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ABSTRACT

THE SYNTAX OF THE DIALECT OF BARI

Luigi Andriani

This dissertation describes and analyses a selection of morphosyntactic phenomena from the
nominal, verbal and clausal domains of Barese, an upper southern Italian dialect of Puglia.

Chapter 2 analyses pragmatically unmarked and marked sentential word orders in Barese. On
a par with most Romance varieties, Barese is a null-subject language whose unmarked transitive
word order is SVO. In line with discourse-configurational languages, Barese can displace
syntactic constituents in accordance with their pragmatico-semantic relevance to the discourse.
In particular, Barese allows a ‘permissive’ encoding of both informational and contrastive foci in
both clausal peripheries, unlike, for example, Italian where the left-periphery is dedicated to
contrastive focus, and the right-periphery to informational focus. One notable pragmatico-
semantic peculiarity of Barese regards intransitives encoding a loco-temporal (c)overt argument,
where VS and, surprisingly from a comparative Romance perspective, SV orders may both mark
sentence-focus. While VS encodes a null loco-temporal argument, SV serves to encode broad
focus whenever S is ‘accessible’ in the mind of both discourse participants forming part of their
‘common ground’.

Chapter 3 examines the structure of Barese nominal expressions, focusing on the interaction
between adjectives, possessives and demonstratives. A notable tendency of Barese consists in the
near-systematic placing of nominals to the left of such modifiers as adjectives and (tonic and
clitic) possessives, with the exception of a small closed class of rudimentary evaluative
adjectives which may occur in prenominal position. These orders derived via the phrasal
movement of the nominal across its possessive and adjectival modifiers are contrasted with the
head movement of a morpholexically restricted class of kinship nominals which are modified by
a defective set of enclitic possessives. The final section of the chapter analyses the behaviour of
Barese demonstratives, which only occur in prenominal position. In particular, a peculiar Barese
structure which combines the definite article with the distal demonstrative pronoun is described
and analysed, highlighting how it specifically marks discourse-old referents, which are otherwise
marked by the bare demonstrative elsewhere in Romance. These facts demonstrate the tendency
of Barese to mark the pragmatically-oriented concepts of speaker’s perspective and discourse-
salient information in the nominal domain as well.

Chapter 4 describes the mechanisms of auxiliary selection and past participle agreement

operative in Barese. In relation to the former, Barese displays three different factors which may
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determine auxiliary selection replacing the original transitive-unaccusative split, namely person,
tense and mood. These three dimensions of variation are described and analysed in terms of
parameter hierarchies which formalise the complexity of the semantic features involved in the
selection of the auxiliaries HAVE and BE. It is argued that this complexity reflects different
diachronic stages of auxiliary selection across different generations of speakers. The final section
of the chapter investigates Barese active past participle agreement which, unlike auxiliary
selection, displays a conservative distribution licensed by direct objects and Undergoer subjects.
The peculiarity of Barese, however, is that agreement is morpholexically limited to a small
number of ‘strong’ participles which mark agreement exclusively through metaphonetic
alternation. Despite the limited surface evidence, it is claimed that the syntactic mechanism of
past participle agreement with (underlying) internal arguments has been preserved and is still
fully operative in Barese, although never marked on the invariable ‘weak’ past participles.

The final chapter is concerned with Barese progressive and andative periphrases which
variously show inflected forms of the lexical verb restricted to the 238G and 3SG of the present in
place of the infinitive. These structures have been argued for Salentino and Sicilian dialects to
have developed from instances of coordination with Latin AC ‘and’, which were then
reinterpreted as instances of (pseudo-)coordination, namely subordination. In contrast, a different
origin for these inflected forms of the lexical verb is proposed for Barese, where AC-coordination
is not historically attested. It is argued that the loss of the infinitival ending -RE produced
morphophonological identity, viz. syncretism, between the 3SG(/2SG) present and the infinitive,
enabling the latter to be reinterpreted as a finite form within the periphrasis. This minimal
extension of inflected forms in the Barese periphrases is shown to spread further across the
neighbouring dialects to include more grammatical persons (38G/2SG>1sG>3pL>all), as well as
past and irrealis paradigms, even generalising to all periphrastic contexts in some varieties (cf.

Salentino and some Sicilian dialects).
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

1. Aims of the dissertation

This dissertation describes and analyses a selection of salient aspects of the clausal, nominal and
verbal domains in the Pugliese dialect of Bari, Italy. Both descriptive and analytic aspects are
given equal importance in this work, thereby making them accessible to both descriptive and
theoretical linguists.

The descriptive side of the work sheds light on the grammatical forms and structures of
Barese, which have never been the object of in-depth and systematic studies, especially in
morphosyntactic terms. In particular, this dissertation offers a novel contribution not only to
Italo-Romance dialectology, but also to comparative Romance linguistics in general. To this end,
we provide a detailed introduction of the broader (Italo-)Romance scenario before introducing
and explaining the forms and structures of Barese. Such forms and structures, variously
characterised by speakers as displaying differing degrees of acceptability, are systematically
contrasted with the ungrammatical, unavailable options of Barese to highlight the limitations of
Barese morphosyntactic structures. Moreover, a large number of Barese textual records from the
past two centuries are taken into consideration to trace the potential diachronic changes of the
forms or structures under investigation.

The Barese data considered in this dissertation come from recordings of structured
interviews and spontaneous conversations with native speakers of different age groups, thereby
allowing the observation of a certain degree of diastratic variation. Printed and audio-visual
sources were also consulted. The audio-visual material mainly consists of a few (freely
accessible) videos, films, plays, TV series and programmes, which reflect the more recent stages
of the language. This contrasts, in certain cases, with the more conservative linguistic scenario
offered by older printed sources, which allow us to observe diachronic comparisons. In particular,
a small number of available descriptive grammars and works on Barese' were consulted to
highlight potential diachronic differences which could be tested for acceptability with modern
speakers. Among the recent and limited Barese written output, only 20th-century prose texts have
been considered (with some exceptions) since these tend to offer a more genuine reproduction of
the spoken language, rather than imitating the poetic/literary register (and structures) of written

varieties.

'See, among others, Abbatescianni (1896), Nitti de Vito (1896,1910), Zonno (1982), Lopez (1952), Giovine
(2005[1964]), Scorcia (1967,1972), Lacalendola (1969), Sada,Scorcia&Valente (1971), Valente (1975), Stehl
(1980). Melillo (1981), Barracano (2000[1981]), Romito (1985), Gentile&Gentile (2007).



The analytic part of this work aims to provide a first analysis of Barese morphosyntactic
structures and relative pragmatico-semantic functions within the framework of Chomsky’s
generative grammar. Such a theoretical model for syntactic structures has been applied
elsewhere (e.g. Manzini&Savoia 2005,2007; Torcolacci 2015; Ledgeway 2016b) to account for
aspects of some neighbouring Apulo-Barese dialects, but never to Barese itself and never in a
comprehensive fashion considering the clausal, nominal and verbal domains. Hence, this work
represents a novel contribution to the field of generative linguistics focusing on (Italo-)Romance
dialectology and micro-variation, inasmuch as it sheds light on the hitherto-unexplored
morphosyntax of Barese. However, since the aim of this work is also descriptive, we adopt a
‘lighter’ version of the recent ‘Minimalist Program’ (Chomsky 1995 et seq.), modified by more
‘cartographic’ views and analyses (Rizzi 1997,2004; Cinque 1999; Belletti 2004, i.a.). The latter
research programme is based on the ‘Principles & Parameters’ framework (P&P), and aims at a
detailed mapping of the universal array of functional features and projections. As Shlonsky
(2010:417) puts it: “‘whereas Minimalism focuses on the driving force of uninterpretable features,
Cartography is concerned with the inventory of interpretable ones’. This implies that they are not
mutually exclusive, although many cartographic tenets have become untenable in minimalist
terms. However, the P&P approach has been highly successful in understanding and accounting
for micro-variation in terms of (minimally) different parametric settings. In this respect, we also
exploit new models based on modified versions of the P&P approach, namely that of feature
specifications on functional heads, and how they can be modelled into parametric hierarchies on
the basis of their complexity (Roberts 2012; Biberauer&Roberts 2012a; et seq.). Our main
purpose is to exploit existing, cross-linguistically valid analyses of syntactic structures to explain
the syntactic behaviour of Barese in a comparative — and, indirectly, historical — fashion. By
adopting the modern theoretical models of generative syntax, we are able to shed light on the
descriptive structures of Barese and underlying generalisations, which would otherwise remain
obscure. At the same time, the Barese data are exploited to further broaden and test specific

domains and assumptions in generative syntax.

1.1. The dialect of Bari: historical and socio-linguistic considerations

Barese belongs to the larger family of Apulo-Barese dialects of central Puglia. This linguistic
family forms part of the broader dialectal ‘continuum’ of upper-southern Italian dialects
(USIDs),” whose most “prestigious’ and influential exponent is undoubtedly Neapolitan. In fact,

Apulo-Barese (pink isogloss Illc in Mapl.1) behaves typologically more similarly to the more

* Cf. Rohlfs 1972; Pellegrini 1975; Maiden&Parry 1997:chs.37-42; Loporcaro 2009:§4.5; Ledgeway 2016a; i.a.
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distant Neapolitan (IVb) and eastern Abruzzese/Molisano (I-II) than to the neighbouring

Salentino, an extreme southern Italian dialect (purple isogloss I):

Map 1.1: Upper-southern Italian dialects (adapted from Pellegrini 1977)
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In a macro-comparative Romance scenario, we will see that Apulo-Barese varieties pattern more
closely with USIDs, Sardinian, Romanian and, less so, with Spanish, than with standard Italian.
However, from a micro-comparative perspective, Apulo-Barese varieties feature their own
distinctive linguistic traits and peculiarities which characterise them as an independent linguistic
group within the USID dialectal continuum.

Within the Apulo-Barese isogloss, historical, political and socio-economic reasons have —
fairly recently — led the urban dialect of Bari to acquire linguistic prestige, which also extends to

the area of Matera and Foggia (cf. Valente 1975:11; Stehl 1990:265-266). The linguistic



peculiarities of this area may be better understood if we consider the historical succession of
recorded ‘occupiers’ of the area. The active Peucetian harbour of present-day Bari was
Romanised around the 3" century B.C., acquiring the status of ‘independent’ municipium cum
suffragio by the name of BARIUM. During the Middle Ages, Bari was variously ruled, as well as
sacked and destroyed, by Lombards, Byzantines, Berbers, Normans, Swabians, Angevins,
Venetians, and the Aragonese, yet eventually managed to establish itself as one of the most
influential self-governed centres (Universitates) of northern Puglia. After the ‘golden age’ of
Sforza-Aragonese rule, Bari fell into a ‘darker’ historical period until the post-revolution arrival
of French rulers in southern Italy at the beginning of the 19" century (cf. Tateo et al. 1989-1997).

Until this time, the geographic extension of Bari was confined to a ‘walled peninsula’
hosting the medieval city centre, known today as Bari Vecchia, which included around 18,000
inhabitants. Hence, in this period, ‘urban’ Barese only coincided with the dialect spoken in the
historical centre, Barivecchiano, which nowadays still represents the (phonetically and lexically)
more conservative ‘linguistic epicentre’ compared to other parts of the city.

A major change for Bari and, consequently, for Barese can be identified in the pre-
unitarian urbanisation process triggered by the construction of the Murattian borgo nuovo
adjacent to the original borgo antico in the first half of the 19" century, and the subsequent

redistributions of the population.

Map 1.2: Expansion of the urban area of Bari at the beginning of the 19" century
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This first expansion of the urban area saw a steep population growth from less than 20,000 to
60,080 inhabitants in 1881, and 80,450 in 1897 (Strafforello 1899:18), whose redistribution
across the urban area occurred according to social class. The ‘new’ urban bourgeoisie gradually
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relocated into the newly built residential area, while the ancient noblemen and aristocrats
(allegedly the only members of the local population educated in standard Italian, and thus, were
bilingual)® remained in the old centre with the lower, dialect-speaking members of the
population. In this same period, only a few of these literates decided to adopt Barese as a literary
language, notably Francesco Saverio Abbrescia (1813-1852), canon of St. Nicholas’ Basilica.* In
the second half of the century, Barese became the object of the first morphophonological and
lexical studies of Nitti de Vito and Abbatescianni.

The area of the city and its population continued to grow rapidly in the 20" century, and
the city continued to expand in a semi-circle around the borgo murattiano, involving several
relocations of many dialect speakers from the old city to the new peripheral neighbourhoods.
Meanwhile, the central administrative, political and economical role of post-unitarian Bari as the
capital city of the region led to a rapid increase of literacy at the cost of the dialect, whose use
became more and more restricted to specific social classes, and to more familiar contexts. The
fascist ventennio enforced and perpetrated a long period of repression of local languages, fearing
that these might feed ‘regionalistic’ and ‘localistic’ uprisings (Coveri 1984:117-132) and, thus,
reinforcing a situation of diglossia (Ferguson 1959:245). This is confirmed by De Mauro’s
(1970[1963]:130-131) post-war statistics from 1951, which demonstrate that most Italians did
not abandon their local native languages and would speak dialect habitually along with their
‘regional’ Italian(s)’ (cf. Pellegrini 1962:20-28; D’Achille 2002:26). In Puglia, this process
failed to create an Pugliese dialectal koiné as in other regions (Pellegrini 1990), but produced
‘interference varieties’, i.e. dialetto italianizzato vs. italiano dialettizzato (cf. Valente 1975:10;
Stehl 1990:266). In fact, the Barese situation can be best described through Berruto’s (1995:242-
250) notion of dilalia, in which constant code-switching between the two varieties is the norm in
informal contexts, but never in formal ones.

It is also not coincidental that written production in and on Barese increased after the war,

when (semi-)learnéd and intellectual people, evidently bilinguals, felt the need to denounce

*In 1881°s Italy, the entire province of Bari occupied the third to last position for levels of illiteracy (in standard
Italian), i.e. 84% of the population (Strafforello 1899:16); this is also confirmed by public complaints by the local
élite on the poor primary education system in 1847 (DiCiommo 1988:1027). These factors indirectly suggest the
high vitality of the dialect in that period among the middle-lower classes.

*I am only aware of two 18™-century poems in Barese prior to Abbrescia’s works, cf. Sada& Valente (1982) and
Laporta (1988); see also Coluccia (1995) and Aprile,Coluccia,Fanciullo&Gualdo (2002:§VII) for a historical
overview on Pugliese dialectal texts.

’A] relatively stable linguistic situation in which, in addition to the primary dialects[...], there is a very
divergent, grammatically codified[...] superposed variety][...], which is learned largely by formal education and is

used for most written and formal spoken purposes, but is not[...] for ordinary conversation’ (Ferguson 1959:245).



(explicitly or implicitly) the increasing tendency to abandon Barese by a large part of the
population. At the same time, the first descriptive or pedagogic grammars of Barese (Lopez
1952; Giovine 2005[1964]) started to appear, followed by the work of linguists (Lacalendola
1969; Valente 1975; Melillo 1981). Indirectly, this ‘fruitful’ period of promotion and study of
Barese came as a consequence of the scenario witnessed by the intellectuals: the rapidity with
which the middle classes were increasingly more prone to abandon the dialect in favour of
(regional) Italian monolingualism. This undesirable scenario of decay of the spoken dialect
among the Barese middle and higher class has not changed to the present; in fact, it has probably
worsened.

At this point, it is worth briefly considering the current vitality of Barese. In UNESCO’s red
list of (potentially) endangered languages (Moseley 2010), the entire isogloss of USIDs is
grouped under ‘South Italian’ (ISO 639-3 code ‘nap’), counting 7,000,000 speakers, and is
considered as vulnerable. The rating implies that ‘most children speak the language, but it may
be restricted to certain domains, e.g. home’.® The situation of USIDs portrayed by UNESCO is
clearly an approximation to the current situation of these varieties, whose vitality differs from
case to case and from generation to generation. Both these domains of diatopic and diastratic
variation play a crucial role in Barese, inasmuch as an urban variety is much more prone to show
‘innovative’ linguistic features than rural varieties. Moreover, the modern urban dimension has
increasingly become ‘naturally’ incompatible with the local language. The use of Barese has
been discouraged for almost a century as the language of uneducated people. Moreover,
bilingualism was erroneously believed to slow down both language-acquisition and cognitive
processes if learned alongside the national language, a notion that modern research has entirely
discredited (cf., a.o0., Antoniou,Grohmann,Kambanaros&Katsos 2016). Therefore, in the last 50-
60 years, the transmission of Barese at home has drastically diminished, and has completely
discontinued in certain social environments. For this reason, the youngest generations (<20) of
Barese speakers have been not been considered in this work because of their clear tendency to
adopt an italiano dialettizzato.

