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Abstract

This article describes the behaviour of Differential Object Marking in Barese in the light of a
preliminary study conducted by the author, which is here refined and rectified thanks to sets of
novel data. A variety of referents along the Definiteness Scale is considered and discussed, and
these suggest that DOM in Barese is obligatory with highly specific and referential determiner-less
elements, but it becomes optional, if not ungrammatical, with nouns modified by an overt functional
element, e.g. (in)definite determiners, numerals, or quantifiers. Furthermore, two structural contexts
block DOM in Barese, namely the co-occurrence of human direct and indirect objects, and

whenever the DO is embedded under a perception verb.

Keywords: differential object marking, Barese, upper-southeastern Italo-Romance, Definiteness

Scale, specificity.

1. Introduction

This article provides a description of the behaviour of Differential Object Marking (Bossong, 1985;

DOM henceforth) in Barese, an upper-southern Italo-Romance variety spoken in Bari, Apulia.

Previous preliminary studies, i.e. Andriani (2011; 2015), focused on a limited set of theoretical and



empirical factors of Barese DOM in comparison with Torrego’s (1998) analysis of Spanish DOM.
However, not all aspects of Barese DOM could be explored. This paper presents a more systematic
study of DOM in Barese, so to obtain a complete and satisfactory overview of its fine-grained
characteristics, while refining and complementing the previously established generalisations. Our
overview will also allow us to better place the behaviour of the Barese DOM within highly
variegated situation attested across (Italo-)Romance (for a comprehensive overview, see Manzini &
Savoia, 2005; Ledgeway, this volume; for a first survey of DOM in the varieties of Apulia, see
Andriani, in press).

On a par with most Italo-Romance varieties (excluding Marchigiano ma and Gallo-Sicilian da;
Rohlfs, 1969; 1971), Barese obligatorily marks human Direct Objects (DO) by means of the
element a (< Latin AD). Note that the sole animacy feature, a canonical DOM-trigger, is not

sufficient for DOM to surface in Barese, e.g. (1):'

[+tHUMAN +ANIMATE -ANIMATE]
(1) dzu'wann acca'mend *(a) mma ridacc/ (*a) la  ‘gattoscc/ (*a) la 'Tumdacc
John looks DOM Mary DOM the.F cat DOM the.F moon

‘John looks at Mary/the cat/the moon’

Indeed, the contrast between obligatory *(a) and ungrammatical (*a) marking with the transitive
verb acchiamanda ‘to watch/look at’ is mainly given by the semantic opposition between the
[+human] DOs ‘Mary’ and the [+animate(/-human)] ‘cat’ (but see §3.3.2; also Manzini & Franco,
2016) and [-animate] feature of ‘the moon’. Moreover, clitic doubling is not a necessary condition
for the Barese DOM to be licensed, as it happens in Romanian and most Spanish varieties, but the

full DP may be resumed by a clitic in the relevant pragmatic context.

! While the numbered examples are presented in (simplified) IPA, the examples in the running text are largely based on

Italian orthography, except for the adoption of schwa <o>.



It is not trivial to highlight the well-known syncretism of the a element with both LOCATIVE and
DATIVE prepositions meaning ‘to/at’ (cf. Bossong, 1991), e.g. Giuanna sta(/st a va) a la casa ‘John
is at(/is going) home’ and Giuanna ha ddato n’aniaddo a Mmario ‘John gave a ring to Mary’,
respectively. Although addressing the syntactic identity of DATIVE and GOAL direct objects (see
Manzini & Franco, 2016; Barany, 2018; i.a.) is not the purpose of this study, it will become evident
that the overt morphosyntactic marker of Barese DOM a shows up less systematically than ‘true’,
1.e. obligatory, DATIVE/LOCATIVE prepositions, suggesting that the former does not behave as
canonical preposition, i.e. within its own PP/ApplP, but rather as a more ‘volatile’ element in the
extended structure of the DP. In this respect, it is also worth pointing out that Barese presents two
very widespread phenomena typical of upper-southern Italo-Romance varieties, namely clitic-
resumption of [+human] indirect objects by an ACCUSATIVE clitic (see Altamurano: Loporcaro,
1988, pp. 270-274; Neapolitan: Ledgeway, 2009, pp. 844) and grammaticalisation of heavy
LOCATIVE reinforcers as innovative and unambiguous, yet optional, DATIVE markers (see

Neapolitan: Ledgeway, 2000, p. 27). These are shown in (2)-(3a) and (3b), respectively:

2)  u (/'ndgd) 'kreto ‘ccu a ‘kkodds ? (Solfato 2008, 32)
who him 3.DAT Dbelieve.3SG  more to that.M

‘and who believes him any longer?’

3) a. u (/'ndgd) a 'mmangate  do  ro'spetto  a 'ffigo-mo
him 3.DAT has lacked of  respect to son-my
b. ndg (/*u) a 'mmangato dora'spetto  va'fin/ ‘'mbattf a ffijjo-mo
3.DAT-LOC  him has lacked of respect next in-face to son -my

‘(s)he disrespected my son’

Whenever the indirect object is human, the (3™ person) ACCUSATIVE clitic is favoured over the

marginal DATIVE clitic nga (which would be the only option if the object were (in)animate), e.g. ‘to



him’ (2) and ‘to my son’ (3a). However, the syncretic DATIVE-LOCATIVE clitic nga in (3) becomes
the only available option whenever it resumes the complement of heavy prepositions vacina a ‘close
to’ or mbacca a ‘in front of’, thus ruling out the combination [*ACCUSATIVE clitic — heavy DATIVE
P+argument]. Indeed, the alternation between transitive and intransitive pattern can be considered a
characteristic property of the ‘permissive’ argument structure of Barese verbs, and found in other
southern Italo-Romance varieties.”

Once these basic properties of Barese are defined, we can (re)consider the findings in
Andriani (2011; 2015) on Barese DOM, integrating these with broader sets of data® and focusing on
issues which were not addressed in previous studies. For reasons of space, we will only briefly
summarise (and rectify, when needed) Andriani’s findings as initial background information to
provide a finer-grained description of the properties of Barese DOM. In particular, here we consider
the semantic specifications of the different DO-referents, the verb classes which allow or
(inherently) force DOM, and the pragmatico-syntactic contexts of its occurrence, to conclude that
Barese DOM is essentially lexicalised with highly referential and specific referents, while it is
optional with referents lower on the Definiteness Scale (see Section 2).

The paper is organised as follows: Section 2 briefly summarises the findings in Andriani (2011;
2015); in Section 3, we scrutinise novel sets of referents at different levels of the Definiteness Scale,

while bearing in mind verb class and information structure of the contexts in which the a-marking

% In this respect, beside the resumption of human referents with ACCUSATIVE clitics in intransitive contexts (e.g. (2), (3a),
as well as with scriva a ‘to write to’, (ar)rasponna a ‘to answer to’, talafona a ‘to phone-call’, and so forth; see Andriani,
2011, chs 3-4), Barese and other southern Italo-Romance varieties are well known to allow prototypically unaccusative
verbs, such as trasi/assi ‘enter/exit (unaccusative)’, to take an agent/causer external argument and be interpreted as ‘to
put in(side)/take out(side)’.

3 The Barese data presented here mainly stem from spontaneous conversations, including some freely available audio-
visual material, as well as my own field notes (2011-2017) collected from speakers from different areas of the city
(mainly Bari vecchio, Japigia, Liberta, Madonnella, and San Paolo). The modern data are compared to those found in

written sources — mainly dialogues — from early 1900, to check whether any changes have taken place.



surfaces (or not); in Section 4, we discuss two syntactic contexts blocking Barese DOM; Section 5

summarises our findings on Barese DOM, and draws some conclusions on its behaviour.

