to te composition o te ‘part-o  relation it te articles meaning,” name-
l ⊆ ° ι. “e next step is moement o te N-P-D complex into te iger D. is 
must inole tpe siing, … so one must resort to ∃”, in oter ors ∃ ° ⊆ ° ι. 

(7) [  ei [ ei [ ei [ i ragai ]]]] (Ciercia 998: 90) DP NP PP DP 

In our structure (5), as oppose to Ciercias (7), tere is no ea moe-
ment (argue against  Comsk [00]). is is ecause e o not nee 
ea moement to ae a P immeiatel ominate  a DP – te laelling 
algoritm oes tis or us. ere is also no silent N. is is ecause te part/ 
ole content is carrie  te preposition di. All in all, tere seem to e no
more assumptions tan in Ciercia, an certainl eer eriational steps, 
leaing neerteless to te same interpretie result. 

Ciercias (998) semantics as een argue to e inaeuate, in tat it 
treats dei ragazzi like alcuni dei ragazzi ‘some o te os, incorrectl (Storto 
00). In suseuent ork, Zamparelli (008) suggests tat te article i in dei 
ragazzi oes not enote ι ut rater is expletie (in te sense o Longoari 
994). ereore te emee DP i ragazzi is kin-enoting. Furtermore, 
or Zamparelli, te preposition di emoies an operator R (‘resiue) ic 
returns te enotation o its specier minus te enotation o its complement. 

Consier ten Zamparellis structure in (8). e complement o di is i rag-
azzi. e specier is lle  a cop o ragazzi in keeping it general assump-
tions aout partities – ere ragazzi “enotes a plural propert.” Since te 
[o]-kin enote  te emee DP is not a memer o te set o plurali-
ties o [os], enote  te iger NP, “te resiue operation applies acu-
ousl.” is means tat it returns “te plural propert ‘os as te enotation 
o te ole expression” (Zamparelli 008: 0). 

(8) [  [ ragai] [  e [  i ragai]]] (Zamparelli 008: ) PP NP P′ DP

Can te present sntax map to someting like Zamparellis semantics We 
oul nee to assume tat instea o representing te external argument o di 
as a ariale, it is represente as a cop o te emee NP ragazzi, along te 
lines o (9), tus recreating te exact conguration o Zamparelli. At te same 
time, gien (8) Zamparelli still nees to assume tat te PP is selecte  some 
iger D-Num unctional structure to ic dei is raise, aer incorporation 
o te article into te preposition, along te lines o Ciercia (998). e lael-
ling in (9) makes an suseuent sntactic eriation reunant. 
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(9) [DP ragai [  [  e] [  i ragai]]] DP P DP

In sort, our proposal aois certain complexities in Ciercias (998), an 
Zamparellis (008) sntactic analses, namel astract eas an ea moe-
ment. As or te semantic representations ic are te real point o te is-
cussion o Ciercia an Zamparelli, e conclue tat te o not specicall 
reuire ea-raising ut are euall compatile it te present laelling imple-
mentation, since te ea-raising is semanticall acuous in ter account as ell. 

Carinaletti an Giusti (06) also reect te raising analsis o dei. Ho-
eer te ier rom te present proposal in tat te construe dei as an expo-
nent o te categor D. e propose tat de- is a specier o D ose inec-
tion -i is realie on D. e to are ten use. In oter ors te unerling 
structure o dei ragazzi is as in (6). 

(0) [  e [  i [  ragai]]] (Carinaletti an Giusti 06: 64) DP D′ NP

Accoring to Carinaletti an Giusti (06: 65) de is amiguous eteen to 
categoriations, namel “te eterminer (in Spec DP)” an te preposition 
P. e connect tis amiguit to grammaticaliation, specicall to teories 
o grammaticaliation claiming tat “language cange is structural reanalsis”, 
ence recategoriation (c. Roerts an Roussou 00). No, in grammaticali-
ation, morpoponological an semantic cange soul normall go an in 
an. Hoeer, morpoponological eience is ar rom roust. 

Carinaletti an Giusti argue tat in Anconetano, te realisation o i is op-
tional en i is te inection o te partitie D de in (a), toug it is oliga-
tor en it is te sole exponent o D (emee uner te preposition de) in 
().8 Hoeer, te contrast is icult to reprouce een in oter arieties o 
Italian, or instance te regional Italian o Tuscan/Florence, ere i eletion 
is optional in te possession context in (), c. (). 

() a. T ai a lege ei/e liri pe sapé la storia.
ou must to rea d.te/d ooks to learn te istor
‘You must rea ooks to learn istor.

. La cupertina ei/*e liri e storia è sempre un po sregata. 
te coer o.te/o ooks o istor is alas a it roken 
‘e coer o istor ooks is alas a it roken. 

Ancona (Carinaletti an Giusti 06: 65) 

() la maccina e(i) ragai 
te car o(te) os 
‘te os car Florence 

8 In present terms, e oul ae to escrie Anconetano  ierentiating contexts ere 
i proects DP an it can elete (a) – an contexts ere it oes not proect an it is oligatoril 
realie (). 
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Een leaing asie outs as to te explanator alue o grammaticaliation, 
it seems tat te empirical eience or morpoponological reuction is 
at present uite limite. More importantl, e aciee te result o aing 
partitie articles proect a DP constituent, ic is te asic esieratum 
o Carinaletti an Giusti, itout aing recourse to grammaticaliation. 