In sum, the situation of spoken Barese appears more critical than officially portrayed by

UNESCO, hence the importance of carrying out further systematic linguistic research on it.

% The following degree of endangerment comprises ‘definitely endangered’ languages, which are no longer
transmitted to children as their mother tongue across generations.
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2. Structure, organisation and content of the dissertation
The purpose of this section is to provide an overview of the content of the subsequent chapters of

this dissertation.

2.1. Chapter 2: (Un)marked word orders of Barese root clauses

Chapter 2 is concerned with the word order of the basic syntactic constituents, namely subject,
verb and object(s), in Barese root clauses. We consider the major semantic-syntactic classes of
predicate, i.e. transitives, unergatives and unaccusatives, to document and understand how the
various constituents combine in discourse-neutral and pragmatically marked contexts. To this
end, we introduce the pragmatico-semantic concept of ‘information structure’ (cf. Lambrecht
1994), i.e. how the information is ‘packaged’ within the sentence, distinguishing the concept of
Theme/Rheme and Topic/Focus. We first describe the behaviour of pragmatically unmarked
transitive sentences, for which expected SVO order is found, on a par with most other Romance
varieties. Here we also discuss ‘transitive’ pronominal predicates, the status of Barese as a null-
subject language, and the subject positions available in Barese clauses. Subsequently, we link the
concepts of Topic and Focus to structural positions in the so-called ‘clausal peripheries’ (Rizzi
1997; Belletti 2004), those dedicated to the encoding of pragmatically salient information. The
interaction of word order and intonation in Barese provides a specific interpretation of the
information in a certain discourse-relevant context, highlighting its orientation towards a
discourse-configurational type whose syntax accommodates specific discourse-related needs. In
this respect, Barese displays a ‘permissive’ behaviour in terms of movement of pragmatically
salient constituents with respect, for example, to Italian.

The second part of the investigation involves Barese unmarked word orders with
‘intransitive’ verbs, which have been distinguished in ‘unergatives’ and ‘unaccusatives’ since
Perlmutter (1978). Following Beninca (2001[1988]), we identify a subclass of intransitive verbs,
intersecting unaccusative and unergatives, which allows so-called ‘free subject-verb inversion’
due to an implicit locative argument. Hence, the availability of both pre- and postverbal
intransitive subject positions in Barese responds to two different pragmatico-semantic
requirements: the ability to access the common-ground information by both interlocutors, which
triggers subject-fronting, and the covert presence of a pre-verbal loco-temporal deictic argument,
which blocks subject-fronting. The latter situation is extensively discussed in the literature,
whereas the former has gone unnoticed to date. We discuss the fine-grained semantics of such
fronted subjects in relation to Lambrecht’s (1994) ‘Topic Acceptability Scale’ in order to capture
the pragmatico-semantic mechanism which licenses the fronting of ‘accessible’ information to

both interlocutors.



2.2. Chapter 3: Adjectives, Possessives and Demonstratives in Barese

The third chapter focuses on the internal structure of the Barese Determiner Phrase (DP).
Although the nominal expression directly requires the Noun Phrase (NP) as its pivotal element,
where the head N is hosted, current syntactic theory favours the DP-hypothesis (cf. Abney 1987).
This lends central importance to the D-domain, on a par with C in the clausal domain, inasmuch
as both domains are responsible for the final interpretation of the entire nominal and clausal
expression and its components at the linguistic interfaces. Consequently, the DP is internally
composed of a lower field where the lexical material, i.e. the N, is inserted, a middle functional
field where the agreement/inflectional operations take place, and a higher field, the D-area,
which determines the interpretation of all the material contained within the DP.

Given these assumptions, we interpret the behaviour of the Barese nominal expression
according to the theoretical assumptions put forth by Cinque (1995,2005,2010,2014) based on
cross-linguistic evidence. Drawing on Greenberg (1963)’s Universal 20, and assuming Kayne’s
(1994) Linear Correspondence Axiom, Cinque derives the different linear orders of nominal
elements from an underlying order Dem-Num-Adj-N, the most frequently attested cross-
linguistically. In particular, we follow Cinque’s (2010) unifying analysis of Romance/Germanic
(nearly) ‘mirror’ order of adjectives. These are derived via NP-movement with subsequent
‘snowball’ movement of the nominal modifiers, and we extend this to Barese adjectives,
possessives and demonstratives. In this respect, Barese displays the behaviour characteristic of
southern Italo-Romance varieties (and Romanian, to a lesser extent) which, in many respects,
does not pattern with that of (other) standard Romance.

The first area investigated is that of Barese adjectival modifiers. We identify the main
functions of adjectives, and conveniently group them under the two broad categories of
(hierarchically ordered) ‘direct’ modifiers (DmAP) and (freer) ‘indirect’ modifiers (ImAP). We
note that the main difference between Barese and standard Romance does not involve indirect
modifiers, which obligatorily occur in DP-final position, but only direct modifiers. While these
occur in both pre- and postnominal position in Romance (with relevant interpretative shifts), in
Barese and most central and southern Italian varieties the distribution of direct adjectival
modifiers is restricted to the postnominal position. Such a strict rule of postnominal placement of
both indirect and direct modifiers finds its only exception with a handful of direct-modification
adjectives allowed in pre-nominal position. We survey and discuss these exceptionally pre-
nominal adjectives and their post-nominal counterparts, and test their ‘prenominal productivity’
on the basis of the number of modifiable referents. While most of these direct modifiers show
severe limitations in accessing the prenominal position with most referents, and are favoured

postnominally with their direct-modification reading, only two of these adjectives — three,
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counting one that can only modify animate entities — can productively modify any NP. These
types of prenominal AP denoting value/quality are argued by Cinque to be found in the highest
part of the direct-modification AP-hierarchy. They mainly express the speaker’s rudimentary
evaluation/judgement/opinion with respect to the NP they modify. In particular, these values
oscillate between the basic polar interpretations of ‘good/nice’ and ‘bad’. In contrast, the process
of fossilisation of the less productive preverbal adjectives is not uniform. Some of these have
essentially completed the lexicalisation process, whereas some others show minor degrees of
productivity, allegedly for the presence of the same concurring AP-structure in standard Italian.

In the final subsection on adjectival modification we follow Cinque (2010) in treating
indirect modifiers as complements of a reduced relative clause which must be obligatorily
climbed over by the NP. Direct modifiers, in contrast, are merged in the specifiers of their
corresponding — hierarchically ordered — functional projections (on a par with adverbs, cf.
Cinque 1999), below indirect modifiers and above the NP. Hence, the final order D-(DmAP)-
NP-(DmAP)-ImAP is derived by means of NP-movement to the specifier of an Agreement
Phrase (AgrP) merged immediately above the functional projections hosting the adjectives.

In the same spirit, we examine the behaviour of Barese possessives, which can be either tonic
or clitic, hence adjective- or determiner-like respectively, which is not surprising from a cross-
Romance perspective (cf. Cardinaletti 1998). However, the position of both Barese possessives
is strictly postnominal, and follows the typical pattern of upper-southern Italo-Romance varieties
and Romanian. In particular, Barese possessives require strict adjacency to the modified NP, i.e.
no other modifier can intervene. Hence, it is argued that the first-merge position of tonic
possessives is the closest to the NP, in the specifier of a Possessive Phrase (PossP) immediately
above the NP layer and below the AP-spaces. The very first movement of the NP across the
PossP will secure the first postnominal position to the latter. This will be pied-piped along with
the NP without the possibility of interpolating any other constituent, e.g. AP, in between them.

Enclitic possessives behave differently to tonic possessives inasmuch as they behave like
heads, rather than phrases: they are morphophonologically clitic in nature, morphologically
syncretic in gender and number, and only able to modify a restricted nominal class of kinship
terms. These terms also behave as heads (as opposed to NPs) which obligatorily move to
incorporate onto the right of the defective enclitic. The combination of a limited set of highly

2

referential kinship terms modified by [1sg], i.e. ‘the speaker’s’, and [2sg]. i.e. ‘the hearer’s’,
possessive enclitics refer to a specific individual evoked by the main discourse participants.
Therefore, these highly referential nominal compounds are attracted to the D-area to license their

definite, referential interpretation (Longobardi 1994).



The last section is devoted to the Demonstrative Phrase (DemP). Its main function is deictic,
i.e. to refer to spatio-temporal coordinates of the referent and the discourse participants. In this
sense, DemP fulfils a similar function to definite articles, and has the same distribution, at least
in Barese. Hence, DemP is treated as a more independent syntactic constituent attracted to the D-
domain to receive its definite, referential and deictic interpretation. Its movement does not
interfere with the raising of the NP, which will always follow the Dem. One intriguing case
study consists in the construction [definite article+(pronominal) distal demonstrative], ‘the that
(one)’, which can (and must, at the same time) only be modified by ImAPs, genitive/possessive
phrases or other complements, given that its principal use is for contrastive purposes. We
identify its position in the discourse-relevant ‘left-periphery’ of the DP (cf. Giusti 2015), i.e. the

same position which hosts (some pre- and) postnominal Spanish and Romanian demonstratives.

2.3. Chapter 4: Barese Auxiliary Selection and Past Participle Agreement

In chapter 4, the Barese analytic perfective construction is considered, in particular, the patterns
of auxiliary selection and (metaphonetic) past participle agreement. While perfective auxiliaries
encode person and number features of the subject and the tense and mood features of the entire
construction, the past participle can potentially be specified for gender and number of the
internal argument (with rare exceptions).

To understand the highly fragmented synchronic situation in modern Romance varieties and,
ultimately, Barese, we discuss the diachronic emergence of perfective auxiliary structures in the
passage from (late) Latin to early Romance varieties (cf. Vincent 1982). Perfective auxiliation,
as attested for early Romance, is claimed to be one of the reflexes of a wider typological change
from a nominative-accusative syntax to an active-stative one, which in our case concerns the
verbal domain. Early Romance auxiliaries develop from the grammaticalisation of the Latin
resultative periphrasis [HABEO+object+participle] for predicates with active syntax (i.e. with
agentive subjects), and from the expansion of BE from the Latin passive/deponents to those
predicates which were incompatible with active syntax (i.e. with Undergoer subjects). This
initial common ‘unaccusative split’ in early Romance subsequently underwent changes, giving
rise to no less than seven recognisable patterns of auxiliary selection in modern Romance
(Ledgeway 2012; Loporcaro 2016). Standard Italian is one of the Romance varieties in which
auxiliary selection still operates on the basis of argument structure: predicates selecting
Undergoers as their subjects (i.e. unaccusatives and the four different classes of pronominal
predicates) license BE, whereas predicates with an agentive subject (transitives/unergatives)

select HAVE.
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This basic pattern, however, underwent constant ‘redetermination’ in other Romance
varieties on the basis of constraints other than argument structure, namely person, tense, (non-
)factual modality and finiteness. Alternatively, some other varieties generalised one of the two
auxiliaries to all classes of predicates (but not passives), hence, they essentially lack a
mechanism of auxiliary selection. Barese also abandoned the original active-stative split in
favour of other semantic constraints such as grammatical person in the present perfect indicative,
tense in the pluperfect indicative, and mood with counterfactuals. In the latter two contexts,
auxiliary selection of BE and HAVE either show free alternation (B/H) or a lack thereof (H)
respectively. In the present perfect, the alternation occurs across the different grammatical
persons of the paradigm: the discourse participants [1]-[2] are marked with BE, especially in the
singular, and are formally distinct from non-discourse participants [3] taking HAVE. On the basis
of both diachronic and cross-linguistic evidence,” we assume that BE is the default auxiliary and
that HAVE has a more complex internal structure due to their respective intrinsic semantics (i.e.
HAVE=[BE+P]; cf. Kayne 1993). Moreover, the situation presented above for Barese auxiliaries
does not represent the full scenario, but can be further subdivided according to different
diagenerational patterns. The attested opposition is generally binary, i.e. younger vs older
speakers, but may also be ternary, i.e. young vs middle-aged vs. elder speakers. The sensitivity
of Barese auxiliation to the tense/mood binary features [+present], [+realis] and [+past] as well
as the person and number features [+3] and [£singular] (active or inactive across those different
age groups), are modelled as a parameter(/feature) hierarchy following the guidelines adopted by
the ReCoS research project (Roberts 2012; et seq.).

In the same fashion, the behaviour of both metaphonetic and non-metaphonetic active past
participle agreement in Barese is described and analysed within the seven different agreement
patterns (i.e. parameter specifications) of Romance. While in late Latin and early Romance direct
objects (as well as Undergoer subjects with unaccusative verbs) triggered agreement on their
associated past participle, the situation in modern Romance presented different residual levels of
such an agreement. In particular, Barese displays two forms of past participle: a strong
metaphonetic one, which is morpholexically bound to a limited class of verbs, and a weak non-
metaphonetic one in -2 (Latin -TUM), which is increasingly becoming the preferred form. The
latter, whose inflectional endings were morphophonologically eroded, would appear to pattern
with Spanish or Romanian, inasmuch as Barese weak past participles do not show agreement

with internal arguments. In contrast, we shall see that metaphonetic past participle agreement has

7See also Lorusso’s (2015) work on the acquisition of auxiliary selection in Italian, which seems to confirm that
the first auxiliary acquired by children is indeed BE.
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remained operative in Barese, marking gender but never number of its associated internal
argument. Although such agreement is now morpholexically restricted to very few past

participles, the syntactic rule of agreement is nonetheless still fully operative.

2.4. Chapter 5: Progressive and Andative periphrases in (Apulo-)Barese

The last chapter is concerned with the behaviour of two aspectual periphrases, progressive and
andative, expressed via the reflexes of Latin STAND and GO respectively (henceforth V), which
combine with a lexical verb (henceforth V;). Although the most common structure for these
periphrases is hypotactic, Romance can also exploit parataxis, i.e. coordination of finite forms of
V, and V,, to express the andative value. Likewise, southern Italo-Romance varieties have been
claimed to historically form their progressive periphrasis paratactically by exploiting the reflex
of Latin conjunction AC ‘and’ (Rohlfs 1969). When we move onto considering in great detail the
Pugliese situation, we find the split between the north (with the exception of Gargano varieties),
where only non-finite V, is found, and the (centre-)south, where we can clearly observe how
inflected V, forms start to be found below what we could name the ‘Poggiorsini-Bari’ isogloss,
running between the Higher Murgia Plateau in the south-west to the Adriatic coast in the north-
east of the Apulo-Barese speaking area (cf. Map 5.1, ch.5). In the northern-most part of the
‘inflected-V,’ isogloss, which comprises Barese, the minimal amount of inflected forms is two,
i.e. [2sg]-[3sg] of the present indicative of the two periphrases, which then spread to other
persons, tenses and moods the further south-east one goes following specific morphomic patterns
(cf. Maiden 2011,2016). The extreme generalisation of inflected forms to all possible contexts is
found in the varieties of Salento, where the aspectual auxiliary becomes a free aspectual
morpheme.”