2. A preliminary overview on Barese DOM

In the preliminary study by Andriani (2011; 2015), the properties of Barese DOM are discussed in
comparison with Torrego’s (1998) description and analysis of DOM (among other related
phenomena) in peninsular Spanish. She identifies six main properties which trigger, block, or
favour DOM, namely: (i) ability to be doubled by clitics; (ii) specificity of the DO; (iii) shift of the
aspectual classes of the verb; (iv) agentivity of the subject; (v) animacy and (vi) (degree of)
affectedness of the DO. Of these six properties, Andriani (2011; 2015) argues that only three are
relevant in Barese, i.e. the agentivity of the subject, and the humanness and specificity of the DO. In
contrast, the three remaining properties do not seem to trigger DOM in Barese. Moreover, Andriani
adopts Ledgeway & Lombardi’s (2005) partition of adverb spaces within the clause in order to
determine the position of the a-marked DO, which is not higher than the vP, as it follows the vP-
adverb bbu(é)na ‘well’ (cf. Cinque, 1999). Hence, Andriani concludes that specificity (Eng, 1991;
Diesing, 1992; Chomsky, 1995, p. 352; Torrego, 1998, p. 14) is the ultimate trigger for the Barese
a-marking (i.e. D-feature checking against v and subsequent raising to Spec-vP), in line with
Torrego’s (1998) and Ledgeway’s (2000) analyses for Spanish and Neapolitan DOM, respectively.
Although syntactic definiteness (see Lyons, 1999) constitutes a basic component in Andriani’s
work when discussing the specificity of the referents, the interplay of the former with the latter is
not always explicitly addressed (among other factors). For this reason, in Table 1, we adapt and
combine the Animacy, Definiteness, and Specificity Scales discussed in Aissen (2003, p. 437) and

von Heusinger & Kaiser (2005, p. 38) in order to represent Andriani’s (2011; 2015) findings:



Table 1: Preliminary summary of the distribution of DOM in Barese

Specificity + SPECIFIC — SPECIFIC
+DEFINITE — DEFINITE
Anim. / Def. > | pronoun proper N + def. NP + spec. NP — spec. NP
HumAN -
ANIMATE -
INANIMATE -

The results in Table 1 will be updated (see Table 4, §5) after the scrutiny of our new set of Barese
data. However, as soon as we consider a larger typology of referents, as well as a finer-grained
selection of syntactic and pragmatic contexts, Barese DOM appears to have a more limited

distribution than initially investigated.

3. A new overview of Barese DOM

Bearing in mind Table 1, we shall reconsider the following variables when reassessing the
occurrence of Barese DOM in our small database (cf. Bossong, 1982, pp. 580-581; 1991, p. 159):
(1) inherent/lexical properties of the D(P)/NP, i.e. [animacy [humanness]], [singular/plural], [kin],
[pronoun]; (ii) mnomn-inherent/referential properties of the D(P)/NP, i.e. (in)definiteness and
specificity/identification. While our discussion will particularly focus on the semantic properties
above, we will also be paying attention to the pragmatic function of the DO, i.e. whether a Topic or
a Focus (cf. Rizzi, 1997; Belletti, 2004; Cruschina, 2012; among many others), and its discourse-
related deixis within the interlocutors’ Common Ground knowledge; the type of (di)transitive vP-

configuration, and the thematic/eventive structure of the transitive (complex) predicate.



3.1. Pronouns with human referents

We begin our survey from pronouns, as the presence vs absence of DOM with pronouns vs non-
pronouns, respectively, is a cross-linguistically robust and well-attested tendency in differential-

marking systems (Comrie, 1989, p. 195).

3.1.1. Personal pronouns

Indeed, Barese personal pronouns are all obligatorily a-marked, which also triggers the lengthening
of the following (semi-)consonant. These phono-syntactic flags allow the Barese pronominal
system to disambiguate between NOMINATIVE from ACCUSATIVE(/DATIVE) tonic pronouns in all

persons, except [1sG] and [2SG], which have distinct morphological forms (boldfaced in Table 2).

Table 2: NOMINATIVE vS ACCUSATIVE(/DATIVE) personal pronouns in Barese

[1sG] [25G] [3sG] [1pL] [2pL] [3PL]
NOM ji ‘tu ‘jiddom/jeddor ‘nu ‘vu ‘loro
ACC(/DAT) | a 'mme a 'tte a 'jjiddom/ jjeddor a ‘nnu a’'vvu a 'lloro

Barese DOM is obligatory with discourse-participant 1%- and 2™-person pronouns (4)-(8),
including the polite form sagnari (< (vas)sagnari < vostra signoria ‘your lordship’) (8), as well as
non-discourse-participant 3™-person pronouns (9)-(10) — unlike in the neighbouring dialect of
Altamura, where Loporcaro (1988, p. 269, fn. 3) attests the optionality of the a-marking with 3™-

person pronouns, or Ariellese, where only discourse participants are marked (D’ Alessandro, 2017):

(4) mo ‘porto a ‘mme ¢ ppas kwino
IsG brings DOM me and Pasquina

‘he takes me and Pasquina (with him somewhere else)’



(5) a ‘'mme| a bbara'vecco | md ca mavond ‘ddzuljo do  lo  zgak'Aottso
DOM me at Bari vecchio 1sG called.iMpv.3PL Giulia of the fritters
‘in Bari Vecchia, I was called Giulia of the polenta fritters’
(6) (a 'tte) 'vol a ‘tte ?
DOM you wants DOM you
‘does he want (to be with) you?’
(7) ka nu| a ‘'vvu ‘stam a aspot'ta
that we DOM you.PL stand.lPL to wait
‘(make it quick,) it is you we’re waiting for’
&) e a ssoppa'ri| fo  ta ka'noffo? (Solfato, 2008, 13)
and DOM you.POL  who 2SG knows
‘and who are you supposed to be (lit. “‘who knows you’)?’
(99 'mo camam a ‘jjidda e sson'dimo a ndravo'nuto  (Solfato, 2008, 29)
now call.lPL  DOM he and hear.1PL  what has occurred
‘now we’ll call him (here) to understand what’s happening’
(10) mono'malo  ka 'teng a ‘jjedda/  ‘llora
less-bad that have.1SG DOM she they

‘luckily I have got (people like) her/them’

It is clear from the examples above that personal pronouns bear DOM irrespective of their
pragmatic functions, be those Clitic Right (4) and Left (5 and 8) Dislocations, as well as non-clitic-
resumed high (7) and low (9)-(10) informational/contrastive Foci. Crucially, two important points
concerning Barese DOM ought to be highlighted:

1. it is obligatory with personal pronouns in complement position of predicates which normally

do not trigger DOM, i.e. possessive foné ‘to have’ in (10), or fa (lo figghia) ‘to have



(children)’, e.g. faci @ mmé ‘(mum) had me’ (see examples (40), §3.3.1, and (78), §3.5). This
suggests that it is the personal pronoun forcing DOM regardless of the type of verb;

ii.  While the [1SG] personal pronoun a mme in the coordinated pair in (4) is a-marked, as well as
resumed by the doubling clitic pronoun ma, the second conjunct Pasquina remains unmarked
(even if it is a proper noun; cf. §3.1.3). A preposition-less second conjunct would not be the
allowed with a dative complement, e.g. Giuanna ha ddato n’aniaddo a mme e *(a) Pasquina

‘John gave a ring to me and to Pasquina’.

3.1.2. Demonstrative pronouns
On a par with 3-person pronouns with animate referents, demonstrative pronouns — whose
NOMINATIVE vS ACCUSATIVE forms are shown in Table 3 — are obligatorily a-marked, as

exemplified in (11)-(14):

Table 3: NOMINATIVE vS ACCUSATIVE(/DATIVE) demonstrative pronouns in Barese

this [3SG] that [35G] these [3PL] those [3PL]
NOM ‘kussam/ kessor 'koddon/ keddar ‘kissa ‘kidda
ACC(/DAT) | a 'kkussonm/'kkessor | a 'kkussom/ kkessor a 'kkissa a 'kkidda
(11) ‘'siond a 'kkesso/ ‘'kkedda/ 'kkiddo
listen.2SG.IMP  DOM this.F  that.F those

‘listen to this /that /those’

(12) k ak'si la  'metton a ‘kkedde | kom'ma  tra'moto (Solfato, 2008, 15)
that so her put.3rL DOM that.F godmother earthquake
‘because this is how they nickname her: madam earthquake’

(13) 'tu| 'kom wu aw wand a ‘kkodda

you as him grab.INF  DOM that.M



‘as soon as you put your hands on him’
(14) e tfo s u ‘av a sor'ca a ‘kkodds ‘'ffiond 'anna? (Solfato, 2008, 19)
and who self him has-to suck.INF DOM that.m hundred years

‘and who’s going to stand him for a hundred years?’

The spatio-temporal, discourse, or affective deictic component encoded in demonstratives (cf. for
Barese: Andriani, 2017, ch. 3, §4) reinforces the highly specific interpretation of the elliptical
animate referents, thus favouring the a-marking, irrespective of predicate type or discourse function.
This is also the general tendency of demonstrative adjectives modifying overt human nouns (§3.3.1),
which appear a-marked more often than their counterparts with definite articles (§3.3.2) — arguably

due to demonstratives’ deictic force, which favours the interpretation of the referent as specific.