Concluing tis section, e ae argue tat te laelling parameter 
originall eise in section   to account or agreement/non-agreement 
alternations it structural oliues turns out to e useul in accounting 
or te partitie articles o Romance. On te one an, e reuire no re-
course to grammaticaliation leaing rom a P to a D categoriation or di 
‘o . On te oter an, te categorial lael DP or te are partitie is o-
taine itout aing recourse to ea-to-ea moement/incorporation. 
e present account is motiate  sntactic consierations. Hoeer in 
te iscussion tat precees e ae inicate o te sntax e propose 
ma e (mae) compatile it Ciercias (998) or Zamparellis (008) 
semantics. 

3.1. The ne clitic
In te nal rie case stu o tis contriution, e go ack to section , name-
l to Romance clitics an to te agreement parameter. Belletti an Rii (996) 
stu optional agreement o te Romance partitie clitic it te perect par-
ticiple. In Italian (a) man speakers allo ot agreement in te plural an 
lack tereo. Similarl agreement in te eminine singular ma take place or 
not as in (). Recall tat agreement must e etermine  te clitic, e-
cause Romance perect participles o not agree it oects in situ, ut onl 
it oects moe to teir le (Kane 989). 

() a. Ne a riipinte/ riipinto ue.
o.tem as repainte-/ repainte- to
‘He as repainte to o tem.

. Ne o ist-a /ist-o solo una. 
 I.ae seen-/seen- onl one- 
‘I sa onl one (.). Italian 

Belletti an Rii propose tat te structure o a partitie prase containing ne 
is as in (), ere ne correspons to an oliue KP. e crucial ierence e-
teen agreeing an non agreeing grammars consists in eter ϕ-eatures are 
or are not associate it te KP noe. KP moes out o QP ia te Spec, QP 
position, triggering agreement it Q i KP is enoe it ϕ-eatures, as in 
(4a). In turn i KP is enoe it ϕ-eatures agreement it te perect par-
ticiple ensues. Oterise moement o ne takes place as eore ut no agree-
ment it eiter Q or te perect participle ensues, as in (4). 
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. [QP [Q′ una/ue(ϕ) [KP ne ]] 

(4) a. [ [Q′ una/ue [  ne ]]QP (ϕ) KP (ϕ)

(Belletti an Rii 996) 

e laelling parameter introuce in section  allos us to moel Belletti an 
Riis proposal in suc a a as to uni it it it te arious oter penom-
ena consiere in tis article. We assume tat te ne clitic consists o a lexical 
ase n- carring te relational content partitie/genitie, ence categorie 
as K; K  selects a nominal inection -e, ic e ma simpl categorie as 
N, enoe it all te properties o N, incluing ϕ-eatures.9 On tis asis, 
e preict tat ne as a ole ma e laelle  N – or it ma e laelle  
oliue K properties. 

Suppose rst tat N proects, as in (5); ten te N constituent agrees it 
te Q  constituent,  routine DP-internal Agree/Concor. As te ne clitic 
moes to vP, it triggers perect participle agreement, specicall it te ea-
tures o Q. One onus o tis account is tat it is in act immaterial  ic 
route ne reaces P – it coul e ase generate tere ining an empt N-pro 
emee uner Q (Sportice 996). 

(5) … [  una/ue [  [P n] [  e]]]QP(ϕ) N(ϕ) N

Alternatiel, i K proects as in (6), agreement o te clitic it te eme-
ing Q oes not take place nor oes agreement it te perect participle. 

(6) … [  una/ue [  [  n] [  e]]]QP(ϕ) K K N

e account in (5)–(5) is not a notational ariant o Belletti an Riis (996) 
to te extent tat te stipulation tat ne ma or ma not carr ϕ-eatures is su-
stitute  a laelling algoritm ic, i e are correct, applies to all structur-
al oliues. In tis sense, an inepenentl motiate set o assumptions su-
stitutes or an oterise item-specic parameter. 

4. Conclusions

Our core proposal is tat in P/K-DP structures, eiter P/K or D can lael te 
resulting constituent. I PP/KP is te resulting lael, ten te constituent e-
aes like an oliue an notal oes not proie a goal or Agree. I DP re-
sults, ten te constituent eaes like an oter DP/NP, proiing a goal or 
Agree. We applie tis laelling algoritm to pseuopartities in section  an 

9 at n- is te partitie content o te clitic is conme  te act tat (e)n, itout nomi-
nal inection, is te partitie clitic in Nortern Italian ialects an Frenc. In turn -e is one o 
te nominal inections atteste on Ns in Italian (incientall compatile it all geners an 
numers, epening on inectional class). 
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to DOM oects in section . We use te same account or /P Romance clit-
ics in section  an or partitie clitics in section .. e laelling analsis also 
as conseuences inepenent o agreement. Specicall, in section  e ar-
gue tat so-calle partitie articles in Romance are orme it te partitie 
preposition di ‘o , ut at te same time proect as DPs. In sntax, tis allos us 
to aoi aing recourse to ea raising o P-to-D or to grammaticaliation o 
P to D, as reuire  alternatie accounts. 
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