We pursue an alternative scenario to Rohlfs’ ‘Ac-hypothesis’, arguing that
morphophonological ambiguity between aphaeretic infinitives and [3sg] triggers the introduction
of inflected forms wherever the infinitive was expected within the sole paradigm of the present,
which gradually spreads southeast-wards. This is accompanied by the identity of forms of [2sg]-
[3sg] STAND/GO, which have historically become fully syncretic, i.e. sta/va, and the relative
absorption of the a. We argue that the morphophonological identity of [2sg]-[3sg] of the
aspectual V|, and the syncretism of certain infinitives with [3sg] present indicative forms of V5,
led to the spread of inflected-V, forms to other contexts. This is a clear instance in which

morphology acts as a trigger for the systematisation of a syntactic rule for inflected V,s where

¥ Here we intend Salento as the geographical area, therefore also including the ‘transitional’ dialects of the
province of Taranto, rather than the more restricted linguistic group of Salentino varieties.
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non-finite forms are expected. We follow Keenan (2002), Longobardi (2001b) and Roberts
(forthcoming) in claiming that syntax tends to remain ‘inert’ if there are no morphophonological
triggers to drive changes. Syntactically, these periphrases are treated as monoclausal entities in
the sense of Cinque (2006), where the auxiliary is a functional head in the spine of the extended
projection (cf. Grimshaw 2005) of the VP. We thus argue that there is a single head for
agreement available in such aspectual expressions, which allow the V,to show overt agreement
as a PF-interface operation whenever the auxiliary no longer presents the morphological ability

to do that.
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CHAPTER 2: BARESE (UN)MARKED WORD ORDER

1. Introduction: Information Structure
This chapter explores the word order of Barese simple root clauses, focusing on the most basic
clausal constituents Subject (S), Verb (V) and Direct Object (DO), their possible combinations
and pragmatico-semantic interpretations. We identify the most neutral, pragmatically unmarked
word orders of constituents in relation to three main classes of predicates, namely transitives
(§2.2), unergatives and unaccusatives (§2.4), as well as their pragmatically marked orders
licensed for different discourse-related purposes (§2.3). In comparison with standard Romance,
the linear orders found in Barese reveal a greater tendency towards what has been defined in the
literature (Li&Thompson 1976; E Kiss 1995) as a ‘discourse-oriented(/-configurational)’ syntax.
Both pragmatically marked and unmarked Barese root clauses will be analysed according to
their ‘information structure’ (Halliday 1967:200; henceforth IS), which is described by
Lambrecht (1994:5) as:

‘that component of sentence grammar in which propositions as conceptual
representations of states of affairs are paired with lexico-grammatical structures in
accordance with the mental states of interlocutors who use and interpret these

structures as units of information in given discourse contexts.’

In other words, each sentential constituent occurs in a well-defined, yet variable syntactic
position to encode a specific pragmatico-semantic interpretation of the utterance within the
discourse. A relevant example can be found in passive transformations, as shown in Table 2.1,
whereby a direct object can be ‘promoted’ to passive subject to gain prominence within the
discourse, becoming the (passive) subject of the predication (cf. Calabrese 1986; Cardinaletti

2004, Rizzi 2015; i.a.).

Table 2.1: Active-to-passive transformation

Active DO/So Passive

un camion ha tamponato
[un autobus]
¢ stato tamponato da un camion
‘a truck hit’ ‘a bus’ ‘was hit by a truck’

(adapted from Rizzi 2015:24)
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The semantic import of the utterance and its formal expression(s) are referred to as ‘information
packaging’ (Chafe 1976:28; cf. also Krifka 2007). Vallduvi (1993:14) treats the ‘information
packaging’, expressed by means of specific syntactic word orders, as a guideline for the hearer to
retrieve certain background information. We are thus concerned with how Barese IS finds its
formal representation in linguistic terms, i.e. how information is paired with explicit lexico-
grammatical referents to be interpreted within the sentence and, in turn, the discourse.

Natural languages encode IS by means of different mechanisms, including word order,
prosody, lexical items, morphemes and allomorphic variation. Clausal constituents are
unmarkedly ordered according to a (configurationally determined) gradient scale of thematic
prominence of arguments, as in Grimshaw (1990): [agent [experiencer [goal [theme/patient]]]],
or can be ordered according to the major or minor relevance of the information they carry in the
discourse (Lambrecht 1994; Reinhart 1995; i.a). Alternatively, constituents may occur in their
canonical position, i.e. remain in situ, yet their prosodic intonation suggests a specific
role/prominence at an informational level.

At a discourse level, IS presupposes language users/interlocutors to share a common
background to be able to infer contextual meaning. Hence, utterances can be understood as
components of the more complex interlocutory act between speakers who share a dynamic
Common Ground (CG; cf. Stalnaker 1974), i.e. the mutually-known background information
which speakers share as an essential requirement for the ‘hypertextual’ nature of the discourse.
The content of the CG is regularly modified by new inputs within the discourse, and, in turn, is
embedded into a broader type of (extra-)linguistic knowledge of the world. By ‘knowledge’ here
we do not (only) refer to the assignment of propositional truth-value, but to the set of
propositions that form the ‘encyclopaedia’ in a speaker’s mind (Lambrecht 1994:44). Speakers
form and process this ‘encyclopaedic knowledge’ (EK) on the basis of their personal experience
of the world, creating a ‘knowledge store’ to be accessed to compute information inputs/outputs.
Both CG and EK prove crucial for the analysis of a peculiar type of Barese fronting with

intransitive subjects in pragmatically unmarked clauses (§3).

1.1. Segmenting the informational content

IS implies the segmentation of (complex) informational content into smaller parts with different
degrees of relevance/prominence/emphasis within the discourse. Despite the abundant
terminology used to describe roughly equivalent relations among the informational components
(cf. von Heusinger 1999:102), a basic distinction can be made between the two
overlapping/interacting notions of ‘aboutness’, i.e. what an utterance is about, and ‘givenness’,

i.e. which information is (un)known within the discourse.
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1.1.1. ‘Givenness/Newness’

A first characterisation of the informative content is proposed by Halliday (1967, 1985), who
draws the basic distinction between previously given, ‘discourse-old’ information, and textually
and situationally non-derivable ‘discourse-new’ information (Halliday 1967:204). These are
respectively referred to as Theme and Rheme; the former is defined as follows: ‘the Theme is a
function in the clause as a message. It is what the message is concerned with: the point of
departure for what the speaker is going to say’ (Halliday 1985:36). Halliday assumes the Theme
to be the very first constituent to be uttered in a sentence, which generally coincides with the
subject. This is (usually) followed by, and complementary to, the Rheme, which provides new
information regarding the previously introduced Theme. Hence, a Rheme is likely to become the
Theme of a following utterance, although entirely rhematic, discourse-new utterances do occur
in out-of-the-blue and presentational/existential contexts.

In his overview of pragmatic-related phenomena in standard Italian, Salvi (2001[1988]:50-
63)’ shows how the ‘Theme-Rheme’ relation may describe the progression of new information
starting from the basic ‘subject-predicate’ grammatical relation, where the latter modifies the
former. This is shown in (1)-(2), where the relative size of the [GIVEN] vs. [NEW] information
(2a)-(2d) increases/decreases depending on the presupposed context (if any) within the discourse

(1a)-(1d) in Italian:

(1) (‘out of the blue’)

ISR

(Piero did something special...)

e

(Piero bought a present...)

o

(Piero gave a necklace to someone...)

(2) [susiect Piero][prepicate ha regalato una collana a Maria | (Salvi 2001:53)

Piero has given anecklace  to Mary

ISE

GIVEN ] [NEW

e

GIVEN ] [NEW

— o

o

GIVEN ] [NEW

Within the discourse, utterances may or may not be linked to a previously mentioned,

presupposed Theme. Lambrecht (1994:52) defines the concept of ‘pragmatic presupposition’ as

? See also Antinucci&Cinque (1977); Lepschy&Lepschy (1988[1977]):152-155; Beninca (1986,2001[1988]).
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‘the set of propositions lexico-grammatically evoked in a sentence which the speaker assumes
the hearer already knows or is ready to take for granted at the time the sentence is uttered’.
Whenever the presupposition is not overtly conveyed by explicit linguistic means (yet forms part
of the CG), we are faced with cases of ‘rhematic’ sentences, (2a) in which the informational
content is brand-new. Hence, the concept of ‘rthematic sentences’ will be employed in relation to
the word order(s) licensed in pragmatically unmarked contexts. In contrast, (2b) shows the
prototypical distinction between Theme and Rheme, opposing grammatical subject and predicate
of the utterance respectively. The subject of (2b) is already ‘familiar’ to the speaker inasmuch as
it forms part of the presupposed CG (1b) (hence, may remain silent), whereas the predicate
provides a comment on the preceding Theme/subject. In the same fashion, discourse-old
information can gradually include the other sentential constituents, i.e. the verb (2c¢) and the

oblique arguments (2d), thus reducing the size of the rhematic content.

1.1.2. ‘Aboutness’

Informational categories can be further segmented according to the ‘aboutness’ of the
information. This can be characterised as the pragmatic relation between the individuation of the
referent, i.e. the ‘subject’ of the predication, and the pragmatic assertion predicated on the
relative referent, which do not necessarily correspond to the grammatical subject and predicate.
This distinction is made by Lambrecht (1994), among others, through the concepts of Topic (of
the utterance; Lambrecht 1994:117-127) and Focus (informative comment on the Topic; cf.
Lambrecht 1994:206-218). Hence, we are no longer simply focusing on the mere opposition
between old and new information, although the concepts of Theme and Rheme on one the hand,
and Topic and Focus on the other, may overlap.

The concept of Topic expresses a ‘pragmatically construed sentence relation’ (Lambrecht
1994:127; cf. also Reinhart 1982) whereby a referent is related to a proposition about the referent
itself; it is the ‘matter of standing current interest or concern’ of the utterance beyond the
grammatical relations it entertains with other constituents. In contrast, Focus distinguishes a
novel semantic relation that a constituent creates (or not) with the presupposition, which makes
this complementary to the pragmatic notion of Topic.

These functions are expressed differently cross-linguistically: they may be coded on
morphemes and lexical items as pragmatico-semantic features, which are made interpretable at a
syntactic and/or at a phonological level through prosody. E.Kiss (1995:6) assumes that the
encoding of these two functions (either simultaneously or independently) is characteristic of

‘discourse-configurational’ languages, and usually involves certain syntactic operations:
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1)  ‘The (discourse-)semantic function ‘topic’, serving to foreground a specific individual that
something will be predicated about [...] is expressed through a particular structural relation

([...] associated with a particular structural position).’

i1)  ‘The (discourse-)semantic function ‘focus’, expressing identification, is realised through a

particular structural relation (that is, by movement into a particular structural position).’

In Romance, Topic and Focus can be marked by means of morphological variation (e.g.
null/clitic vs. tonic pronouns), word order and prosody, or a combination of these. Beninca
(2001[1988]:129) distinguishes between pragmatic and syntactic markedness in Italian. Syntactic
markedness mainly implies displacement of constituents to dedicated discourse-related positions,
peripheral or internal to the core of the sentence; pragmatic markedness is characterised by a
distinctive intonation/prosody of the utterance. Both strategies are used to convey a specific
pragmatic interpretation of the information in question.

We will observe in §2.4 that Barese adopts both strategies, independently or in combination,
to encode discourse-related concepts such as Focus and Topic: the position of a constituent in the
sentence, along with the prosodic intonation it is given, will determine its interpretation as a
discourse-marked category. For the time being, these two concepts will be used as descriptive

terms, but will be analysed as features proper in §2.3.

1.2. Types of Focus

We must distinguish between two types of Foci, namely Informational and Contrastive Focus'®.
These underline different types of rhematic information which must be encoded in specific
positions within the sentence to be interpreted ‘felicitously’, i.e. in the right pragmatic context of

occurrence.

1.2.1. Informational Focus

Informational Focus (IFoc) roughly coincides with the concept of Rheme inasmuch as it consists
in the new informational content which is predicated of a previously given Topic/Theme. It can
be identified as the answer to a (usually implicit) WH-part of a constituent question (Krifka
2007:21), linking it to the presupposed CG of the discourse. Thus, the information that is not

included in the presupposition is focused. In fact, IFoc can be classified on the basis of the scope

' Informationally focused constituents are signalled in bold, contrastively focused constituents in small capitals,

and topicalised constituents are underlined.
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it licenses, which can be either narrow or broad. The two differ in size/number of sentential
constituents involved in the expression of the novel, focalised information: narrow focus only
scopes over a single constituent, whilst broad focus licenses focal scope over the entire sentence
(also known as ‘sentential’ focus). Consider the interpretative variation of a simple declarative
‘allo-sentence’ (in Lambrecht’s (1994) terms), i.e. an utterance that can potentially have a wide

range of interpretations depending on the question that elicits it:

(3) a. jadoénde fue José? b. José fue [rocus a casa] (Spanish: Zagona 2002:209)
‘Where did José go?’ ‘José went [ home]’

(4) a. ;qué hizo José? b. José [rocus fue a casa]
‘What did José do?’ ‘José [ went home]’

(5) a. jqué pas6? b. [rocus José fue a casa]
‘What happened?’ ‘[José went home]’

While the truth-conditions of the answers in (3b)-(4b)-(5b), on a par with (2), do not change,
different chunks of information can be focused and receive saliency in the discourse, whereas
anything that falls out of the scope of [Foc can be omitted. On the basis of the scope exerted on

constituents within the same utterance, [Foc can be further subdivided into three types on the

basis of the (Lambrecht 1994:222-223):

- argument-focus structure, which designates the identification of a specific referent
within the utterance, i.e. narrow focus on a single constituent (3);

- predicate-focus structure, which instead provides a comment on the topic by (narrow-
)focusing on the entire action/event, hence on the verb and its complement(s) (4);

- sentence-focus structure, in which all the constituents bear the same pragmatic

prominence inasmuch as they are all rhematic, i.e. broad focus (5).

The last focus structure is usually found whenever a new discourse-referent is presented or an
event is reported, i.e. the informational material responds to the wh-question ‘what happened?’
(Krifka 2007:23).

It is well known that, in languages that generally favour the syntactic strategy (e.g.
Romance) rather than (mainly) the prosodic one (e.g. Germanic languages, cf. Jackendoff

1972:ch.6) to encode IS, the focused, ‘heavier’ informational material tends to occur in sentence-
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final position. In terms of prosody, stress placement for such material can be systematically
predicted by the Nuclear Stress Rule (NSR; Cinque 1993; Zubizarreta 1998:56) on the basis of
structural conditions: the lowest element in the c-command structure will acquire prosodic
prominence and hence bear NS. Zubizarreta suggests that ‘in Romance, NS is always assigned to
the last (metrically visible) constituent. In other words, in these languages only constituent
structure is relevant in computing the position of NS’ (Zubizarreta 1998:78). For instance,
Spanish and Italian ‘employ sentence-level scrambling operations that ensure that sentence-
internal focused constituents end up at the rightmost edge of a phrase (i.e. in the lowest position
in the c-command ordering)’ (Zubizarreta 1998:91). In contrast, the NRS fails to apply to
contrastively focused constituents, for which a different stress-placement rule applies (cf.
Zubizarreta 1998:77).

However, IFoc does not necessarily have to occur in sentence-final position in Romance;
many modern Italian dialects and Romanian readily license informationally-focused constituents
in sentence-initial position (§2.3). This specific pragmatico-semantic behaviour might be
considered ‘conservative’, inasmuch as it parallels that of early Romance varieties in which the
preverbal position was dedicated for discourse-salient information, including IFoc (cf. Beninca
2004; Beninca&Poletto 2004; Ledgeway 2009; Cruschina 2011; Poletto 2014; i.a.). This
contrasts with the general tendency of standard Romance, in which the focus-fronted constituent

can only be marked contrastively.

1.2.2. Contrastive Focus
Contrastive Focus (CFoc) is equally informative in nature, however unlike the IFoc. Rooth
(1992,1996:279) argues that, semantically, CFoc-constituents introduce alternatives into the
discourse, i.e. additional non-presupposed information to the speakers’ background. In other
words, CFoc describes informational content that diverges from what is expected to be following
from the presupposition, referring instead to another set of possible alternatives, i.e. eligible
constituents.