3.2. Kinship terms and proper names

We now look at other elements without overt determiners, which usually refer to unique, highly
referential entities, such as proper names, as well as kinship terms modified by an enclitic
possessive. We begin by considering the latter, namely a closed set of kinship terms modified by a
[1SG]-[2SG] enclitic possessive (cf. Andriani 2017, ch. 3, §3.1.2). Egerland (2013, p. 82)
characterises these referents as inherently definite and specific (i.e. unique), whose semantics and
pragmatics are comparable to that of proper names (cf. also Longobardi, 2005). For this reason,
kinship terms with enclitic possessives of the type [Ngint+PosscL] — except for (18) where the

possessive is understood — are always a-marked in Barese:

(15) mi ] a porta ‘pur a mmyJ Jera-ma ? (Solfato, 2008, 42)
me have-to bring.INF also DOM wife-my

‘should I bring my wife too?’



(16)

7)

(18)

(19)

‘'mammo arroma'ni [Jok'kat a vvo'de a 'sSreggo-mo
mum(-my) remained shocked to see.INF DOM father-in-law-my
‘my mum was astounded when she saw my father-in-law’

no lla ‘pottso  to'ne an'gor a ‘mmama-td

not her can.3sG  keep.INF  still DOM mum-your

‘I cannot keep your mum (with me) any longer’

‘dopo  do ‘def ‘anno so ‘vvist a ‘mmamm e ppa pe
after of ten years amseen DOM mum(-my) and dad(-my)
‘only after ten years could I see (my) mum and dad’

mono' malo  ka  ‘tion a ‘ffiyo-to

less-bad that have.2SG DOM son-your

‘luckily you’ve got your son (with you)’

Once again, the a-marking is present in every pragmatic context, i.e. focused or topical information.

Moreover, the marking persists in (19) with fané ‘to have, possess’, as observed in (10) for personal

pronouns, but disappears on second-coordinate conjuncts (18).

As for proper names, it is well-known that these are among the prototypical a-marked referents

in most Romance varieties exhibiting DOM, and this generalisation is also confirmed for Barese by

both old (Andriani, 2011; 2015) and new data:

(20)

@2y

u wan nona  ‘jacc a kko 'lind

the boy finds boM Nicola.DIM
‘the boy bumps into Nick’
s ‘vvist a ‘rrina ?

are.2SG seen DOM Rina

‘have you seen Rina (over there)?’



(22) paskwa'reddo| a vva tottfo onn arro'stato
Pasqua.piM DOM  Vito.DIM have.3PL  arrested
‘Pasquina, they’ve arrested Vito!’

(23) e ppar'le u si allas'sato 'tu | a ‘bbruno ?
and why him are.2sG left you DOM Bruno
‘and why did you leave Bruno, then?’

(24) ‘camu-wa (ad) andze 'lino
call.2sG.IMP-him DOM  Angelo.DIM
‘call him(,) Angelino’

(25) 'rina|sa’lut a ttale norba
Rina greet.2sG.IMP  DOM Telenorba

‘Rina, say hi to (the camera of) Telenorba!’

In the examples above, both clitic-resumed (23 and 24) and non-clitic-resumed (20)-(22) proper
names with DO-function bear the a-marking. Firstly, note that the presence/absence of the a-
marking in the minimal pair in (24) determines the two different interpretations of chiama ‘to call’,
respectively: ‘call Angelino’ (+DOM) vs ‘call him (by the name) Angelino’ (-DOM). More
importantly, (25) shows that the proper name of a local TV-channel, Telenorba, is a-marked even if
inanimate; a similar context is discussed in Andriani (2011; 2015) for other (determiner-less) proper
names attached to inanimate referents, e.g. the bicycle brand Graziella, but this behaviour may not
always be consistent, as we will observe below. In this respect, it is also crucial to bear in mind that
saluta ‘to greet’ pertains to those predicates with prototypically human DOs, which somehow
favours (or forces) the a-marking even with inanimate DOs.

In contrast with the a-marked inanimate 7Telenorba in (25), (26) shows a context in which a

traditional mobile ice-shaving station, called Grattamarianna, is not a-marked:



(26) ak'’kwanno so  vvon'nuto grattama rjannd
when am sold Grattamarianna

‘when I sold Grattamarianna (i.e. mobile ice-shaving station)’

The lack of DOM may be due to the opposite situation described above for saluta, as venna ‘to sell’
would rarely have a [+human] DO as its complement. Moreover, unlike (*la) Telenorba, (la)
Grattamarianna may also behave as a common noun, thus, with an overt determiner (but also less
prone to personification and, hence, not used as the proper name of the object, even though it
contains one, Marianna).

Far from the norm discussed above for (20)-(23), the situation in (27)-(28) appears even more

controversial, since the proper name Annamaria and the nickname Minuicchio appear bare:

(27) so  jjavo'tato ‘kwaso ‘tre ‘jjanno a ‘vvianiko'laj|e ffa'fibbo  jannama ria
am lived almost three years at street Nicolai and made.1SG Annamaria
‘I’ve lived almost three years in via Nicolai and (there) I had Annamaria’

(28) 'manno dretta'mendo monu wiccd k u moto 'rino
send.2sG.IMP  directly Minuicchio  with the scooter

‘send directly Minuicchio by scooter’

The absence of DOM with a proper noun in (27) may be ascribed to a restriction imposed by lexical
verb fa ‘to make/do’ selecting as its complement the only logically possible human referent, i.e.
one’s own son/daughter. As we shall also observe in a similar context, this specific verb-
complement pair ‘to have a child/children’ usually rejects DOM, perhaps for its possessive
interpretation, but we observed in §3.1.1 that the a-marking is indeed present when the DO is a
personal pronoun, e.g. (ma) faci a mme [...] ‘(mum) had me’ (see examples (40), §3.3.1, and (78),

§3.5). In contrast, the DOM-less proper noun in (28) may be due to the ditransitive construction



‘send someone (to someone else)’, as discussed in §4.1. However, the lack of DOM with proper
nouns in these two contexts come as an exception motivated by argument structure, but the rule
would have them obligatorily a-marked in more prototypical monotransitive contexts, e.g. (20)-(25).

On a par with other Romance varieties (e.g. Catalan; Bernstein, Ordofiez & Roca, 2019; et seq.),
proper names in Barese may be preceded by the so-called ‘personal article’ to express familiarity.
In Barese, the personal article mban/chammag, whose meaning may be paraphrasable as ‘my/our
mate [proper name]’, derives from the truncated vocative of chambaray/chommaray, originally
‘(wedding) godfather/godmother’. Note that, in written sources from the beginning of the 20"
century (29), proper nouns with the personal article appeared unmarked with prototypical DOM-

triggering predicates, such as ‘to call’ and ‘to find/bump into’:

(29) a. 'mo ‘mank a ccama/... va ccamd mba ko'lino (vdC, 1912, 1, 1)
now send.1SG to call.INF go-call.2sG.IMP mate Nicola.DIM
‘now I’ll send someone to call / ... go call my mate Nick’
b. ‘bbweno k ayy ac'cato mba pas'kwals u vot'taro (IvdC, 1912, 3, 1)
good that have.1sG found mate Pasquale the barrel-maker

‘it’s good I bumped into my mate Pasquale the cooper’

Crucially, these examples from 1912 contrast with the modern Barese situation, in which proper
names with personal articles are obligatorily a-marked, as in *(a) mbam/chammar [proper name],
e.g. so acchiat’a mba Pasquala ‘1 bumped into my mate Pasquale’. Even though we are not in a
position to generalise for the paucity of tokens available, it could be argued that the presence of this
additional element, reinforcing the specificity of the proper noun, used to allow for the optionality
of DOM, possibly because the personal article could satisfy the semantic requirements which would
otherwise trigger DOM. However, this optionality is now resolved in modern Barese by means of

the obligatory a-marking.