Cruschina (2011:14-16) describes the pragmatic functions of contrastive focus on the basis

of the categorisation of contrastive foci formulated by Dik (1989):

- Corrective focus: rectifying the imprecise presupposed/previously asserted information;

- Expanding/restrictive foci: either increasing or decreasing the set of contrasted
informational possibilities (the former uses ‘focalising adverbs’ such as ‘also’ and ‘even’,
whereas the latter selects ‘only’ and ‘not even/neither’);

- Selective focus: the CFoc-element is picked from a list given by one of the interlocutors.
21



Crucially, Cruschina (2011:16) notes that the sole focus categories relevant for the syntactic
computation are the two main supersets of foci: IFoc and CFoc. Their subtypes find no concrete
representation or particular reflex in the syntax of Romance. Furthermore, as indicated by
Sheehan (2006:103), a crucial characteristic of CFoc-items is the fact that they do not find a
counterpart in any WH-element in question/answer environments, unlike the [Foc-constituents.
In contrast, CFoc felicitously occurs in such environments where corrections or rectifications on
the initial assertion need to be made, in which case the CFoc-item of the following assertion will
modify the previous one.

As previously mentioned, CFoc responds to different syntactic and prosodic constraints than
the IFoc in most Romance varieties. We observe that contrastively focused information is
generally fronted and bears a particular emphatic intonational contour as a consequence of a

syntax-PF interface operation (cf. Samek-Lodovici 2010), for instance, in Italian (6) and Spanish

(7):

(6) QUESTO Gianni ti dira (non quello che pensavi)
this Gianni to-you say.FUT.3SG not that which thought.2SG
‘It is this that Gianni will tell you (not what you thought)’ (Italian: Rizzi 1997:299)

(7) las ESPINACAS  detesta Pedro(y no las papas)
the spinach hates  Pedro and not the potatoes

‘Pedro hates the spinach (not the potatoes)’ (Spanish: Zubizarreta 1998:103)

However, CFoc-constituents can also be marked only prosodically without (apparent) syntactic

movement, as shown in (8) for subjects and in (9) for objects in Italian and Spanish respectively:

(8) GIANNI ha mangiato unamela (non Pietro) (Italian: Zubizarreta 1998:20)
Gianni has eaten anapple not Pietro

‘Gianni ate an apple (not Pietro)

(9) Fotografiaron su mejor MONUMENTO en cada ciudad (y no  a sus habitantes)
photographed.3PL  its best monument  in each city and not to its inhabitants)
“They took pictures of the best monument in each city (and not of its inhabitants)’

(Spanish: Zubizarreta 1998:144)
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Both IFoc and CFoc constituents, as well as Topics, can be considered to have been displaced
from their base/first-merge positions to pragmatic-related positions in the higher (i.e. CP: Rizzi,
1997; i.a.) or lower (i.e. FocusP, above the v-VP: Belletti 2004) peripheries of the sentence. The
same behaviour is attested in §2.3.2 for Barese; however, this appears ‘more permissive’ than in

standard Romance.

2. Barese (and Romance) marked and unmarked word orders

We begin our survey of Barese word orders by considering the material contained within the
sentential ‘core’ of simple, unmarked Barese root clauses, S, V, (O), which we then contrast in
§2.3 with pragmatically marked movements to discourse-related positions.

With the major exceptions of Romanian and Spanish'', Hulk&Pollock (2001:3) highlight
that ‘[t]here is a consensus among both traditional and generative grammarians that the canonical
surface word order of the Romance languages is subject-verb-object’. This follows from the
hierarchical mapping of prototypical semantic roles of the arguments selected by transitive verbs,
i.e. (agentive/causer) subject and direct object, onto the clausal spine. Unsurprisingly, Barese
transitive sentences conform to the general trend found in standard Romance, namely presenting
SVO as the only possible unmarked word order. As for ‘intransitives’, the situation in Barese
appears slightly more complex and, therefore, will form the focus of our attention in §2.4-§3.

We will generally assume Barese (unmarked) root clauses to be derived via syntactic
operations as standardly assumed in Chomsky (1981,1982;1995,2000,2001), together with some
necessary cartographic adjustments along the way. Hence, a simple transitive Barese sentence
(10) is compositionally derived through the basic operations of binary Merge (i.e. hierarchically-

ordered set formation) and Agree (i.e. feature-matching) in the narrow syntax.

"' Motapanyane (1989) suggests that VSO in Romanian can be freely licensed in pragmatically unmarked contexts,
but is less frequently adopted than the SVO (cf. Pana Dindelegan 2013:125). Motapanyane (1989:83-86,1994,1995)
argues that SpecIP is always projected yielding unmarked SVO contra the idea that all preverbal subjects are in a
left-peripheral A’-position (Dobrovie-Sorin 1994; Cornilescu 2000; cf.§2.1).

Ordoiiez (1997) supports the felicity of Spanish VSO in unmarked contexts, but only when occurring as XP-V-S-
O or C-V-S-O: VSO [...] seems to require an initial XP before the verb’ or ‘might also be preceded by the
conjunction que’ (Ordoéfiez 1997:58), as part of the presupposition, otherwise the bare VSO is ungrammatical.
Corr’s (2012) analysis also reveals the preference for the unmarked SVO in Ibero-Romance.

Anagnostopoulou (2003) and Belletti (2004) link the availability of Romanian, Spanish and Greek VSO orders to
the presence of the prepositional accusative. However, this correlation does not hold for southern Italian dialects,
among which Barese (Andriani 2015) and Neapolitan (Ledgeway 2000:ch.2), as these consistently license
prepositional accusative with animate and specific referents, though VSO in sentence-focus contexts is never
felicitous.
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(10) Ciccillo vénno  u ppana
Frankie sells  the bread

‘Frankie sells bread’

A transitive verbal head V selects its complement/internal argument to form the VP ‘to sell
bread’, while its subject is first-merged VP-externally, in the specifier of vP where

agentive(/causer) subjects are introduced by the v head (11):

(11) [vp Ciccills; [,» v [ve [v> [v vénnaj][pp up ppanen]]]]]

Subsequently, Agree takes place for the evaluation/matching of features on the relevant
functional heads. These functional heads act as ‘probes’ attracting/moving the matching features
of the ‘goal’ element to make them interpretable to the semantic linguistic module, Logical Form
(LF), and externalised at the phonological interface, the Phonetic Form (PF). The functional head
responsible for verb-related feature evaluation is T, to which V moves in Romance (cf. Pollock
1989; Schifano 2015). Likewise, T projects its specifier to host the subject; this is attracted from
the VP by virtue of its (unvalued) nominal feature D probed by T (cf. Chomsky 1995), resulting
in agreement and (Nominative-)Case assignment. The outcome of such operations is given in the

(simplified) representation in (12) for Barese:

(12) [rp Ciccills; [t venng;] [,p Creeille; [v ¥erns;][pp up ppanen]]]

The status of the preverbal subject position above has been under debate since Chomsky’s
(1981:27,1982:10) ‘Extended Projection Principle’ (EPP), postulating the universal presence of
an (c)overt nominal element in subject position, SpecI(/T)P (susceptible to language-specific
parametrisation). Rizzi (1997) considers the preverbal subject position as a ‘halting’ point for
clause-internal A-movements, inasmuch as the ‘Criterial configuration’ Spec-Head obtains, and
the subject is ‘frozen in place’ (see also Rizzi 2004,2006,2015). In null-subject languages, this
position may be filled by an empty pronominal pro (Rizzi 1982,1986), a silent subject pronoun
with both referential and [3] arbitrary interpretations which can satisfy the EPP-requirement of

finite clauses (cf. §2.2)."

2 Empty categories such as pro could not ‘survive’ in Chomsky’s (1995) work, and already Borer (1986) had
argued against a universal EPP-position/feature. Later on, Barbosa (1995), McCloskey (1996), Ordodiiez (1997),
Boskovi¢ (1997), Alexiadou&Anagnostopoulou (1998), i.a., claim that the EPP can be satisfied via V-movement
only, by a pronominal D-feature on T, so that SpecTP need not be projected whenever empty. In contrast, Chomsky
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2.1. Subject positions

Contrary to the assumption that preverbal subjects in pro-drop languages can only be instances
of A’-movements (cf. fn.12), we follow the proposals by Cardinaletti (2004), Holmberg (2005),
Sheehan (2006,2010) and Roberts (2010), i.a. Along the lines of the classic EPP account
(Chomsky 1981,1982; Rizzi 1982,1986:518-519), these scholars argue for the presence of a
‘parametrised’, language-specific EPP, i.e. a ‘movement-diacritic’ feature, on T. Hence, not all
overt preverbal subjects should be treated as dislocated, A’-moved constituents. As for pro, the
‘deletion hypothesis’ (cf. Perlmutter 1971) treats it as a defective, weak pronoun (cf.
Cardinaletti&Starke 1999) in SpecTP which undergoes deletion at PF (Roberts 2010:§2.4, cf.
also Holmberg 2005:538).

The main reason to maintain these assumptions is that we find at least one (discourse-
related) preverbal element in the sentential core of Barese unmarked sentences (cf. §3).
Moreover, we will observe that certain classes of predicates allow other elements than subjects
to (c)overtly satisfy the EPP. However, this does not exclude the possibility that Barese subjects
may be able to occur in a dislocated, A’-position (cf. §2.3).

In particular, we follow Cardinaletti’s (2004) cartographic approach to subject positions
within the inflectional field. Cardinaletti (2004:121) claims that the sole SpecTP is not sufficient
to account for cross-linguistic variation, and suggests a split into two different projections: SubjP,
hosting the ‘subject of the predication’, i.e. semantic ‘strong’ subjects" such as lexical or
pronominal DPs, and AgrSP, hosting weak/non-referential subjects, among which pro (on the
opposition between strong and weak pronouns see Cardinaletti&Starke 1999). While the AgrSP
is occupied by weak subjects for (Case and ¢-)features, strong subjects will continue the
derivation upwards to the specifier of SubjP in order to check the ‘Subject-of-the-predication
feature’ (Cardinaletti 2004:122). ‘Sandwiched’ between the lower and the higher subject
projections, she indicates the presence of a dedicated EPPP projection for EPP-feature checking;
however, she suggests that EPPP and SubjP respond to independent requirements, hence the one

does not entail the presence'* of the other (Cardinaletti 2004:151).

(2000:109) maintains the EPP as the optional projection of the specifier of any of the ‘core’ functional heads, among
which T(P).
13 SubjP may also be filled by dative experiencer subjects e.g. those of the unaccusative psych verb piacere ‘like’:
1) [swjp A Ffranghing; [sgesp  PFOexpletive (nE0) pidsco;[assa’ [,.yp tjt; la vito do cambagna]]]

‘Frankie likes a lot of the country life’

' Or rather, the need for each feature to be checked in the same instance.
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A simplified representation of dedicated subject positions within the clause is given below

in (13), adapted from Cardinaletti (2004:154):

(13) SpecSubjP  SpeceprpPP SpecAgrSP...Spec(v-)VP/V-Comp

Cardinaletti’s unified account also suggests that there is no reason to think that overt preverbal
subjects (unlike overt subject pronouns) are instantiations of topicalisations. Rizzi (2015:§2),
building on Cardinaletti (2004), Rizzi&Shlonsky (2007) and Shlonsky (2013), agrees with the
presence of an independently motivated head, higher than T(/Phi) and lower than C, which
‘attracts’ preverbal subjects, i.e. Cardinaletti’s Subj®. More specifically, this head attracts to
preverbal position the nominal D-feature of DP subjects, which Shlonsky (2013) and Rizzi
(2015) later identify with a ([3])Person head (cf. also Richards 2008). This follows naturally
from the fact that most Romance varieties are null-subject languages, hence overt [1-2] subject
pronouns (as well as [3] pronouns) can only be emphatic, i.e. left-peripheral. In contrast, only
referential and pronominal DPs are able to move overtly to the specifier of SubjP/PersonP and
satisfy the EPP-feature on either Cardinaletti’s EPP°, or directly on T° (as in Chomsky 2000).
Hence, we may collapse the two SpecEPPP and SpecAgrS into a single position, i.e. SpecTP, and
maintain the higher ‘semantic’ subject position SpecSubj(/Person)P dedicated to overt strong

subjects (of the predication), as shown in (14):

(14) SpecSubjP  SpecTP...Spec(v-)VP/V-Comp

The functions of the relevant projections do not change from Cardinaletti’s (2004) ones,
inasmuch as SpecTP hosts weak pronouns, among which pro, whereas SubjP is reserved for

(inherently [3]) referential subjects within the core of the sentences.

2.1.1. Barese as a ‘consistent’ null-subject language
Over 60% of the world’s languages allows the omission of subject pronouns (Dryer
2013:mapl101A). On a par with most Romance varieties and, more specifically, central and

southern Italian dialects,"” Barese displays the properties of ‘consistent’'® null-subject languages.

" Jtalian: Beninca (2001[1988]); Spanish: Zagona (2002:37); Catalan: Valladuvi (1993:99); Galician: (Gupton
2014); European Portuguese: Costa (2004:11); Brazilian Portuguese: Kato (2000); Romanian: Motapanyane
(1989:75); Cornilescu (2000); Pand Dindelegan (2013); among many others. Neapolitan: Ledgeway (2009:281);
Abruzzese: D’ Alessandro&Alexiadou (2006); Sicilian: Cruschina (2011); Sardinian: Jones (1993:14).

'® Holmberg 2005, Roberts&Holmberg 2010:§1.2.1; cf. also Perlmutter 1971:115; Chomsky 1982; Rizzi 1982:143.
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This means that definite subject pronouns in Barese are covert in non-emphatic contexts'’, and
their realisation always implies some sort of pragmatic saliency (cf. Jespersen 1924:213). This
was traditionally connected to the rich agreement morphology on finite verbs, from which the
null subject can be retrieved (known as Taraldsen’s (1978) Generalisation, see also Chomsky
1981:241; Roberts 1997:151). For instance, consider the present-indicative conjugation of the
Barese unergative(/transitive) acchiamanda (u mara), ‘look at (the sea)’, in which morphological
agreement with the null pronominal subject is distinctive for all grammatical persons (and

operative across all paradigms):

(15) (i) acchiaméndo-cho  (u maro)
I look -1SG  the sea
(tu) acchiaminda

(jiddoa/jédds) acchiamenda

(nnu) acchiamond-ama
(vvu) acchiamond-ata
(16ro) acchiameénd-ana

While there is never syncretism in the [plural], the [2SG] metaphonetic agreement appears on all
verbs but a few (with thematic -A/1/U- in Latin, e.g. canda ‘you/(s)he sings’; cf. Valente 1975:34).
Less systematically, the generalised -cha/-gha'® for [1SG] can be omitted, especially with

auxiliaries. Three more syntactic properties characterise Barese as a null-subject language:

i.  the availability of ‘free inversion’, i.e. VS, with intransitive predicates (but never VSO with

transitives, as in Romanian and Spanish; cf. fn.11), discussed in §2.4;

ii. [3] null subjects can only be interpreted as definite/referential, whereas arbitrary/impersonal

[3] subjects need an overt marker, i.e. za ‘self” (16):

(16) non (z3) pota tora nnanzo adacchosi
not self can.3SG pull in-front so

‘(one/s)he cannot get by like this’

"7 Barese shows no expletive subjects of the English/French/Northern Italian dialect-type, e.g. @ chiéva “(it) rains’.
' See Nitti di Vito (1896:27-28); Rohlfs (1968:559); Valente (1975:33); even though -cha/-gha is not always
obligatory in Barese, it is still more frequently used than in other upper southern Italian dialects (cf. Ledgeway

2016a:§16.3.2.1).
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iii. the absence of complementiser-trace effects (cf. Perlmutter 1971; Chomsky&Lasnik 1977;
Rizzi 1982), such that complementisers fail to block the movement/extraction of an

embedded subject (17):

(17) ey je ca si dditte ¢’ i avev’ a sci dda?
who is that are.2sG said that (who) had.3SG to go there

‘who did you say was supposed to go there?’

The English counterpart of (17) would not be possible if there were an overt complementiser that
introducing the embedded clause, e.g. ‘who; did you say (*that)  ; was supposed to go there?’,
whereas in Barese the embedded missing wh-subject is still retrievable despite the intervening
cleft-construction of the wh-element and the following subordinate clause with a [2SG] subject.
These considerations highlight how Barese pronominal subjects, if overt, are considered to be
pragmatically salient. For this reason, we will only be focusing on Barese DP subjects, as only

these represent genuine arguments internal to the core under sentential focus.

2.2. Unmarked transitive word order

On a par with modern (Italo-)Romance varieties, Barese exhibits SVO as the only unmarked
word order in declarative main clauses with transitives. This word order mirrors the mapping of
the information packaging onto syntactic constituents whose thematic roles are hierarchically
ordered, in the sense of Grimshaw (1990). The out-of-the-blue question ‘what happened?’
(Krifka 2007:23; cf. also Rizzi 1997), uttered ex abrupto for event-reporting, can be used to elicit
sentential focus. The sole felicitous answer to Barese ¢ 'ha stata/ssacciassa? ‘what happened?’

out of the six possible word-order combinations in (18) is, unsurprisingly, SVO (18a):

(18) [c’ha stato/ssocciossa?]
a. Ciccillo  ha vvonnuto u sattano SVO
Frankie has sold the house

‘Frankie has sold his street-level house’

b.  #Ciccillo u sottano ha vvonnuto SOV
c.  #ha vvonnuts Ciccillo u sattans VSO
d.  #ha vvonnuto u sottans Ciccillo VOS
e.  #u sottano Ciccillo ha vvonnuto oSV
f. #u sottano ha vvonnuto Ciccillo OVS
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Like the majority of Romance languages, Barese unmarked transitive root clauses do not admit
parallel unmarked word orders to SVO (where O can be ‘differentially marked’ by a if
[+animate] and [+specific]; cf. Andriani 2015). However, in §2.3.2 we will observe that the five

remaining options are all available and felicitous in the appropriate pragmatic contexts.

2.2.1. ‘Pronominal’ predicates

The category of pronominal predicates cuts across the Romance transitive/unergative vs
unaccusative split (cf. ch.4), as both the syntax and semantics of the predicate undergoing
reflexivisation do not change. We thus distinguish at least four subtypes of pronominal
predicates on the basis of the semantico-syntactic relation they select with the arguments.
Therefore, the different types of pronominal predicates will be discussed under the relevant verb
categories. ‘Inherent reflexives’ where the clitic only refers to the patient/Undergoer subjects,
may be considered unaccusative-like predicates inasmuch as they lack a non-reflexive
counterpart (cf. §2.4.3). Likewise, ‘indirect unergative reflexives’ pattern with unergatives in
having agentive subjects and dative-case complements (cf. §2.4.2). In the present section we
consider the unmarked word order of those transitive pronominal predicates such as
‘direct/reciprocal reflexives’ (19)-(20), whose arguments are, at the same time, agents and
patients of the action/event, ‘indirect transitive reflexive’ (21), whose pronominal clitic is an
indirect object with the role of benefactor/recipient, which is co-referential with the subject and

marks inalienable possession over the internal argument:

(19) [c’ha stato/socciossa?]
a. lapocconénna s’  hattagghiato (¢’ u chortidde)
the little-girl self has cut with the knife
‘the little girl has cut herself (with the knife)’

b. #s’ hattagghiato la pacconénno

self has cut the little-girl

(20) a.  Mongucco e Ppasqualo s  onno salutate
Domenico and Pasquale self have.3pL greeted

‘Domenico and Pasquale have greeted each other’

b. #s’ oOnno salutate Moangucca e Ppasqualo

self have.3pL greeted Domenico and Pasquale
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(21) a. lapocconénno s’ ha llavato lo capiddo
the little-girl self has washed the hair

“The girl has washed her hair’

b. #s’ha llavats lo capidds la pacconénno

self has washed the hair  the little-girl

In terms of information structure, these pronominal predicates only allow preverbal subjects in
sentence-focus utterances, ruling out any other combinations (which more readily yield narrow
focus on the fronted constituent; cf. §2.3).

Unsurprisingly, SVO is also the unmarked word order of certain Barese transitive predicates,
e.g. ‘eat(/up)’ (22), ‘drink(/up)’ (23), which appear more commonly in their pronominal variant.
In this construction, only when the DO is overtly express will the clitic be licensed to refer to the

transitive subject:

(22) citta citto, Franghino ’(s’)ha bbovito/*(s’)ha cchiocato *(dd bbottigghio do miora)
quiet~quiet Frankie  self has drunk self has bent two  bottles of wine

‘Frankie has drunk up/downed two bottles of wine without anyone noticing it’

(23) attano-mo '(s’) ha mmangiato/*(s’) ha  ffracate *(u pulpo sano sano)
father=my self has eaten self has stolen the octopus entire~entire

‘my father has eaten up/devoured the whole octopus’

This type of (pseudo-)reflexive, which do not actually introduce any extra argument to the
predicate, is also common to many Southern Italian dialects, e.g. Neapolitan (24), as well as

Spanish (25):

(24) s> hanchiavato ncuorpo  cchiu de duje litre de vino (Ledgeway 2000:210)
self haslocked in-body  more of two litres of wine

‘He has knocked back more than two litres of wine’

(25) mipadre (se) comi6 *(el pulpo completo)
my father self ate the octopus complete

‘my father ate up the whole octopus’
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Rohlfs (1969:640) suggests that these clitics emphasise the active involvement of the subject in
the (punctual) action/event. Although these pronominal predicates are often grouped together
with ‘indirect transitive reflexives’, e.g. (21), LaFauci (1984:224ff.) and Loporcaro (1998:106-
107) treat these as antipassives (cf. Silverstein 1972; also Ledgeway 2016a:265), in which the

transitive subject is marked by an oblique reflexive, i.e. the antipassive marker.

2.3. Marked word orders

In this section, we consider how the same ‘core’ syntactic material, i.e. S, V, O, can be displaced
to the clausal peripheries in Barese to fulfil discourse-related functions dictated by IS. The
concepts of Theme/Topic, IFoc and CFoc introduced in §1 can now be linked to semantic
features which are structurally mapped onto devoted ‘peripheral’ syntactic positions/functional
projections. Discourse-related features are argued to be ‘predetermined’ whenever a lexical item
is inserted in the syntactic numeration (Aboh 2008), hence from the narrow syntax, in order to be
displaced to their dedicated (A’-)position to meet their IS-related Criteria, and interpreted
according to their pragmatic function at the interfaces. In this respect, we follow Rizzi (1997 et
seq.) and Belletti (1999,2001,2004), who adopt a cartographic approach to the so-called (left-
and right-) ‘peripheries’ of the clause (cf. a.0. Cinque 1990; Cecchetto 1999; Ledgeway 2000;
Beninca&Poletto 2004; Frascarelli&Hinterholzl 2007; Paoli 2007).

The left- and right-peripheries, identifiable as the edges of functional phase heads C and v
respectively, appear to be especially active in Romance (though not uniformly, e.g. French:
Harris 1988:235-236; Kayne&Pollock 2001; Bentley 2007:49; Ledgeway 2012:162). However,
we will observe that this general statement is true to the extent that the same peripheral positions
can express different functions in different Romance languages. Among (Italo-)Romance
varieties, Barese displays ‘permissive’ behaviour in the syntactic encoding of these functions in
the peripheries, which are crucially distinguished by a specific prosodic intonation (IFoc), pitch-
accent (CFoc), or intonational/comma break (Topic). The combination and interaction of these
factors allow Barese to exploit more syntactic options for the expression of pragmatically-salient

information than we generally find in standard Romance, e.g. Italian.

2.3.1 Left- and right-peripheries

The many word-order variations in Romance have been explained by Rizzi (1997) as reflexes of
discourse-driven movements from the syntactic core of the sentence (cf. §2) to dedicated
functional projections in the clausal left periphery, viz. CP, comparable to that of wh-items and
quantifiers. According to the ‘Split-CP Hypothesis’ (Rizzi 1997), the CP-layer can host a series

of functional projections into which pragmatically salient constituents can be dislocated from the
31



lexical domain, where they are first-merged. The first formulation of the Split-CP is in (26):

(26) [cp ForceP [TopP* [FocusP [TopP* [FinP [IP ]]]]1]

Sandwiched between ForceP, expressing illocutionary force, and FinP, responsible for the
finite/non-finite status of the clause due to its immediate adjacency to the IP, we find a series of
(iterable: *) Topic positions, but a unique (contrastive) Focus position. Hence, a given syntactic
constituent, specified as discourse-salient in the lexicon as [+Top] or [+Foc], is attracted by the
relative functional head in CP (which may be overtly realised in some languages, e.g. Gungbe:
Aboh 2004) to meet its Criterion in a Spec-Head configuration (cf. also Rizzi 2006:102).

As far as Topics are concerned (cf. also §3), further studies on their interaction with other
discourse-related functions have shown that different types of Topic occupy different CP-related
positions. The ‘Aboutness(-shift) Topic’ (Reinhart 1981), which indicates what the sentence is
about, is not recursive as initially thought, and can only occupy the left-most Top-position in the
CP (if more topics are present). In contrast, ‘Familiarity Topics’ (Pesetsky 1993) convey
discourse-given/old information, are recursive and optional, provided that they are resumed by
an anaphoric clitic pronoun whenever available (see also Frascarelli&Hinterholzl 2007; Biiring

2003 for contrastive topics). We can observe this distinction in Rizzi’s (1997:290) example:

About-Top Fam-Top Fam-Top IFoc

(27) illibroj, a Gianni;, domani, gliei-lo; daro senz’altro

the book toJohn  tomorrow to-him-it give.FUT.1SG without other

‘Tomorrow I will give the book to John for sure’

The three dislocated topics are distributed according to the specific topical function they fulfil:
the first topicalised constituent sets the Aboutness of the utterance, whereas the following ones
convey discourse-old information, whence their definition as ‘familiar topics’ with respect to the
discourse. These constituents are hosted in the specifier of functional projections, i.e. TopPs,
dedicated to these two types of Topic.

As far as Focus is concerned, the initial formulation of FocusP by Rizzi (1997) identifies a
single left-peripheral position which is only interpreted contrastively, and appears in
complementary distribution with wh-elements (hence, quantificational in nature). This is
essentially what we identified as CFocP. In contrast, we observed in §1.2.1 and (27) above that
[Foc-constituents in Romance occupy a ‘lower’, pragmatically-salient position within the

sentence according to the natural ‘progression of new information’. This sharp distinction
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between the higher position of CFocP and the lower position of IFocP is operative in standard

Italian, as shown in (28)-(29) (examples from Ledgeway&Roberts, forthcoming):

(28) chi harisposto al  telefono? harisposto  Carlo al telefono(, *non 10)
who has replied to-the telephone has replied  Carlo  to-the telephone not I

‘who answered the phone? Carlo answered the phone’

(29) (*chi harisposto al  telefono?) CARLO harisposto al  telefono, non io
who has replied to-the telephone Carlo  has replied  to-the telephone not 1

‘(who answered the phone?) It was Carlo who answered the phone, not me’

The pragmatically marked subject conveying (new) informational content surfaces post-verbally
and is prosodically marked according to the C-NSR (Zubizarreta 1998:56; cf. §1.2.1). In contrast,
the same subject surfacing preverbally is assigned a contrastive interpretation, if not under
sentential focus. Note that CFoc does not correspond to the IFoc-answer to a wh-element as part
of the presupposition, i.e. chi? Carlo ‘who? Carlo’; likewise, IFoc cannot be given as an
alternative, as shown in (28).

Hence, as observed for Topics, the subject in (29) specified for [+CFoc] vacates the v-VP to
target the SpecCFocP in the CP. Here it is interpreted as contrastive and occupies a criterial

position where the Spec-Head relation obtains, e.g. (30):"

(30) [CP [SpecCFocP CARLO;j [CFOC’ CFoc [TP Gaﬂei [T ha riSpOStOj] [VP G&r—lﬂi [V’ [VP [V’ [V Hspes{ej] B
...[pp al telefono]]111111]

As for the IFoc-subject in (28) sitting in a low position and forming the informational focus
of the utterance, Belletti (2004) argues for the presence of a lower periphery immediately above
vP, parallel to the left CP-periphery (cf. (26)), but only able to host I[Foc-constituents, as well as
clitic-right-dislocated Top-constituents. Hence, the subject in (28), specified for [+IFoc], will
target the specifier of IFocP of the low left-periphery, appearing in post-verbal position where it

can receive narrow-IFoc:

(31) [rp [t ha risposto;] [iroce Carlok [rocp> Foc [,p Catley [ [ve [v [v £5p5] [pp al telefono]]]]11]]

' We leave aside the issue of auxiliary and past participle placement, treated here as a verbal complex targeting T.
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However, such a division of labour between these two discourse-devoted fields for hosting
IFoc and CFoc is not as strict across modern Romance as initially assumed, especially when we
consider early Romance varieties. Early Romance displayed a particularly ‘active’ CP-field,
whose positions were systematically lexicalised by discourse-salient constituents (except for
thetic sentences VSO), assuming that V needed to move obligatorily to a C-head as a structural
requirement. While this is no longer the case in modern Romance, many varieties have retained
to different degrees the possibility of encoding specific pragmatico-semantic functions in the
different clausal peripheries.

Consider the following case of CFoc constituents in southern (32a) and northern (32b)

regional Italian varieties respectively (examples from Ledgeway&Roberts, forthcoming):

(32) a. UNA MARGHERITA Sandravoleva, non una quattro stagioni (sth. reg. It.)
a margherita ~ Sandra wanted not a quattro stagioni

b. Sandra voleva UNA MARGHERITA, non una quattro stagioni (nth. reg. It.)
Sandra wanted a margherita  not a quattro stagioni

‘Sandra had ordered A MARGHERITA PIZZA, not a quattro stagioni’

As in standard Italian, southern regional Italian fronts CFoc-constituents, whereas northern
regional Italian will apparently use the lower periphery, somehow invalidating the initial
assumptions discussed above. These regional varieties mainly mirror the behaviour of the local
dialects, whereby northern varieties tend to disallow any focalised elements in the CP, e.g.
Torinese (Paoli 2007), whereas southern varieties extensively favour fronting to this position.

A similar case of ‘unexpected’ lower CFoc comes from Spanish, which equally allows both
the ‘regular’ CFoc-fronting and the lower CFoc (e.g. (6)-(9) respectively in §1.2.). Hence, the
subject in (33) can felicitously occur post-verbally in the low periphery (above the in-situ object

los platos ‘the dishes’) and receive a contrastive reading:
(33) lavo NINA los platos (no Maria) (Zubizarreta 1998:108)

washed Nina the dishes (not Maria)

‘It was Nina who washed the dishes, (not Maria)’
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In contrast, French does not allow any CFoc/IFoc constituents to occur in the left

periphery,*® thus having to resort to cleft-constructions (34), on a par with English.

(34) (*LACLE/) ¢’ est laclé que j ai perdue (Ledgeway 2012:162)
the key it is  thekey that Ihave lost
‘It’s the key that I’ve lost (not something else)’

Likewise, the canonical sentence-final position for IFoc (the specifier of an IFocP) is not the
only position able to host IFoc-constituents. Some modern Romance varieties, including
Romanian (Zafiu 2013a:§13.4), Sardinian (Jones 1993:§7.1; Mensching&Remberger 2010),
Triestino (Paoli 2010) and southern Italian varieties (Ledgeway 2009:784-790; Cruschina
2011:22), tend to front new information to the CP-domain, rather than the vP-periphery. For
instance, Cruschina (2011:39) discusses the Sicilian [Foc-fronting (35)-(36), which is allowed in

parallel to the lower IFoc:

(35) (Who killed Turiddu?)
(@ Turiddu) Alfiu u ammazza (a  Turiddu) (O)SV(0)
AcC Turiddu  Alfiu  him killed.3SG Acc Turiddu
‘Turiddu, Alfiu killed him’

(36) (Who did Alfiu kill?)
(Alfiu) a Turiddu ammazza (Alfiu) (SYOV(S)
Alfiu  Acc Turiddu  killed.3sG Alfiu
‘Alfio, he killed Turiddu’

In this respect, these varieties might be considered ‘more conservative’ (Cruschina 2011:130; cf.
Beninca 2004:268-269) than other Romance varieties, inasmuch as they share similarities with
medieval Romance varieties (Beninca 2004; Beninca&Poletto 2004; Ledgeway 2011; Salvi
2011; Poletto 2014; i.a.).