Before moving onto syntactically definite common nouns, i.e. with an overt determiner, we
consider a subset of proper nouns with overt definite articles. These identify a unique, thus highly
specific, referent, such as religion-related names, e.g. la Madonna ‘the Virgin Mary’ (30), u

Sagnore ‘the Lord’ (31), and nicknames, e.g. u cacato ‘the Blind(ed one)’ (32):

(30) ‘tengo la madonna[...] e ddgo'su a ‘kkedda ‘vanno
have.1sG the Virgin-Mary and Jesus at that side
‘I have the (icons/statues of) Virgin Mary and Jesus in the other room’

(31) j-a rongrad'dzja u soppora ka m a ‘ffatto kam'ba 'fin a 'kkesse'ta
have-to thank.INF the lord that me hasmade Ilive.NF till to this age
‘I have to thank the Lord who made me live this long’

(32) al'lor wu kanoffo u o kata
then him know.2sG the blind

‘so you do know the Blind(ed) one’

Despite having overt definite markers, in theory these unique referents share semantic properties
with proper names; yet, unlike the proper names introduced by DOM in (20)-(25), none of them is
a-marked. Interestingly, also Gasu ‘Jesus (Christ)’ in (30) is not a-marked because it is second
conjunct in the coordinated structure, i.e. one of the contexts in which the optionality of DOM
arises (cf. examples (4) and (18)). Indeed, in Barese we would expect teng’a Gesu a chedda vanne,
on a par with Neapolitan teng’a Gesu Criste come targa ‘1 have Jesus Christ as (i.e. on) my
registration plate’. Indeed, DOM would be expected in contexts of secondary predication, e.g. in
Spanish (Lopez, 2016). Hence, syntactic definiteness seems to be the very first environment of the
Definiteness Scale in which the absence/optionality of the Barese DOM becomes visible, even

though the semantic features of these unique and specific referents should actually favour DOM.



3.3. Overt Determiners: Demonstratives and definite articles

As mentioned in §3.1.2, common nouns accompanied by demonstrative elements, encoding deictic
force, tend to be more frequently a-marked than those with a definite article, as we have already

started observing in §3.2 for unique referents with definite articles.

3.3.1. Demonstrative + NP

Recall the morphological forms of Barese demonstratives presented in Table 3; while the distal
demonstrative forms for ‘that/those’ are identical to their pronominal counterparts, the
proximal/medial forms for ‘this/these’ also include the clitic forms stup/star ‘this *(NP)* and sti
‘these *(NP)’, which are semantically, but not pragmatically, equivalent to the tonic forms, e.g.
(36b). Irrespective of the form involved, demonstrative adjectives — similarly to their pronominal
counterparts — appear to force the a-marking, as shown in (33) to (38) for a broad range of

predicates and pragmatic contexts:

(33) a ttra'dit a ‘kkoddo  ‘frato
has betrayed DOM that.Mm brother(-my)
‘she cheated on that (poor) brother (of mine)’
(34) u 'vi a ‘kkoddo wap'pona ‘lengo  ‘lengo ? (Solfato, 2008, 29)
him see.2SG  DOM that.M boy long.M long.M
‘do you see that very tall guy?’
(35) si allas'sat a ‘kkuvddo ‘'bbrave  wap'pona po  ‘'kkvddo  to'pino
are.2sG left DOM that good boy for that delinquent
‘you dumped that good guy for that delinquent’
(36) a. la  vo'less akka'noff a ‘kkedda 'mbamo

her wanted.1SG.COND know.INF DOM that.F infamous



b. ka u a ffoy jat a stu ‘sorto do ‘'mioandzo pot'tond
that him has procreated DOM this sort of  half twat
‘I"d like to know that terrible woman who procreated such an idiot’
(37) 'visto ka u ka'nuffo ‘bbuono| 'tu| a ‘kkoddo  kor 'nuts
seen  that him know.2sG well you DOM that rascal
‘since you know that rascal well’
38%) 31 m u ‘ajy a man'dza ‘'vivo a ‘kkodds  [ko fuso
I self him have.l1SG-to eat.INF alive  DOM that disgusting

‘I’1l eat that disgusting man alive!’

DOM is also found whenever the DO introduced by the demonstrative is modified by other
adjectival quantifiers (39) or numerals (40) — similarly to the intensifier sorta do+N, roughly ‘such

a(n)+N’, in (36b) above:

(39) ‘siond a ‘kkuss ‘aldo  spo'tals (Solfato, 2008, 17)
listen.2SG.IMP  DOM this other  hospital
‘listen to this other fool (right here)’

(40) (sc.' mammo) so  pojJo a papx mio ¢ mmd fa'ffi a ‘mme
mum(-my) self took.3sG DOM dad my and me made.3SG DOM me
e a ‘kkiss e ‘ddu ‘frats
and DOM these and two brothers

‘(my mum) got together with my dad and had me and these two (other) brothers’

In (40), despite the presence of the predicate fa (lo figghia) ‘to have (children)’ (cf. (27) and
relevant discussion in §3.2), the second conjunct of the coordinated DOs ‘me and these two brothers’

appears a-marked, contrary to what we observed in (4), (18), and (29); this again testifies to the



optionality of DOM in such contexts, which would not apply to regular DAT/LOC prepositions.
Nonetheless, a fairly plausible reason for the presence of DOM is, in turn, the presence of the
demonstrative introducing the quantified DPs.

Our small database contains rare instances of unmarked DOs introduced by a demonstrative,
such as (41) and (42). In (41), the lexical verb tané ‘to keep (someone next to someone else)’ selects
a clitic-resumed DP introduced by a demonstrative — thus highly specific — which appears
unmarked. As we shall also discuss in §3.3.2, irrespective of the interpretation of tané, DOM will
not surface whenever the DO is a (definite or indefinite) common noun, i.e. not a pronoun, a proper
noun, or a determinerless kinship term. Indeed, [tané Dem+DP] may be another grey area down the

Definiteness Scale in which DOM is highly favoured, but not strictly obligatory:*

(41) ‘jiu va'levo tone| ‘'koddo povoriaddo do ma'riddo-ma
I him wanted.3sG keep  that poor.DIM of  husband-my

‘I wanted to keep him (next to me, i.e. alive), that poor husband of mine’

Instead, the DO in (42) may lack DOM because ‘this person’, introduced in the previous sentence
as the new referent nu crastiana ‘a person’ and, thus, specific in (42), is not yet (or enough)

identifiable in the discourse:

(42) ‘feron a ac'ca ‘kousso  kras tjana
went.3PL  to find.INF  this person

‘they went to visit this person’

*In the particular case of (41), the absence of DOM might also be due — yet, not forced by — the particularly long
intonational break after the verb, as if the DO were marginalised. Moreover, a reviewer rightfully points out that the
object in question acts as an Aboutness Topic, which usually rejects DOM. However, examples such as (36)-(37)-(38)

show that this factor does not necessarily block DOM in Barese.



However, note that the Barese verbal complex sci a(d) acchia, lit. ‘go to find’, may lead to
ambiguity between the interpretations (i) ‘go see/visit (someone)’ and (ii) ‘go look for/find
(someone)’. While (42), interpreted with the meaning of (i) in this instance, does not feature DOM,
the interpretation in (ii) may do so, which would imply that the aspectual class of the verb (and/or
the affectedness of the DO) may be responsible for this alternation; however, this needs further
testing with native speakers.

Nonetheless, it may be generally concluded that the deictic component encoded in
demonstratives usually forces the a-marking of the human DO, but exceptions to this generalisation

can be found.

3.3.2. Definite article + NP

When we consider common nouns headed by overt definite articles, the a-marking appears to
oscillate much more than with the referents scrutinised so far, even if these are kinship terms. It is
useful to operate a divide between singular and plural referents, due to the higher levels of

identification/specificity of the former.

3.3.2.1. Singular DPs. In (43) to (47), we note that DOM is present with singular referents — mostly
kinship terms — such as ‘grandmother’ (43), ‘son’ (44), ‘husband’ (45), and ‘fiancé’ (46) (as well as

‘dead person’ (52a) below):

(43) 'mammo so 1 a soppor'tat a la ‘'nonns
mother(-my) self her has borne DOM the grandma
‘my mum has had to provide for (lit. bear) grandma’

(44) [atu>]o ‘figo  do soppo'ri| u ava affo'’kwa 'jind o liotto
DOM-the  son of you.pOL him has-to choke.INF in  to-the bed

‘she’ll end up choking your son in bed!’



(45) o 'kristo vo'levo[...] fa'fevo kam'ba [atu>]0o ma'rits 'mid

if  Christ wanted.3SG made.3SG live.INF ~ DOM-the husband my

‘If Christ had wanted it, my husband would still be alive (lit. he made my husband live)’
(46) ‘di | akka'nuff [atu>]o ‘tsita do ‘rina?

say.2sG.IMP  know.2SG DOM-the fiancé of Rina

‘ask (him): do you know Rina’s boyfriend?’