Hence, the properties and positions of the two peripheries can be summarised by the

structures in (37) (in which only the specifiers of functional projections are represented):

%% The only exceptions are preverbal [3] pronouns lui/eux ‘he,him/they,them’. Kayne&Pollock (2001:116-118)
claim that French has a silent preverbal [3] subject clitic licensing such topicalised structures and subject-inversions
in non-root clauses.
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(37) a. [cp [About-TopP [(CFocP) [Fam-TopP* [(IFocP/wh-)...[TP]]]]]
b. [rp [C/IFocP [Fam-TopP  [v-VP]]]]

The left-periphery in (37a) shows the distribution of different Topics (a single Aboutness-TopP
and recursive Fam-TopPs) and the distinction between the two Focus positions, which occur in
complementary distribution and lexicalise two distinct positions. As for the lower vP-periphery
in (37b), it features ‘poorer’ content than the CP, inasmuch as it can only host Fam-Top/CLRD-

constituents, whereas CFoc and IFoc must compete for a single Focus position.

2.3.2. Barese marked transitive word order

Recall the set of 6 word-order combinations in (18), §2.2, in which the only felicitous transitive
unmarked order is SVO. In contrast, these 6 combinations are all available in Barese as marked
options, whereby displacement of constituents to the CP- and vP-peripheries must necessarily be
accompanied by specific prosodic patterns to felicitously convey the salient information. The
dislocated constituent can only be correctly interpreted if uttered with the appropriate stress
types (i.e. [Foc vs. CFoc) and intonational breaks (Topics) for each constituent. This provides
Barese with more word-order combinations than e.g. standard Italian. The entire set of possible
dislocations, i.e. I[Foc (a-d; in bold), CFoc (e-h; in small caps), and Topics (underlined), of the
unmarked sentence Colina ha’ccattata la pamadura ‘Nick has bought tomatoes’ are presented in

(38)-(43):

(38) SVO
IFoc:
a. Colina ha’ccattato 1o pomadura [who bought tomatoes?]
b. Colins I’ha’ccattata, 1o pomodurs [what did Colina do with those tomatoes?]
c. Colino ha’ccattato 1o pamadurs [what did Colino buy?]
d. Colino ha’ccattatas Io pomadura [what did Colins do?]
CFoc:
e. CoLIN® ha’ccattato 1o pomadurs (not Finello)
f.  Colino, I’'HA’CCATTAT®, 1o pomadurs (he hasn’t stolen them)
g. Colins ha’ccattato LS POMODURO (not oranges)
h. Colino HA’CCATTAT®S LS POMODURS (he didn’t do something else)
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(39)

&

s

5= @ oo

(40)

&

s

5= @ oo

(41)

&

s

5= @ oo

SOV

IFoc:

*Colina lo pomadurs (1’)ha’ccattato
Coling, 13 pamadurs ha’ccattato

Colina, o pamadura, I’ha’ccattatd

*Colino 1o pamadurs ha’ccattaty
CFoc:

*COLIN® lo pomadurs (1’)ha’ccattato
Coling, L5 POMODURS ha’ccattats

Coling, o pamadura, I’HA’CCATTATO

*Colino Lo POMODURD HA’CCATTATO

VSO
IFoc:

I’ha’ccattatd, Colino, lo pamoadura

I’ha’ccattato Colina, 1o pomodurs
*ha’ccattato Colino 19 pamadura
*ha’ccattatd, Colino, 19 pamadura

CFoc:

L’HA’CCATTAT®O, Coling, 1o pamadurs

I’ha’ccattato COLIN®, lo pomoadura

*ha’ccattata Colino Lo POMODURD

*HA’CCATTATS, Coling, Lo POMOBDURD

VOS
IFoc:

I’ha’ccattata, 1o pomoaduras, Colina

ha’ccattats Is pamadura, Colino

ha’ccattato Io pamodurs Colind

ha’ccattats Is pomadura, Colino
CFoc:

I’HA’CCATTAT®S, lo pamaduras, Colina

ha’ccattato Lo PoMODURS, Colind

*ha’ccattato 1o pomadurs COLINO

HA’CCATTAT®S Ld POMODURS, Colina

[what did Colino buy?]

[what did Colino do with those tomatoes?]

(not oranges)

(he hasn’t sold them)

[what did Colino do with those tomatoes?]

[who bought tomatoes?]

(he hasn’t sold them)
(not Mike)

[what did Colino do with those tomatoes?]
[what did Colino buy?]

[who bought tomatoes?]

[what did Colino do?]

(he hasn’t sold them)
(not oranges)
(not Mike)

(he didn’t do something else)
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(42)

(43)

Out of the 48 possible combinations (including VO, i.e. [Foc-/CFoc-/Top-VPs), the interaction
between constituent-displacement and prosodic contour provides 32 available pragmatically
marked structures, involving (contrastive/informational) focusing and topicalisation of single
arguments (S and O), predicates (V) or entire VPs (VO). We observed in §2.3.1 that a great deal
of southern Italian regional and dialectal varieties allow both informational and contrastive focus
to surface both in preverbal and postverbal position; likewise, Barese allows discourse-salient
constituents to be moved around rather freely in the peripheries, provided that they carry the

adequate (contrastive or informational) stress which contributes in determining the pragmatic

®

o

5= @ oo

&

o

o

5= @ oo

OSV
IFoc:

*19 pamadura, Coling ha’ccattato

lo pamadurs, Coling 1’ha’ccattato

Ia pamadura, Coling, I’ha’ccattatd

*19 pamadura, Coling, ha’ccattatd

CFoc:

*1.o POMODURDO Colina ha’ccattata

lo pamadurs, COLIN® 1’ha’ccattato

Io pamadura, Coling ’HA’CCATTATO

*Lo POMODURS, Coling, HA’CCATTATO

OVS
IFoc:

13 pamadura ha’ccattato Colino

*lo pamodurs, I’ha’ccattats Colino
lo pamaodura, I’ha’ccattato Colind
*13 pamadura ha’ccattatd, Colino

CFoc:

LO POMODURD ha’ccattata Colina

1o pomaduras, ’'HA’CCATTATO, Coling
1o pamodurs, I’ha’ccattato COLINS

*LO POMODURS HA’CCATTATS, Colina

import of the information.

[who bought tomatoes?]

[what did Colino do with those tomatoes?]

(not Mike)
(he hasn’t sold them)

[what did Colino buy?]

[who bought tomatoes?]

(not orages)

(he hasn’t sold them)
(not Mike)

From the set of marked utterances shown above we observe that:
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ii.

(44)

iii.

1v.

the linear adjacency of VO in SVO and VOS word orders, i.e. the lack of constituent
scrambling, favours a greater syntactic freedom, possibly due to the more direct local
syntactic relation (and cohesion) between the verb and its direct object. In fact, [Foc and
CFoc of entire VPs are only allowed when the V c-commands the O, while no adjacency

(VSO, OSV) only yields narrow-focus.

CFoc is available for every constituent (VO predicate-focused structures included)
surfacing in both left- and right-peripheries, provided it bears CFoc-intonation. Note that
VOS with a CFoc-subject (41g) is not allowed as it violates the strict CFoc>TopP order.
Further evidence of the occurrence of CFoc in both periphrases can be found in (44),
where it is either preceded by an About-Top (in the CP) or followed by a Fam-Top (in
the vP-periphery):

(la maghono), (JipDO) la  téno (JiDD®), (la maghons) (no ji)
the car he her holds he the car not I

‘As for the car, it’s him who’s got it, (not me)’

IFoc is allowed in sentence-initial position (or following a Topic), on a par with those
Romance varieties with a ‘more conservative’ word order. The IFoc-fronted
constituent(s) often occur(s) whenever the new information is unexpected or surprising,

i.e. ‘mirative’®', but this is by no means a necessary requirement in Barese.

Both IFoc- and CFoc-fronted objects (42a)-(42¢) require adjacency with the verb, hence
disallowing OSYV structures (cf. also Spanish: Zubizarreta 1998).

Lastly, Barese presents an additional possibility to mark CFoc, a cleft-focalisation similar to

that of e.g. English and French:

(45) (UcCerviDDO/) jé UCORVIDDO ca non do funzione atte (no llo vrazzo)

the brain is the brain that not to-you function toyou (notthe arms)

‘It is your brain that doesn’t work properly, (not your arms)!’

*I Typologically, ‘mirativity’ (cf. DeLancey 1997; Cruschina 2010,2011) is a grammatical category used to

express unexpected/surprising new information (which appears to be almost antithetic to the presupposed,

‘accessible’ subjects in §3).
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We observed that Barese marked constructions offer more possibilities in terms of discourse
relevant position, confirming its status as a discourse-configurational language.

We now move on to examining the word order of simple intransitive sentences. However, we
will mainly concentrate on broad-focus orders, rather than narrow-foci which function exactly as
discussed above for transitives. In contrast, we will observe how more out-of-the-blue orders are

possible in Barese under certain pragmatico-semantic conditions.

2.4. Intransitives: a brief overview

The traditional idea of intransitivity as the simple inability of a predicate to select a DO was
found inadequate and therefore revised in Perlmutter’s (1978,1989:81) ‘Unaccusative
Hypothesis’. He observed that intransitive predicates do not form a homogeneous category, and
present considerable differences in their underlying syntactic configurations. He identifies two
types of intransitive predicates, i.e. unergatives and unaccusatives, whose traditional underlying

representation is given in (46):

(46) a. unergative(/transitive) [Sa [ve V (O)] John sings (a gospel)

b. unaccusative [vp V So] John arrives

This cross-linguistic phenomenon was later called ‘Split Intransitivity’ (Van Valin 1990, Dowty
1991; Primus 1999; i.a.), and discussed, among others, by Burzio (1986), La Fauci (1988),
Sorace (2000), Bentley (2006) and Loporcaro (2004,2007,2016) for (Italo-)Romance (see ch.4
for details and references).

The crucial distinction between these two classes of predicates consists in the
thematic/semantic roles of their grammatical subjects ([agent [experiencer [goal
[theme/patient]]]]), which map directly onto the different hierarchically-structured syntactic
positions. On the one hand, unergatives, on a par with transitives, select agentive subjects (Sa)
which are merged as external arguments, whereas unaccusatives take an Undergoer Sp as their
internal argument, a position typically reserved for patients/themes/Undergoers, i.e.
DOs(/passive subjects). On this view, the considerable similarities between transitives and
unergatives become evident, as they both share the same type of agentive subject. Hale&Keyser
(2002) explain this parallelism between transitives and unergatives through the presence/absence
of an internal argument incorporated into a ‘light verb’ of the do-type. This process of
‘conflation’ (Hale&Keyser 2002:47), gives rise to unergatives, which are essentially transitives
(i.e. both with an agentive subject) without an overt internal argument. Likewise, Beninca

(2001:189), in the domain of standard Italian, defines these implicit/conflated arguments as
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‘internal objects’ whose root is identical to that of the verb, e.g. cantare (una canzone) ‘to sing (a
song)’, or whose meaning already constitutes part of the verb’s meaning, e.g. dormire (*un
sonno) ‘to sleep (a sleep)’.

Standard Italian clearly shows how the unaccusative/unergative divide operates on different
syntactic levels. The difference between unergative vs unaccusative subjects is immediately
evident from the relative subject position, i.e. pre- and postnominal respectively. Moreover,
unergatives and unaccusatives show a distinctive behaviour in the selection of perfective
auxiliaries (cf. ch.4 for a detailed overview on Romance). Unergatives (47), on a par with
transitives, select avere ‘have’, along with no overt subject-agreement on the past participle
(Belletti 2001:17; Loporcaro 1998; 2016; cf. ch.3, §2.2.1-§4.2.5 respectively for details); their
subjects cannot be replaced by the partitive clitic ne; and they allow the formation of deverbal

agentive nouns in -tore/-trice:

(47) questo mese Maria; (*ne) ha lavorat-o; tutte le domeniche:

this month Maria of-them has worked-M.SG  every the Sundays

¢ davvero un’ instancabile lavora-trice
is really a tireless work-er.F.SG

“This month, Maria has worked every Sunday: she’s really a hard worker’

On the other hand, the category of standard Italian unaccusatives (48) is characterised by the
opposite set of features to that displayed by unergatives. Unaccusatives, mainly verbs of
(physical and figurative) motion/change of state, license patient/Undergoer subjects which
behave as underlying objects. In most Romance varieties, these appear postverbally in sentence-
focus contexts due to their lower position in the thematic hierarchy. Unaccusatives require
perfective auxiliary essere, unlike transitive/unergatives; show @-feature agreement on the past
participle, as do transitive objects/passive subjects (Kayne 1988; Belletti 1988;
D’Alessandro&Roberts 2008:477), and resist passivisation. Moreover, unaccusatives cannot
form deverbal nouns, e.g. cadere>*cadi-tricer/-torey ‘fall>*fall-erpni’, but their subjects do
allow the partitive ne-cliticisation whenever the NP is pronominalised for discourse-related

reasons:

(48) (ne) sono  cadut-i; due (vasi);
of-them are.3pL fallen-M.PL  two pots

‘two (vases) fell down’
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However, the behaviour of a subset of unergatives (47) and unaccusatives (48) does share an
inherent pragmatico-semantic feature which is reflected in their unmarked word order. In
particular, this ‘hybrid’ set of predicates expresses location, motion or direction in their
semantics, and is claimed to license a different type of silent argument than pro with a
temporal/locative (LOC henceforth) reading, which favours VS as the unmarked word order (see

Beninca 2001[1988]).

2.4.1. The (null-)locative inversion

A fine-grained categorisation of properties blurring the unergative/unaccusative divide has been
discussed in Levin&Rappaport-Hovav’s (1995:215; L&R-H henceforth) chapter ‘The problem
of locative inversion’. They identify a sub-category of unaccusatives and unergatives whose
inherent locative/directional component in their semantics allows subject-verb inversion. Here
we are mainly concerned with verbs of ‘inherently directed motion’, in particular unaccusative
arrive, come and go, enter and exit™, or the change-of-state die, as well as ‘change-of-possession’
unergatives, such as call, knock and buzz. These verbs are claimed to ‘lexicalise a particular
deictic orientation for the motion’ (L&R-H 1995:241), which can be a (concrete or abstract)
source, goal, or static location. Relevant to our purposes, L&R-H (1995:261) discuss Bresnan’s
(1993) work on the matter of pre- and postverbal (c)overt PPs (although they modify her
hypothesis). Building on Perlmutter’s (1971) considerations of PPs and that-trace effects,
Bresnan (1993) claims that overt preverbal PPs in locative-inversion constructions (PP-V-S)
function as the grammatical subject of sentences presenting inversion, and are first-merged in
subject position, whereas postverbal subjects behave as a proper object.”

In (Italo-)Romance, Beninca (1988:123-125[2001:138-139]) was the first scholar to note
that the canonical VS order of many standard Italian unaccusatives and unergatives (also known
as ‘free inversion’) implied a locative/temporal reading which ‘anchors’ the action/event to the
deictic centre of the utterance/discourse, i.e. the speaker. Although pragmatically unmarked in

sentence-focus contexts, Beninca claims that the VS order is syntactically marked as it implies

** Note that these unaccusatives have a transitive/causative variant in Barese (see also Andriani 2011:ch.4), on a
par with other southern Italian dialects and many Spanish varieties (cf. English ‘walk the dog”), but unlike Italian:
i.  so ttrasuto/ assuto/ asconnuto/  ccrosciuto o pomadurs
amentered gone-out gone-down  grown the  tomatoes

‘I’ve brought in(side)/brought out(side)/brought downstairs/grown the tomatoes’

 See also Stowell (1981), who first proposes that these overt preverbal PPs are better characterised as Topics; his
position is adopted and refined by Rizzi&Shlonsky (2006) who analyse these PPs as occupying the lowest
projection in the CP domain, FinP; cf. also Corr (2016) for Ibero-Romance.
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the ‘presence’ of an additional silent temporal/locative deictic argument (LOC) selected by the

predicate in question:

(49) (Loc)e arrivato il postino (Beninca 2001:138-139)
is arrived the mailman

b

‘the mailman has arrived (here/now)

(50) (roc)ha suonato il postino
has rung  the mailman

‘the mailman has rung (here/now)’

Pinto (1997) and Tortora (1997,1998,2001) followed Beninca’s intuition and further
investigated the properties of Italo-Romance subject inversion in null-LOC constructions. Pinto
(1997) argues that the unergative SV and VS configurations, albeit both pragmatically unmarked,
do encode a semantic difference. The former surfaces when there is no explicit temporal/spatial
determination, whereas the latter implies that the event is bound to an implicit ‘here and now’
situational/contextual meaning. Hence, the unmarked unergative SV option for // postino ha
suonato would also imply under-specification of time and place, meaning that the mailman has
rung a(ny) bell at an unspecified given moment.

Remarkably, Tortora (1997,1998,2001) observes that the covert loco-temporal argument of
this type of unaccusative motion verbs — and acknowledging Beninca’s intuition for unergatives
too in Tortora (2001:314,fn.4) — finds its overt realisation in the Piedmontese Borgomanerese
(51). An overt locative subject clitic ngh (LOCSCL) systematically appears enclitic to the verb and
doubles the ‘genuine’ post-verbal locative (pro)clitic ghi (LOC), after which she labels this as the

‘ghi-construction’:

(51) ngh ¢ riva -gghi  nafjola (Tortora 2001:317)
LOCSCL  is arrived -LOC a girl

‘a girl (has) arrived’

Whenever the SV is used (52), the locative clitics are replaced by the regular subject clitic (ScL):

(52) na fjola I ¢ riva (Tortora 2001:318)
a girl ScL is arrived

‘a girl (has) arrived’
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Tortora’s evidence from Borgomanerese reinforces the claim that VS order with certain motion
predicates implies a loco-temporal deictic reading, which in this variety is overtly realised
syntactically. However, she shows that the ‘ghi-construction’ of Borgomanerese exclusively
surfaces with goal-entailing motion unaccusatives, e.g. rive, ‘to arrive’ (51)-(52), and is ruled out
with non-goal entailing predicates, e.g. parti, ‘to leave’ (53) (cf. also standard Italian; Beninca

2001[1988]:139).

(83) a. I’ ¢ parte la me amisa (Tortora 1998:291)
ScL is left the my friend
‘My friend (has) left’

b. *Ngh ¢ parté -gghi  la me amisa™

LOCSCL is gone -LOC  the my friend

More restricted than in Borgomanerese, Sardinian shows an overt locative clitic bi surfacing
preverbally only in case of indefinite-subject inversion with unergatives (cf. Manzini&Savoia
2005). The verb in (54c) fails to agree with the post-verbal plural indefinite subject metas

pessones, ‘many people’, agreeing instead with the there-type of clitic.

(54) [Itte est sutsessu?]
a. sumastru de muru at telefonatu (Jones 1993:20)
the master of wall has telephoned

‘the builder has called (somewhere/at some point in time)’

b. (como/inoke) at telefonatu su mastru de muru
(now/here)  has telephoned the master of wall

‘the builder has called (here/now)’

c. b> at telefonatu metas pessones
LOC has telephoned many people

‘many people have called (here)

** Corr (2012:33) points out that Tortora (2001:317) does not provide evidence for the ungrammaticality of parti
‘leave’ with an indefinite DP; hence, the ungrammaticality of (53b) may be due to definiteness effects, and not
necessarily to the source-entailing predicate ‘leave’.
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For exposition purposes, I will label ‘Beninca’s verbs’ (‘B-verbs’ henceforth) the subset of verbs
encoding a null loco-temporal argument in VS structures. We will discuss the syntactic and
(pragmatico-)semantic behaviour of B-verbs, without attempting to provide an exhaustive list. In
particular, we will discuss the nature of the null locative following Corr’s (2012) analysis of
Ibero-Romance varieties, as well as clarify the ‘underspecified’ location of the event/action
pointed out by Pinto (1997) for unmarked SV orders, which in Barese shows a peculiar

discourse-salient function relating to the speakers’ Common Ground (§3).

2.4.2. Barese unergatives

Barese unergatives share with transitives an identical underlying syntactic and thematic
configuration, i.e. SAV(0O), modulo the presence of the overt complement. This implies the sole
felicity of the SAV word order in sentence-focus contexts, while the VSa configuration’s felicity

is ruled out, as it would yield narrow-scope focus of the subject:

(55) [c’ha stato/sacciossa?]
a. Pasqualo ha ffadogato b. #ha ffadogato Pasqualo
Pasquale has worked has worked  Pasquale

‘Pasquale has worked’

(56) a. lasrocha ha sparagnato b. #ha sparagnato la srocho
the mother-in-law  has saved has saved the mother-in-law

‘the mother-in-law has saved (money)’

An exception can be found among a limited set of those unergatives, namely B-verbs
licensing a covert deictic argument, i.e. locative or temporal. For instance, the Barese unergative
B-verbs ‘call’ (57) and ‘knock’ (58) may license both SAV and VS, configurations in sentence-
focus contexts; only the latter receives a loco-temporal deictic reading with respect to the

speaker’s coordinates:

(57) [c’ha stato/ssacciassa?]

a. Giuanno  ha ttolofonato b. (mo’/ddo) ha ttolofonats  Giuanno
John has telephoned now here has telephoned John
‘John has called’ ‘John has called (now/here)’

45



(58) a. Gisello ha ttozzuato b. (mo’/ddo) ha ttozzuato  Giséllo
Gisella has knocked now here has knocked Gisella
‘Gisella has knocked’ ‘Gisella has knocked (now/here)’

If we consider the case in which the loco-temporal PP is instead overtly realised, the most
natural and felicitous word order for Barese B-verbs is S5-V-PP: the deictic argument is overt
and surfaces postverbally, following the more common pattern with the agentive subject

surfacing preverbally:

(59) [c’ha stato/ssacciassa?]
quaccheduno ha ssonato a(lla caso do) Jenzo
someone has rung to(-the house of) Vinnie

‘someone has rung Vinnie’s (doorbell)’

In §3, we will shed light on a peculiar characteristic of Barese B-verbs in SV configurations,
whereby the preverbal subject does not simply convey a loco-temporal underspecification of the
event (cf. Pinto 1997). Rather, the subject seems to acquire pragmatic salience even though it

occurs in the scope of sentential focus.

2.4.3. Barese unaccusatives

Considering Barese unaccusatives in pragmatically unmarked contexts, we come across a less
expected word-order pattern similar to that observed for unergative B-verbs. Recall that the main
characteristic of Romance unaccusatives (cf. §2.4) is that they display the neutral VSo word
order. Yet, besides the classical unaccusative alignment VSp, Barese consistently displays the
inverted SpV order in unmarked contexts. This is shown in (60)-(61), accompanied by a context

description:

(Speakers A and B are knitting on the streets. Suddenly, A stops and B asks:)
(60) [porcé do i afformato, ¢ ha  stato/ssocciossa?]

why self are.2sG stopped  what has been/happened

‘why did you stop, what happened?’

b

a. Mari st a vvéne b. st’ a vvéne Mari
Mary stands to come stands to come Mary
‘Maria is coming’
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(A daughter calls her mother for updates on their relatives; the mother is crying and she asks.:)
(61) [porcé st’ acchiangs, ¢’ ha  stato/socciossa?]

why  stand.2SG to cry what has been/happened

‘why are you crying, what happened?’

a. uzziana  ha mmueérts b. ha mmueérta u zziana
the uncle has died has died the uncle

‘the uncle has died’

The Barese answers in (60a) and (61a) genuinely reflect an instance of sentence-focus, whereby
both constituents convey rhematic information without any particular intonation which would
signal narrow focus. It seems that both SpV and its inverted counterpart are acceptable answers
in unmarked contexts if the Sp of the unaccusative V is part of the CG and both constituents
occur in the scope of the broad focus. The SoV word order will be discussed in §3. On the other
hand, the answer in (60b) and (61b) readily patterns with the VSo configuration of B-verbs,
where a deictic reading is conveyed; in the case of mori, ‘die’, rather than a locative
interpretation, the VSo word order conveys a temporal reading, i.e. ‘now’, as observed by Pinto
(1997:24) for standard Italian.

As for pronominal verbs their behaviour is identical to the regular unaccusatives in that both

canonical VSg and SoV are felicitous in sentence-focus contexts:

(62) a. *(s’)ha ppondito  u bbosso b. ubbosso  *(s’)ha ppondito
self has repented  the boss the boss  self has repented

‘the (criminal) boss has repented himself

(63) a. *(s’)hangazzate  umesto b. umesto  *(s’)ha ngazzato
self has pissed-off the master the master self has pissed-off

‘the master got pissed off’

Predictably, these verbs also allow for both VS and SV alternations under sentence-focus: the
former word order implies a temporal specification (closely related to the change of
state/condition these convey) with a deictic reading linked to the speaker’s collocation, the latter

instead conveys the accessibility-reading shown above in (60a) and (61a), to which we devote §3.
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2.4.4. Null-locatives as EpPP-satisfiers

Corr (2012), in her analysis of Ibero-Romance ‘(null-)locative inversion’, identifies the
inherently semantic features of such a set of (abstract or physical) motion verbs, which covers a
great deal of the unaccusative category on the basis of the classification laid out by Levin (1993)
and L&R-H (1995). Following Kayne (2005) and Svenonius (2010), she provides a fine-grained
categorisation of the semantic functions encoded by these null-locative constructions. These
correspond to specific locative/temporal features scattered across dedicated projections in a

multi-layered PP-structure, summed up in Table 2.2 for Ibero-Romance (Corr 2012:40):

Table 2.2. The encoding of P-related features in Ibero-Romance intransitives

Type of P Projections/Features Verbs

SourceP Source, Deixis, Goal, Location salir/sair; irse (‘go out; leave’)

DeixisP Deixis, Goal, Location venir/vir; llamar/ligar (‘come; call’)
GoalP Goal, Location entrar; morir/morrir/morrer (‘enter; die’)
LocationP Location llorar, gritar; dimitir (‘cry; shout; resign’)

The features/projections are structured into an implicational hierarchy of (silent) PP-arguments
c-selected by the intransitive verb. The covert presence of these projections allows the null-
locative inversion under sentence-focus, which licenses a loco-temporal deictic reading of the
action/event. Corr shows that these features are language-specific, i.e. only subsets of them may
be available in a given (Ibero-Romance) variety. On the basis of this ‘parametrised’ accessibility

of PP-features, she concludes that (examples from Corr (2012:17,19,50)):

i.  DeixisP is the only feature available to all Ibero-Romance languages taken into account

(Peninsular, Mexican, and Argentinian Spanish; Asturian; European and Brazilian

Portuguese):
(64) a. #Maria ha venido b. ha venido Maria
Maria has come has come Maria
‘Maria has come’ ‘Maria has come (here/now)’

ii.  GoalP is present in all languages, except European and Brazilian Portuguese (which

only have DeixisP; Corr 2012:49; cf. also Costa 2004):

(65) a. Juan ha entrado b. ha entrado Juan
Juan has entered has entered  Juan
‘Juan has entered (somewhere)’ ‘Juan has entered (this place/now)’
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iii.  SourceP is only available in Peninsular Spanish and Asturian:

(66) a. mipadre ha salido b. ha salido mi padre
my father has gone-out has gone-out my father
‘my father has left (to somewhere)’ ‘my father has left (from here)

iv.  LocationP is only present in Asturian (with unergatives):

(67) a. el nefiu lloré b. llor¢ el nefiu
the child cried cried the child
‘the child cried (at some point)’ ‘the child cried (here/in that moment)’

DeixisP and GoalP are found on top of the PP-hierarchy favouring inversion, given their loco-
temporal link to the speaker’s position, which somehow inhibits SV. The opposite applies to
SourceP and, especially, LocationP, for which VS is marginal/excluded, as the former denotes
motion away from the speaker, whereas the latter encodes a static location. Expanding her
analysis to Pinto’s (1997) data, Corr (2012:49) suggests that standard Italian, on a par with
Portuguese, only has DeixisP available to it, thus licensing fewer null-locatives when compared
to European Spanish or Asturian. Barese seems to show all of these projections, namely DeixisP,
SourceP, GoalP and LocationP, thus exhibiting the ‘most permissive’ behaviour for loco-

temporal VS-inversion:

(68) DeixisP
ha vvonuts zitto-mo
has come girlfriend-my

‘my girlfriend has come (now/here)’

(69) SourceP
av’assuto Pappina
has gone-out Giuseppe

‘Giuseppe has left (now/from here)’

(70) GoalP
ha ttrasuto  u profossoro
has entered the professor

‘the professor has entered (now/in here)’
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(71) LocationP (unergative)
onno sckamato 1o posciarulo
have.3sG shouted  the fishmongers

‘the fishmongers have shouted (now/here)’

It seems that, if standard Italian ‘(null-)locative inversion’ can be compared to Portuguese in
Corr’s typology, Barese — perhaps expectedly — behaves like the ‘more permissive’ Asturian,
allowing all ‘types’ of inversion. As for their structures, we follow Beninca’s (2001[1988])
intuition, and indirectly Bresnan’s (1993), on (null-)locative-inversion structures, arguing that
these covert multi-layered PPs are not grammatical subjects, but do assume ‘subjecthood’
properties. Among these, they may fulfil the function of EPP-feature satisfiers, typical of subjects,
given that the null-loco-temporal deictic argument functions as the (silent) given theme of the
utterance. This hypothesis is also endorsed by Cardinaletti (2004), who argues that the null-
locative is directly merged in the specifier of EPPP, or, in our terminology, SpecTP (cf. also
Landau 2009). This position could be argued to host the overt locative clitics nghe of
Borgomanerese, and bi of Sardinian (§2.4.1.). This implies that Sa/So subjects may appear

postverbally under sentence-focus, without receiving a narrow-focus reading:

(72) [tp Qrocp+eer; [T av’arravats;  [ve [v ti u uastafesta]]]]
has arrived the killjoy
‘the killjoy has arrived (here/now)’

(73) [tp Qrocy+eer; [T ha ssonato; [vp u uastafeésta [vp [v ti]]]1]]
has rung the killjoy
‘the killjoy has rung (here/now)’

Hence, both unaccusative (72) and unergative (73) B-verbs show subject-verb inversion due to
the inherent property of the verb to license a covert loco-temporal element in preverbal position,
i.e. SpecTP, leaving the post-verbal subjects in situ, in Comp-VP and Spec-vP respectively. We
may now discuss the felicity of SV word order in sentence-focus contexts, which responds to a

particular discourse-related function which depends on the speakers’ shared CG.
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3. Preverbal subjects with Barese ‘B-verbs’
From our survey of possible Barese unmarked word orders, an unexpected pattern emerges
among B-verbs, i.e. unaccusatives (and unergatives) encoding an additional loco-temporal
element anchoring the action/event to the speaker’s spatio-temporal coordinates, which allows
subject-verb inversion. In particular, the unmarked SV order is immediately evident with
unaccusatives (and unergative B-verbs), for which the VS order is expected. We argue that the
availability of both pre- and postverbal surface positions of the subject is connected to two
different pragmatico-semantic functions. On the one hand, we have pan-Romance (null-)locative
inversion yielding (LOC)VS (§2.4.4). On the other, SV is licensed whenever the subject (of
predication) is mentally accessible to, i.e. retrievable from the CG of, the speakers involved in
the speech act. This phenomenon requires both pragmatico-semantic (§3.1-§3.2) and syntactic
clarifications (§3.3). A relevant correlation can be found in the pragmatic analysis proposed by
Prince (1992), in which postverbal subjects of there-sentences tend to convey ‘hearer-new’
information, i.e. not part of the CG. This intuition seems to be the counterpart of our
‘accessibility of the subject’ intuition, which favours old/known, i.e. accessible, information to
the hearer occurring preverbally in Barese.