Clitic-resumed DOs in low (43) and high (44) positions, as well as informationally focussed DOs
(45)-(46), all bear the a-marking, even when occurring in causative constructions, e.g. (45).
In contrast, most referents presented below appear unmarked, such as ‘shoemaker’ (47) and

‘waiter’ (48), as well as kinship terms, such as ‘mother’ (49), ‘daughter’ (50), and ‘family’ (51):

(47) na  ‘bbella 'di[...] ko'lina[...] ‘jacco u skar pare
a nice day Nicola.piM  finds the shoemaker
‘one fine day, Nick bumps into the shoemaker’
(48) 'kiddo s as'setton e ‘ccamon  u kama riora
those  self sit.3PL and call.3pL  the waiter
‘they take a sit and call the waiter’
(49) komo  ‘'vadi la ' mamms e nnu ‘figgo| ‘jind a ‘nnoddo 1 atfo'di
how saw.3SG  the mum and a son in  to nothing them killed.3sG
‘as soon as she saw the mum and one (of the) son(s), she killed them’
(50) ccamo la  ‘fipga ‘grannd
call.3prL the daughter big
‘(she) called (her) older daughter’
(51) 'tu si at'fiso la fa'mijpa me|e ‘mmo  ji ‘ay a at'ffit a ‘tte

you are.2sG killed the family my and now I have.l1sG-to kill.INF DOM you



‘you’ve killed my family, and now I’1l have to kill you’

Another interesting, yet unexpected, alternation is shown in the sentences in (52). The same
informationally focused DO ‘dead person’ appears a-marked in its first instance (52a) and

unmarked in the very next sentence (52b):

(52) a. ‘tiombo ‘fa[...]| 'fevono ‘tutto lo komvra'tell a akkombap'pa o ‘mwertd
time ago went.3PL all  the brethren to accompany.INF DOM-the dead
‘some time ago, all the (religious) brethren used to accompany the dead person...
b. na'bbella’di | 'komo ‘stev a spot'ta u ‘'mwertd| ko'lino[...] ‘jacco u skar pare
a nice day as was to wait.INF the dead Nicola.DiIM  finds  the shoemaker

...one fine day, while waiting for the dead person, Nick bumps into the shoemaker’

We may either hypothesise that the predicates involved, i.e. ‘to accompany’ (52a) and ‘to wait for’
(52b), are responsible for this alternation, perhaps due to a lexical restriction of ‘to accompany’
which requires a prototypically human DO; or the aspectual nature of the events described by the
predicates plays a role, i.e. habitual: ‘used to accompany the dead person’ vs durative: ‘was waiting
for the dead person’ (see Andriani, in press, for similar considerations in other Apulian varieties).
On a par with Neapolitan (Ledgeway, 2009, p. 841) and the Barese facts discussed in the
previous sections, in (53)-(58) we note the absence of the a-marking with definite common nouns

whenever the lexical verb is fané, irrespective of its interpretations ‘have/hold/keep’:

(53) to'neva u skar pars asso'luto po  ‘jjiddo
had.1sG  the shoemaker only for him
‘he had his own shoemaker exclusively for himself’

(54) ‘tengo ‘puro  la  wap pedds daf foro



(55)

(56)

(57)

(58)

have.1sG also the girl outside
‘there’s even my girlfriend (waiting) outside’

to'nevo u ma ritd ‘mid dosokku'pato
had.1sG =~ the husband my unemployed

‘I had my husband unemployed (at that time)’
kom'ba| tona-m mi-wa tu| u
man.voC hold.2sG.IMP-me.DAT-him.ACC you the
‘man, you hold the baby for me’

u ‘tengo u ‘tsitd

him have.1SG the fiancé

‘I’ve (already) got a boyfriend’

1] u ‘tsito  ‘bbedda| u ‘tengo ‘ddza
I the fiancé nice him have.1SG already

‘I already have a nice boyfriend’

patt3 ninna

baby boy

(Solfato, 2008, 18)

(IvDC, 1912, 4, 1)

DOM is absent on definite DOs selected by tané even if these are specific, appear as clitic-resumed

topics or informational foci, or involve secondary predications, as in (55).

Finally, morphologically singular definite nouns with collective interpretation, which refer to

human entities such as ‘people’ (59a), would not be marked in the modern dialect. However, in

written sources from the past century, the a-marking on ‘people’ may be allegedly found because of

the identification/specificity of the referent, which in (59a) is the speaker himself, while the generic

expression ‘the crowd (of people)’ in (59b) is — expectedly — unmarked:

(59)

a. 'pag a la  'ddgends
pay.2SG.IMP DOM the people

‘pay the people (like myself)!”

(IvDC, 1912, 5, 1)



b. so ac'cato la  'foddo a la  kan'dina (IvDC, 1912, 5, 4)
am found the crowd at the wine shop

‘I found the wine shop crowed with people’

3.3.2.2. Plural DPs. Once we move onto plural referents, inherently less specific than singular ones
(cf. Manzini & Savoia, 2005, II, p. 515), the incidence of DOM dramatically drops, irrespective of
the specificity of the definite plural DO. This contrast can be seen in (60), where the referent ‘my

sons’ is clearly specific and identified, and (61)-(63), where the referents are generic:

(60) e ‘'mmo je| ‘kamboko I9 fijyo ‘'mid
and now i1s  live.1sG  the sons my
‘see, I (even) provide for my sons’
(61) e ‘'vval la  ‘pen a manna I figjo a la ‘skolo?  (Solfato, 2008, 29)
and worth the sorrow to send.INF the sons to the school
‘and is it worth at all sending one’s sons to school?’
(62) nom bo'tev a've Is ‘figo
not could.3sG have.INF the sons
‘she couldn’t have children’
(63) p u ‘fatto ka ‘koddo mot'ti Io  ppat'tond
for the fact  that thatM put.pST.3SG the prostitutes

‘(we left that building) because he put prostitutes in there’

Nonetheless, the lack of DOM in the examples above may be ascribed to the nature of the
predicates: the unergative camba ‘live/to get by’ in (60), here used in its transitive/causative variant
‘provide for (someone)’; or, again, to the ditransitive manna ‘send (one’s children to school)’ in

(61) (cf. §4.1); and the possessive ave ‘to have’ in the expression ‘have children’ in (62), where the



generic DO — with an expletive definite article in Barese — would typically be unmarked. Likewise,
(63) shows the generic plural referent ‘prostitutes’ without DOM; however, it may also be the
argument structure of ‘to put (someone somewhere)’ to be playing a role in blocking DOM,
somewhat similarly to the case of ditransitive predicates with DATIVE or LOCATIVE arguments (§4.1).

In contrast to this, written sources from the 20" century attest the presence of DOM with specific
definite plural referents. For instance, we find the a-marking on a plural kinship term, [o frato
‘brothers’ in (64), interpreted with a silent 3SG possessive and clearly specific, as the DP refers to
the preceding proper names Peppina and Giuannina, the brothers of the female referent (i.e. ‘her’).
Likewise, ‘young ladies’ in (65) is also interpreted as specific because the locative ‘up there’
modifies the noun. However, we should also bear in mind that the verb offenna ‘to offend’ would
prototypically require a human referent (cf. also the obligatoriness of DOM in Spanish with

ofender; Torrego, 1998; i.a.):

(64) va  ‘ccam a ppep pino| a ddzuwan'nino |a  lo frato
go- call.2sG.iMp  DOM Giuseppe.DIM DOM Giovanni.DIM DOM the brothers
‘go call Peppino, Giovannino, (both) her brothers’ (IvDC, 1912, 5, 4)
(65) 'sendz of'fenn a Io  soppo'rine  do dda-'ssuso (IvDC, 1912, 4, 4)
without offend.INF DOM the young ladies of there-up

‘without offending the young ladies up there (on the balconies)’

3.3.2.3. Non-human DPs. Some interesting cases of DOM with definite animate referents can be
found in Barese proverbs (64) or expressions (65), representative of older stages of the language. As
initially pointed out in the very first example in (1), non-human or inanimate referents would
usually not appear a-marked in Barese, except if these are proper names, or are personified, i.e.
rational beings, e.g. u vova vedi o ciucca [+DOM] ‘the ox saw the donkey’ (cf. Andriani, 2015, §2.5).

Consider now the examples in (66)-(67):



(66) u ‘liotto at'fit o ‘tora

the bed  Kkills DOM-the bull

‘resting weakens the tough ones (lit. the bed kills the bull)’
(67) ‘fafo it a ls gat'todds

makes laugh.INF DOM the Kkittens

‘s/he is laughable (lit. makes the kittens laugh)’

In (66), it is evident that tora ‘bull’ refers to ‘a tough person’, while in (67) lo gattudds refers to
‘silly people’, being, in fact, the Barese counterpart of the Italian expression far ridere i polli ‘to
make chickens laugh’. As mentioned above in §3.3.1, we may again observe how the causative
construction ‘make someone laugh’ in (67) does not block DOM, not even when the referent are the
‘personified’ kittens, i.e. the subject of the embedded predicate ‘laugh’. Moreover, note that DOM
in (66) is present even though the subject ‘bed’, i.e. ‘resting’, in (66) is non-agentive, a feature
which normally blocks the presence of DOM with definite common nouns, e.g. nu chiangona
accedi u frabbacatora ‘a rock killed the builder’ (cf. also Andriani, 2015, §2.4). This latter case,
together with the other instances of Barese DOM from past-century sources, lead us to assume the

plausible scenario whereby DOM was more extended than what we observe in modern Barese.

3.4. Indefinite Pronouns

While we mentioned in §3.1 that most pronouns tend to appear a-marked in Barese, Andriani
(2011; 2015) argues that indefinite pronouns — bar the animate universal quantifier ‘everyone’ —
show sensitivity to the specificity/identification of the referent as a trigger for DOM, on a par with

highly specific indefinites.



Indeed, the specificity-driven contrast is immediately evident with the existential quantifier
pronoun quaccheduna (archaic: ngoccheduna) ‘someone’, which patterns with its semantically
equivalent indefinite nu crastiana ‘a person’ (cf. Andriani 2015, p. 66). These can receive a
quantificational, i.e. [+SPECIFIC], interpretation, marked with DOM, and a cardinal one, where the [—

SPECIFIC] element remains unmarked:

(68) a. 'jofo je la for'nata 'bbono k j-a at'it a kkwakke duna
today is  the day good that have-to kill.INF DOM someone
‘today is the right day to kill someone (among you)’ [+SPECIFIC]
b. fo ‘sendoko kkwakke'duns a ‘'ddifo ‘kisso  ‘koso
if  hear.1SG someone to say these  things

‘if I (ever) hear anyone saying such things’ [-SPECIFIC]

These will be a-marked whenever they refer to a specific and identifiable entity, e.g. ‘someone
(among you)’ in (68a); in contrast, the generic referent ‘anyone’ remains unmarked (68b). However,
we cannot exclude what appears to be one of the structural constraints on the presence of the a-
marking in Barese, namely a perception verb blocking DOM in the matrix clause in (68b), as shown
in §4.2. Likewise, the same could be argued for the facts in (69), where the pronoun juna ‘one
(person)’, interpreted as the indefinite pronoun ‘(some)one’, is a-marked because of its specific
interpretation in (69a)-(69b). Instead, the lack of DOM in (69¢) may both be due to its interpretation
as a partitive numeral ‘one (of the sons)’, as well as to the ditransitive verb ‘to bring, carry’,
blocking DOM, as discussed in §4.1:

(69) a. ‘P € ‘ttu| ‘'mo | nonn u at'it a ‘jjund 'kom a ‘kkodds?

take and you now not him kill.2SG DOM one like to that.m

‘wouldn’t you go ahead and kill someone like him?’ (Solfato, 2008, 27)



Both hypotheses seem plausible; however, the ditransitive nature of the predicate may be the
decisive factor, as also the non-specific variant of ‘one’ in object position would still require the a-

marking in modern Barese, e.g. accit’a jjuna d> mazzata ‘to beat (some)one up (lit. to kill one with

'‘mo ‘stogg a spot'ta a jjumd  (sc.  kros'tjano)
now stand to wait.INF  DOM one person

‘I’m waiting for someone (i.e. specific person)’

‘parto jund (sc. 'figyo) do  la  ‘prima maoj Jera
brought.3sG one son of the first wife

‘he (i.e. dad) brought one (son) from the first wife’

blows)’ (Sada, Scorcia & Valente, 1971, p. 48).

One important rectification to Andriani’s (2011; 2015) findings is that nasscitina ‘no-one’ seems
to bear the a-marking in all cases (cf. Andriani, forthcoming, for the same conclusion in northern

Apulian varieties): when it implies partitive or comparative readings ‘anyone (among/like)’ (70a),

or the negative proper ‘no-one’ (70b).

(70) a.

Example (71) shows the only instance of an unmarked ‘no-one’ in our database:

(71) s

po lla ‘frevo| noan gangf fevo ‘ccu a nnaf [una
for the fever not knew.IMPF.1SG more DOM no-one
‘for the fever, I could no longer recognise anybody (around me)’
‘nona | ‘figo| nom voy a nnaf funa

no son not want.1SG DOM no-one

‘no, son, [ want no-one (i.e. I’'m better off alone)!’

affat'forono  ‘du[...]| no llo vo'libbo| ndf fund do

[+SPECIFIC]

[-SPECIFIC]

'tutt e

‘ddu



self expose two.M not them wanted.1SG

no-one of all andtwo.M

‘two (pretenders) came forward, I didn’t want them, neither of the two’

This may be due to the marginalisation of this constituent, which is evident in both intonational

break and the fact that the resumptive clitic ‘them’ clearly refers to the preceding ‘two (boys)’.

Otherwise, the variant with DOM non valibba *(a) nnassciuna do tutt’e ddu would be the only

viable option.

In contrast, Andriani’s results are confirmed for tutta(quands) ‘everyone’ (72)-(73), or

‘all/each/both of” (74), which always gets a-marked irrespective of its specific vs generic semantic

interpretation, syntactic position, or pragmatic function:

(72)

(73)

(74)

v ajJ a at'it a ttotta ' kwandd
you.PL have.1SG-to  kill.INF DOM everyone

‘I’m going to kill all of you!”

la.= ma'donno bbono'dif a ‘ttottd

the Madonna blesses DOM everyone

‘the Virgin Mary blesses everyone’

‘koddo va karo'keffo do mat'tsat a ‘ttott
that you.PL loads of  hits DoM all

‘he’ll beat up both of you’!

[+SPECIFIC]

[-SPECIFIC]

e ‘ddu

and two

> Interestingly, the semantic equivalent of ‘everybody’, u munna ‘the world’, is attested with DOM in a 1913 text, but

can no longer be a-marked in modern Barese, as confirmed by native speakers:

(@)

pps nnom ‘va par'la a u ‘'monnd
for not makes talk.INF  DOM the world

‘so that everyone won’t talk (about it)’

(IvDC, 1913, 8, 2)



We conclude this section by considering the animate relative/wh-pronoun for ‘who(m)’, namely
ca/ci [ffa/fi] (< Latin QuI),’ which has always been a-marked at least since the early 20" century

(75):

(75) a ‘tfi as'piott a appoat'fa la  kal'dara? (IvDC, 1912, 5, 4)
DOM who wait.2SG  to turn on.INF the pot
‘who (i.e. what) are you waiting for to turn on the stove?’

(76) a ‘tfo sta ccamiondo| non ‘diono ‘'specc  a 'kkasso-to ?
DOM who are.2SG look.2sG not have.2SG mirror at house-your
‘who are you looking at? You don’t have mirrors at home?’

(77) dzo’'su| aj'jude-la | a ‘tfo mo volo ‘malo e a 't mo'volo ‘bbeno
Jesus  help.2sG.iIMP-them DOM who me wants evil and DOM who me wants good

‘Jesus, help those who hate me and those who love me’

The animate wh-elements in (75)-(76) both require the a-marking in modern Barese, otherwise
ambiguity could arise with the inanimate ‘what’, as well as with the animate ca ‘who’ in subject
function. In (77), instead, ca functions as an indefinite demonstrative pronoun ‘those who’, which is

also always obligatorily a-marked in modern Barese.’

3.5. Indefinites, Numerals, and Quantifiers + NP

On the lower levels of the Definiteness Scale, the a-marking in Barese becomes optional, or

disappears altogether. This occurs whenever the relevant NP is modified by what Milsark (1974)

% In Barese, ca is syncretic with the inanimate wh-pronoun ‘what’ (<QUID), as well as the irrealis conjunction ‘if* (<SE).
" Some Apulian varieties grammaticalised a cca, lit. ‘to whom’, as the indefinite demonstrative pronoun ‘those who’

used in both subject and object functions; cf. Andriani, forthcoming.



labels ‘weak determiners’, namely indefinite articles, numerals (other than pronominal ‘one’, cf.
§3.4), and indefinite quantifiers, which tend to be non-specific (cf. also Lopez, 2016, p. 246).
The lack of DOM in different (in)definite or quantificational contexts can be observed in (78),

where all referents are kinship terms or pronominal forms with high levels of specificity:

(78) a. u ‘primo  ma rito las'so  ‘'tre ‘ffigjo  a ‘'mmammo|[...] |
the first husband  left.3sG three sons  to mum(-my)
‘her first husband left three sons to my mum [...],
b. 'po (sc. mammo) so  pojjo a ppa’pe mio e ffa'ffi a ‘mme
then mum(-my) self took.3sG DOM dad my and made.3SG DOM me
‘[...] then she (mum) picked my dad and she had me,’
nu frats ka u SO ‘ppersa | e u ‘'loldoma do o frato
a brother that him am lost and the last of the brothers

‘one brother whom I’ve lost, and the last of the brothers’

In (78a), the DO ‘three sons’ of the ditransitive predicate ‘to leave’ appears unmarked because of
the numeral, but also for the co-presence of an overt animate indirect object, which normally blocks
DOM (cf. §4.1). Likewise, (78b) shows two specific referents, ‘a brother’ and ‘the last of the(/my)
brothers’, which remain unmarked possibly due to the selecting predicate ‘to have (children)’,
besides the two constituents being the second and third conjunct of a coordinated structure with an
a-marked pronoun.

In the same way, specific indefinite referents, such as ‘a son (i.e. one of the sons)’ (79), ‘a
brother’ in (80) and ‘a fiancé’ in (81), appear unmarked, and so does the list of non-specific kinship

terms in (82) ‘a sister, a mum, a brother, a niece’:

(79) ac'co nu fijjo jind o ko'mo[...] u ‘walda ‘jind o war nalo



(80)

(81)

(82)

In (80), not only is the DP fronted, thus potentially a preposition-less Hanging Topic, and the
referent no longer alive, thus inanimate, but also the predicate ‘lose’ may be among the causes for
the lack of DOM. In this respect, Spanish shows a subtle alternation with ‘lose’, as in Juan perdio
(a) su hijo ‘John lost his son’ (Bolinger, 1991, p. 200), where the absence of DOM is interpreted as
in (80), i.e. the referent passed away, while its a-marked counterpart conveys the interpretation of a
less definitive kind of ‘losing’, i.e. both physical or emotional ‘distancing’ between subject and

object. Instead, (81)-(82) involve the predicate foné ‘to have’, which normally blocks DOM, thus

found.3sG a son in  to-the como the other in  to-the wurinal

‘she found one (of the) son(s) in the chest of drawers [...], the other (son) in the urinal’
‘mo| nu ‘fratd| u SO 'pperso

now a brother him am lost

‘now, one brother, he died (lit. I have lost him)’

ka 'ji| a kkwat'tordoff 'anno| to'nevo nu ‘tsits ka ‘jevo  sol'dato
that 1 at fourteen years had.1sG a flancé that was soldier
‘(someone was saying) that, when I was 14, | had a fiancé who was a soldier’

non 'dengo na ‘'sord |[...] na ‘'mamma |[...] nu frata|[...] na nopotd

not have.lsSG a sister a mum a brother a niece

‘I don’t have any sister, mum, brother, niece...’

these contexts can be considered as ‘borderline’ for the a-marking.

In any case, Andriani (2011; 2015) attests the presence of DOM only with specific indefinite

(singular) referents, which is also confirmed by modern (83) and 20™-century sources (84)-(85):

(83) wak'ko| ‘we son'di a nu ‘fraty ?

boy.vOoC want.2SG hear.INF DOM a brother

‘man, will you listen to a brother (i.e. myself)?’



(84) a'vim ac'cat a na wap pedds poalito (vdC, 1912,4, 1)
have.lpL  found DOM a girl clean
‘we’ve found (such) a proper girl (like your daughter)’

(85) 'mgondr a nu maskal'dzona| o  ‘ppweto ‘kommo'na? (/vdC, 1913,8, 1)
meet.2SG  DOM a scoundrel what can.2SG combine.INF

‘you meet a scoundrel (like the one you met), what can you end up doing?’

The reading of ‘a brother’, ‘a girl’, and ‘a scoundrel’ here is specific, even though the referents have

just been introduced (but were implicit in the discourse). However, the predicate in (85) may pertain

to those prototypically requiring a human referent, such as ‘to greet’ (cf. example (25) with a proper

name referring to an inanimate referent), thus forcing DOM. Despite the details, the contrast

between the examples in (78)-(81) and (83)-(85) suggests, once again, that Barese DOM has

actually reduced the domains in which it is now operative — possibly due to Italian influence here —

creating (temporary) optionality of the a-marking in the modern variety.

The Barese indefinite article n(-un/-ag) ‘@’ in combination with adjective alda ‘other’ form the

indefinite adjective naldov/naldag+N ‘another N’ (86) — also pronominalisable, e.g. (87) — and

indefinite pronoun nalduna ‘another one’ (88). These are typically used to identify alternative

referents, whose levels of specificity are expectedly low:

(86) [Context: A brother tells her sister: Thank God we have each other...]
a. ka fo ‘mwero tu | ji  nonn ‘accoko ‘nalda si'sina
that if  die.2SG you I not find.1SG another  Teresa.DIM
‘because if you die, I will not find another Sisina,...
b. '’komo fo ‘'moro mory goutfo | ‘tu  nonn ‘acco ‘naldo  man gottd
like if dies Domenico.DIM you not find.2SG  another Domenico.DIM

...like if Minguccio dies, you won’t find another Minguccio’



(87) e tfo nom ‘boto  vo'ni 'jeddo| 'ava  man'na ‘maldo (sc. krostjano)
and if not can.3SG come.INF she has-to send.INF  another person
‘and if she can’t come, she has to send someone else’

(88) ‘'va ‘ssfrif a nnal’ d-una (Papiol, 1947, 49, 4)
g0.28SG.IMP  fry.2SG DOM another-one

‘go take advantage of someone else(, not me)!’

As already observed with the definite counterpart ‘the other (son)’ in (79), DOM is absent in both
cases of adjectival naldo>+N (86) and pronominal nalda(+N) (87). Both cases do not identify
specific referents, but alternative ones to these, e.g. ‘another Teresa/Domenico’ and ‘another
(person)’. Crucially, DOM is absent in spite of the fact that the nominal expressions in (86) also
involve proper names, and the ‘another (person)’ in (87) is pronominal (yet, selected by ditransitive
manna ‘to send’; cf. §4.1). In contrast, (88) shows that pronoun nalduna ‘another one’ already
appears a-marked since the past century, and that continues being the case in the modern dialect.
Note that the pronominal form nalduna only differs from the variant nalds in (87) for the absence of
-una ‘-one’, an ending typical of other indefinite pronouns (§3.4); such a similarity with other
pronouns may explain the tendency of human-referring nalduna to appear a-marked.

Similarly to other indefinites, in (89) we note that pre- and post-nominal assa ‘many’ does not
allow the bare plural ‘friends’ to be a-marked — and this is not necessarily due to the verb tané ‘to

have’:

(89) ji  ‘teng (*a) (as'sa) a'mif as'sa
I have.1SsG DOM  many friends many

‘I have/find many friends’



In our database, numerals also seem to be excluded from the a-marking, as we already observed
above with ‘three sons’ in (78), repeated in (90) below, and shown here for ‘twelve sons’ in (91)

and ‘hundred sons’ (90), all of which identify referents with a low degree of specificity:

(90) u ‘primo  ma rito las'so  ‘tre ‘ffipjo  a ‘'mmammo
the first husband  left.3SG three sons  to mum(-my)
‘her first husband left three sons to my mum’
91) no so  'ffatto ‘dudatfo  ‘fiyo| no so  'ffatto
of-them am made twelve sons of-them am made
‘I’ve made twelve of them sons, I made!’
(92) n at'tano ‘'kambo ‘ffiando ‘fijjo| ‘fiondo ‘fijyo  non ‘'gambono n at'tand
a dad feeds hundred sons hundred sons not feed.3pL a dad

‘a dad provides for hundred sons, hundred sons cannot provide for a dad’

The absence of DOM in (90) and (91) may be, once again, due to the predicates ‘to send’ (90) and
‘to have (children)’ (91), which have been said to block DOM. Likewise, the transitive/causative
camba ‘to provide for’ in (92) may be argued to block DOM with referents on the lower levels of
the Definiteness Scale. However, the pan-Southern Italian proverb in (92) is known in several
variants, e.g. the one replacing ‘a dad’ with ‘a mum’. In this respect, it is crucial to report this
alternative version uttered by an elderly female informant from Bari Vecchio, who a-marked both
relevant DOs with DOM: na mamma camb’a ccianda figghia, cionds figghio non gambon’a na
mamma ‘a mum provides for a hundred sons, hundred sons can’t provide for a mum’. Indeed, the
same Barese proverb in (92) is also reported with both a-marked DOs in the version from Cerignola
(FG), a town hundred kilometres north-west of Bari, e.g. [...] a cento figli, [...] a un padre

(Antonellis, 1994, p. 43).



4. Structural contexts blocking DOM in Barese

After having (re)considered the behaviour of a variety of DO-referents, we conclude our overview
of the Barese DOM by discussing two structural contexts which seem to have blocking effects on a-
marking in this variety, namely the co-occurrence of animate DOs with an indirect object (§4.1) and

the occurrence of the DO as the subject/object of a clause embedded under perception verbs (§4.2).

4.1. Ditransitive structures with human indirect objects

In the case of ditransitive predicates including an overt (human) RECIPIENT/GOAL indirect object, e.g.
‘someone to someone(/somewhere)’, DOM is blocked — a restriction which is also attested in

Altamurano (Loporcaro, 1988, pp. 273-274):

(93) so  mman nato/ allas'sato / ppas'sato (*a) ‘jeddo/ la  potffo mnennd a 'ssroggo-mo
am sent left passed  DOM she the babygirl to mother-in-law
‘I sent/left/passed her/the babygirl to my mother-in-law’

(94) ma'rjutyo a pproson’'dato  (*a) u / nu kod dgina a lo  kom'banpo
Mario.DIM  has presented DOM the a cousin(-his) to the friends

‘Mario’s presented his cousin/a cousin of his to his friends’

In (93)-(94), the DOs which are normally a-marked, i.e. personal pronouns and specific (in)definite
common nouns, cannot appear with DOM whenever the human indirect object is present. We
observed similar cases in which a proper name in (28), §3.2, a plural common noun in (61), §3.3.2,

and an indefinite pronoun (87), §3.5, all surface without DOM.



4.2. Complement of perception verbs

Our final observation concerns the disappearance of DOM with complements of perception verbs,

e.g. ‘hear/see’, even with referents which would obligatorily be a-marked. In these contexts, the DO

of the matrix V1 in CP1 simultaneously acts as the subject/DO of the embedded clause in CP2.

In the examples below, the different types of referents, i.e. personal pronouns (95),

demonstrative pronouns (96), and kinship terms with the enclitic possessive (97), all remain

unmarked:

95) [cp1 Vi ... [cp2  SpecCP [c C°
‘stondo ‘jidda o
hear.2sG.IMP he what

‘ask (lit. hear) what he has to say/wants to do’

(96) [cp1 vo'dimd ...[cp2  'kussod [c 05

see.1PL.IMP this.M what

‘let’s see what this one is after (lit. what he’s looking for)’

97) [cp1 fo'tu [rp1 vo'dive ‘mama-td [ §i

- [er

if you saw.2SG mum-your what

‘if you could see your mother, how nice she looked!’

[t V2 [ve 11111
‘ddifo/'vvole ‘fa

says/ wants do.INF

[tp2  'vva ac'cannd]]]]
goes finding
[rp2 ‘jeve  'bbello]]]]]

was.3SG nice

This behaviour may be ascribed to the fact that the constituent in question is more readily

interpreted as the (focused) subject/object of the embedded clause, and hosted in the specifier of

CP,, which thus becomes invisible to the higher matrix CP; (in our examples, these all seem to

encode non-declarative illocutionary force).



In sum, the thematic, i.e. ditransitive, structure of the verb or certain clausal boundaries appear to
block the a-marking; however, similar syntactic restrictions require further research and testing, a

task which is left for future research.

5. Conclusions

In this paper, we have seen that the Barese DOM is certainly sensitive to the specificity and
definiteness of the [+human] — and, at times, [+animate] — referents (cf. Andriani, 2011; 2015).
However, Barese DOM appears more constrained than initially discussed once larger sets of
referents and pragmatic/syntactic contexts are taken into consideration. The general results for the

different types of (in)definite elements considered are summarised in Table 4:

Table 4: Summary of the presence (+), absence (), or optionality (+) of DOM in Barese

Definiteness / Animacy > ANIMATE INANIMATE

1/2 personal pro.

3 personal pro.

Demonstrative pro.

Proper N

Kinship+Encl.Poss.

‘Personal’ D+proper N

Dem+NP

D+NP (sing.)

D+NP (plur.) + (SPEC) + (HUM) —

Wh-pro

Q(+NP) (universal)

Q(+NP) (negative)




Q/Wh(+NP) (existential) + (SPEC) - —

Indef.+NP + (SPEC) - —
Q/Wh+NP + (SPEC) - —
Num+NP + - —

In particular, Barese DOM seems to be sensitive on the internal structure of the nominal expression.
On the one hand, determiner-less elements such as pronouns, kinship terms with enclitic
possessives (cf. Manzini & Savoia, 2005, II, p. 515), and proper names tend to always be a-marked.
In this respect, Barese DOM behaves very similarly to that of modern Neapolitan (Ledgeway, 2000;
2009) and, less so, to Corsican, inasmuch as “DOM is present as long as there is no determiner”
(Neuburger & Starke, 2014, p. 382; however, ‘specificity’ is not a DOM-trigger in Corsican). On
the other hand, elements with overt (prenominal) determiners/modifiers are more likely to show
optionality. With common nouns lower on the Definiteness Scale, instead, DOM appears sensitive
to the semantic composition of the determiner field (i.e. Dem+NP vs D+NP), in particular, to the
interpretable level of specificity/identification. In both cases, the Barese a-marking appears to act as
a device to spell out further referential properties of the D(P)/NP, i.e. [+specific/identified], which
D alone may not fully encode. At times, the lexicalisation of D alone by means of a definite article
may be enough to express the semantic properties encoded in the a-marking (cf. the variety of San
Luca, Calabria; De Angelis, 2019; Ledgeway, Schifano & Silvestri, 2019; but this is not the case in
Salento, see Andriani, forthcoming), but this seems rather unsystematic in Barese.

Although this is beyond the scope of this descriptive paper, we could treat DOM as the overt
manifestation of (sets of) additional D-features, which canonical D-elements are not always able to
encode. Hence, assuming Longobardi’s (1994; et seq.) N-to-D raising for determiner-less elements
within the DP, we may argue that the N-movement to D (or D-related positions) triggers the a-
marking in Barese. Hence, only those D-less referents reaching the highest positions in the extended

projection of N (cf. Grimshaw 2005) are (nearly) always obligatorily marked, whilst the presence of



functional D-/Num-elements, such as (in)definite articles, numerals, and some quantifiers, may
disfavour DOM, or block it altogether. Nonetheless, these basic ingredients licensing DOM in
Barese are subject to other superordinate constraining factors, such as the predicate type and certain
syntactic configurations.
Moreover, no particular sensitivity to information structure was encountered in our data sample,
as DOM equally appears on both — fronted or in-situ — topicalised and focused DOs. Nonetheless, a
clitic-resumed DO with topic function will always tend to be more specific and identifiable than a
newly given, focused DO, so that the former will favour the a-marking of referents lower on the
Definiteness Scale.
Nonetheless, we have observed several contexts in which the Barese DOM does not seem as
‘stable’ as other prepositions, since the semantic and syntactic considerations summarised so far can
be overridden in the following contexts, i.e. when the DO:
1) 1s the second conjunct of a coordinated structure [g¢p @ DO [& & (a) DO]];
i1) 1s modified by numerals, weak quantifiers, and indefinites [(a) Num/QP [NP]];
1i1) co-occurs with animate indirect objects required by ditransitive verbs;
iv) acts as an argument of a verb embedded under a perception verb (cf. also Corsican DOM-less
DOs when modified by a relative clause; Neuburger & Stark, 2014, p. 378);

v) is at the lower levels on the Definiteness Scale and the type of verb displays low degrees of
agentivity of its subject and/or affectedness of its object, e.g. tané/fa/avé (lo figghia) ‘have
(children)’; instead, other predicates selecting prototypically human DOs (e.g.

‘greet/help/order/kill/etc.”) largely favour DOM.®

¥ Crucially, many of these can be found in Sornicola’s (1997) list of Old Sicilian and Old Neapolitan predicates a-
marking their human internal arguments, albeit in a limited number of cases compared to modern varieties; for details,
see Sornicola (1997), Ledgeway (2009), among others. Future research on Barese DOM will need to test a wider range
of predicates (cf. Pineda, 2016, 2020; Pineda & Royo, 2017), including those in Sornicola’s study, as this tension
between DATIVE and ACCUSATIVE is certainly true from a diachronic perspective, so that the a-marking may have

survived synchronically as a lexically determined relic, rather than an active process.



In conclusion, although further in-depth research and systematic testing are needed to untangle
all subtleties concerning Barese DOM, it would not seem straightforward to treat Barese a-marked
DOs as PPs, but, rather, as differentially marked DPs (cf. Ledgeway, 2000; Guardiano, 2010, p. 94;

ia.).
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