Recall the example in (61), repeated here as (74), eliciting entirely rhematic information in

sentence-focus context:

(74) [porcé st’ acchiango, ¢’ ha  stato/ssocciosso?]
why  stand.2SG to cry what has been/happened
‘why are you crying, what happened?’

a. uzziana  ha mmueérta b. ha mmueérta u zziana
the uncle has died has died the uncle
‘the uncle has died’ ‘the uncle has died (recently in time)’

In the ‘unexpected’ order (74a), the preverbal subject is not contrastively focused/stressed
(Zubizarreta 1998), nor is any CLLD comma-break heard between S and V (although u zziana,
ha mmuerta with a topical subject is perfectly grammatical, it is infelicitous in this context).
Moreover, no topicalised or other constituents (75a) — apart from clitics (75b), negation and
intervening adverbs (75¢) — can be interposed between the preverbal subject and its associated

finite verb.
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(75) [c’ha stato/ssacciossa?]

a. #uzziano de tamdéro ha mmuerts [<com(’jé ch’)ha mmuerto u zziana?]

the uncle oftumor has died how is that has died the uncle
‘the uncle has died of tumor’ [< how did the uncle die?]

b. uzziano ng’ ha mmuerto  (a Ccolino)
The uncle to-him has died to Nick

‘Nick’s uncle has died’

C. mamo-to angéro nonn’  ha ‘rrovato
mum-yours  yet not has arrived

‘your mother hasn’t arrived yet’

The SV order is felicitous under sentential focus because of the nature of the ‘fronted’ subject:
[3] definite (but, crucially, also indefinite), specific, referential and, most importantly,
retrievable/accessible from the CG of the hearer and speaker. This leads us to argue for the
presence of a (pragmatico-)semantic feature which may attract B-verb (as well as other
predicates’) subjects to this non-canonical preverbal position — yet, not an instantiation of A’-
movement. In particular, we identify this A-position as the specifier of Cardinaletti’s (2004)
‘subject of the predication’ projection, right above her EPPP. This position does not only host
syntactic subjects, for which TP (Cardinaletti’s AgrSP) is also employed, but also ‘semantic’
subjects. Their referents are functional to the discourse and, at the same time, EPP-satisfiers. We
will argue that the trigger for this discourse-driven fronting is a semantic feature encoded in the
Subj head, which is linked to the intrinsic semantic properties of this type of subject within the

discourse.

3.1. A Theme within the Rheme

The preverbal position filled by Barese B-verb subjects in rhematic contexts clashes with the
usual assumption for a configurationally determined thematic-role mapping for (Romance)
unaccusatives, in which non-agentive arguments surface lower, i.e. post-verbally, in the scale of
agentivity (Grimshaw 1990). We will consider this preverbal position to be (pragmatically-
)activated at the moment in which the speaker presupposes mutual CG information with the
hearer. In particular, the speaker will front the B-verb subject whenever the hearer/addressee can
mentally access the (supposedly) shared referent.

In contrast, the fronted subject may be infelicitous in sentence-focus contexts as the hearer
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cannot fully interpret the presupposition, i.e. mentally access the ‘familiar’ referent, as it is
evidently not part of the shared CG. A clear pragmatic consequence of the inaccessibility of the
referent (in both VS or SV) is that the hearer may ask for clarifications, i.e. ‘who/what V?’, thus
eliciting (informational) narrow-focus on the subject (§2.3). Consequently, despite occurring in
the scope of sentential focus, these subjects can, at the same time, be considered a type of topic,
in the sense that the information they carry must necessarily be shared knowledge between the
interlocutors. The ‘topical information’ must be initially ‘identifiable’ (Lambrecht 1994:105),
but also retrievable from the shared (extra-linguistic) CG of the discourse-participants.
Nonetheless, this should not be treated equally to the topics of CLLD structures (discussed in
§2.3) found in other (Italo-)Romance varieties. Following Chafe (1987), Lambrecht (1994:165)
identifies a ‘Topic Acceptability Scale’, reproduced in (76), which provides the different degrees

of acceptability for the successful ‘retrieval’ of topical information in the interlocutors’ minds:

(76) Active (Most acceptable)
Accessible
Unused
Brand-new anchored

Brand-new unanchored (Least acceptable)

The higher levels of acceptability in the scale are directly proportional to the effort of the hearer
in processing/accessing/retrieving the topical information; if the topic is still active in the
interlocutors’ shared CG, it will rank as most acceptable, and vice-versa. In §3.2 we provide a
range of suitable Barese referents for these levels of Topic acceptability, in order for the
subject/referent to appear in preverbal position. Predictably, the referents which are identifiable
by both speakers, hence able to be fronted, should not belong to Lambrecht’s ‘brand-new
unanchored’ topical information. In contrast, unidentifiable information/referent is beyond the
knowledge, memory or consciousness of the hearer who cannot relate to what the speaker is
referring. In other words, fronting is infelicitous if the hearer ignores the ‘existence’ of the
relevant information itself. This relates to Strawson’s (1964:97) ‘Principle of Relevance’, for
which ‘we do not, except in social desperation, direct isolated and unconnected pieces of
information at each other’.

Clearly, every fronted subject could potentially be identifiable from the speaker’s
perspective, as this constitutes the starting point of the communication, where the selection of
CG information, i.e. the shared presupposition, takes place. In order to be fully felicitous, i.e.

uttered in the relevant pragmatic context in which referents and events are identifiable by the
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discourse-participants, the fronted referent must also be accessible/identifiable by the hearer.

3.2. A closer look at ‘interpretable’ information

We now discuss active, accessible and unused ‘topical’ information by testing them with Barese
referents in order to assess at what level on Lambrecht’s acceptability scale fronted subjects can
be licensed as ‘topical’ information within sentence-focus contexts. We introduce each type of

information according to Chafe (1987), from which these terms are borrowed.

3.2.1. Active information

In Lambrecht’s discussion, the ‘active’ topic reflects the fact that it is: present, effortlessly
retrievable, immediately accessible, and relevant in the propositional domain in which it occurs.
In other words, the presupposed CG shared by the discourse-participants, particularly by the
addressee of the utterance with respect to the presupposition of the speaker.

Chafe (1987) describes an item as active if it is ‘currently lit up’ in the interlocutor’s
consciousness; as soon as another item gets activated, the former will pass its status onto the new
activated item. The relation established between the interlocutor and the active piece of
information requires ‘low-cost’ effort on behalf of the addressee to be able to access the relevant
information. Thus, the effort a speaker makes to retrieve stored information, within which a set
of entities cannot reasonably be constantly active, is minimal. Moreover, a ‘discourse-active item’
also relies on the speaker’s assumption in relation to what (s)he expects to be active in the
hearer’s mind. Chafe identifies as common properties of active items their prosodic tendency to
bear weak, i.e. ‘neutral’ stress; their morphosyntactic tendency to be pronominalised (but not
subjects in e.g. Romance), or undergo (retrievable) phonological omission. Hence, a relevant

example of ‘active’ topical subject in Barese is indeed the null pro:

(77) so  ccangiato na roto; e @; ss° ha sckattato arréto
am changed awheel and (it) self has destroyed again

‘I replaced the wheel and it broke again’

The indefinite DO na rota in (77) of the first coordinate conjunct remains active in the following

sentences as pro, which can be interpreted as the subject of the second coordinate conjunct.

3.2.2 Accessible information
Below ‘active’ information, hence (partially) excluding it, we find the more complex concept of

‘accessibility’, i.e. ‘semi-activeness’ in Chafe’s (1987) terms. Relevant to our purposes,
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Lambrecht states that ‘the difference between accessible and inactive referents can have
syntactic consequences; in particular it can influence the position of a constituent in the sentence
or the choice of one rather than another grammatical construction’ (1994:100). In this respect,
Lambrecht (1994:100) draws a finer-grained distinction within the class of ‘accessible topics’,

for which we provide relevant Barese examples:

1. Textually accessible: a referent whose state has recently been deactivated in the discourse;

(78) A: discoca Mari ha stato tando do chidd’anno  nzimo a Ccolino...
says that Mary has been many of those years  together to Nick
‘they say that Mary has been together with Nick for so many years...’

B: enzommy, ¢’ ha  ssacciossa?
and in-sum what has happened

‘and so, what’s happened?’

A: Mariso 1 ha  ffasciuto
Mary self from-there has run-away

‘Mary has run away’

The subject Mari is no longer entirely active once the new informationally focused item Colina
is introduced and thus activated. In ‘Mary ran away’, the inactive subject is still textually

accessible and the sentence-focused utterance will therefore be felicitous with a preverbal subject.

ii.  Inferentially accessible: a referent which is accessible through inference from some other

active or accessible material in the discourse (both linguistic and extra-linguistic context);

(79) A: ¢ ha ssecciossa? non dino lusco a ccasso-ta?
what has  happened not hold.2sG  light at home-your
‘what happened? A black-out in your place?’

B: sino, la  condralina ha zzombato
yes the electric-box has jumped

‘yes, the electrical box melted/broke down’
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In (79), the referent ‘electric box’, although previously unmentioned in the discourse, becomes
accessible to the hearer as the information black-out is activated (as in ‘you don’t have electricity
at home?’). The latter felicitously relates through deduction to the event of an electric box
melting down, and the pitch darkness in which the addressee finds himself/herself makes the

‘electric box’ an active/accessible referent.

iii.  Situationally accessible: a referent which is present in the text-external world.

(80) (A car with a foreign registration has crashed and its driver lies on the ground beside it.
Passenger A and driver B both eye-witness this while driving in the other direction:)
A: mudu, ¢ ha ssecciossa?
INTJ what has  happened

‘oh my God, what happened?’

B: nufrostioro ha mmueérto!
a foreigner has died

‘a foreigner died!”

Morphologically, one would expect a non-topical subject such as a foreigner, indefinite and
‘unanchored’ to any modifier phrase which may activate its representation in the hearer’s mind,
to be inactive and therefore unexpected preverbally in a thematic answer. However, in this case
the foreigner does have a specific, ‘situationally accessible’ referent in both interlocutors’ minds
since they both eye-witnessed (as part of the text-external world) that such a foreigner may have
died in a car accident. Consider instead the case in which only the driver in (81B) realises that
the car’s registration is foreign and the passenger (81A) only notices a person lying on the

ground and not his geographical provenance:

(81) A: ¢ hastate?
what has been

‘what happened’?

B: nucrastiano/ #nu frostioro  ha mmueértd
a person a foreigner has died

‘a person/a foreigner died’
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The hearer in (81A) will not be able to access the referent a foreigner in the answer (81B), but
only what forms part of the CG of the hearer, namely a person. Therefore, despite the fact that
both subjects are indefinite and occur in sentence-focus, the only felicitous, interpretable option
to occur in preverbal position is the subject a (dead) person, whose mental representation of the
hearer does not need to meet any other specifications such as [+foreigner]. The activation status
of nu crastiana (i.e. a (dead) human being) is satisfied on the basis of the prompt accessibility of
the referent, and activated in the hearer’s mind through text-external information, i.e. eye-
witness status. The same does not hold for a foreigner, which is an element within the superset
of people, and if the extra [+foreigner] specification is no longer shared by both interlocutors, it

will be unidentifiable, hence inaccessible in the mind of the hearer.

3.2.3 ‘Unused’ information
One level below ‘accessible information’, we find ‘unused’ topical information. This includes
referents that are still remotely identifiable/accessible in the mental imagery of the interlocutors,

but are far from being active:

(82) (Nephew A notices that his grandfather B, a fan of Mina (‘60s Italian singer), is sad.)
A: uno’, ¢’ ha stata?
the grandpa.voCc ~ what has been

‘Grandpa, what’s the matter?’

B: Min’ ha sparasciuta!
Mina has disappeared

‘Mina has disappeared (i.e. went missing)!’

The preverbal subject Mina, assumed as CG knowledge by the grandfather B with the nephew A,
is a completely inactive referent stored distantly in the nephew’s mind. Nonetheless, Mina is a
retrievable and accessible referent for the nephew, as it was previously introduced by the
grandfather and forms part of their shared CG. Hence, the SV order is felicitous because the
nephew does know who the grandfather’s favourite singer is, and thus can access the unused and
remotely identifiable topical information his grandfather is referring to. Were the grandfather
referring to the disappearance of one of his long-forgotten school friends named Mina, the
nephew would not be able to access the referent in question and would need further clarification

to identify her, thus leading to the infelicity of (82B).
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Summing up, the pragmatico-semantic nature of Barese ‘topical’ subjects must be accessible
— to different extents — to the hearer, whereas ‘inaccessible’ fronted subjects are infelicitous
preverbally, requiring the hearer to further disambiguate the relevant information. We can now

turn to the syntax of this pragmatico-semantic phenomenon in Barese.

3.3. The syntax of Barese preverbal subjects of B-verbs

In the previous sections, the Topic Acceptability scale and related Barese evidence helped us to
detect which sets of topical information (active, accessible and unused) can have access to a non-
canonical argumental subject position. In Barese only those subjects whose mental
representation is (remotely) stored, i.e. unused yet still identifiable and accessible by speaker and,
especially, hearer, will be able to surface in preverbal position.

One might claim that the landing site where the subject is attracted to could be the lowest
topic projection in the CP domain identified by Frascarelli&Hinterhdlzl (2007): the ‘familiarity
topic’, given and accessible (cf. Chafe 1987; Pesetsky 1993). Despite the conceptual similarities
shared between both types of topical information, Barese subject-fronting does not really convey
pragmatic saliency of any constituents as it occurs under sentence-focus, i.e. in thetic/rhematic
sentences.” This suggests that no syntactic material is dislocated to the peripheries, i.e. the
subject remains in A-position. One revealing piece of evidence (cf. (75a)) shows the infelicity of
the utterance in (83) whenever a (focused) constituent intervenes between subject and verb. This

would be unexpected if the subject were in an A’-position:

(83) #uzziano de tamOéra/DE TOMORS  ha mmueérto
the uncle of tumor of tumor has died

‘(as for) the uncle, he died of tumor’

Following Cardinaletti’s (2004) typology of preverbal subject A-positions hosting both
semantic subjects, it can be argued that their distribution is not (entirely) determined by purely
syntactic factors, i.e. thematic roles. In particular, Barese makes especially visible the preverbal
‘subject of predication’, i.e. a ‘semantic’ subject with specific semantic features ‘regulating’ its
occurrence in dedicated positions within the clause. It is well-known that semantic features, e.g.
‘specificity’ (Eng¢ 1991; Diesing 1992; i.a.), determine the interpretation of a number of relevant
(pragmatico)-semantic properties encoded in the elements of the discourse. These features can be

triggers for movement, e.g. ‘specificity’ in the case of prepositional accusatives (see Torrego

* These two adjacent positions (Rizzi&Shlonsky 2006; Shlonsky 2013; Rizzi 2015) deserve further research.
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(1998) for Spanish; Ledgeway (2000) for Neapolitan; Andriani (2015) for Barese). Likewise,
the [+accessible] feature expresses a semantico-pragmatic function which presupposes the
processing of accessible material in the speaker’s mind, drawing their attention to the fact that
the [+accessible] element is ‘felicitously’ present within their shared CG. Conceptually, the
[+accessible] subject thus pertains to the intersecting set formed by the individual sets of the
speakers’ knowledge; the intersection of these two sets will constitute the CG information
accessible by both speakers, who will be able to unambiguously compute the individuation of the
referent, be it unique (one precise item of the intersection set) or exhaustive (an entire
class/collection of items within the intersection set).

Hence, accessibility seems to entail ‘referentiality’ and ‘specificity’ with respect to
discourse-external, yet ‘known’ referents. When accounting for the split of preverbal subject
positions, Cardinaletti (2004:121) suggests that ‘referentiality’ be encoded in the semantics of
the preverbal subject in the highest subject position (SpecSubjP), where ‘strong’ semantic
subjects are attracted. Moreover, we have noted that these subjects must be [3] persons, but need
not to be morphologically definite as long as they are specific (see also how Richards (2008)
formalises ‘specificity’ in minimalist terms by appealing to the feature [person]). In §2.1, we saw
Shlonsky’s (2013) proposal that one of the attracting features of Subj’ is indeed [person] (cf. also
Rizzi 2015). On the basis of these intuitions, the semantic and syntactic prominence of subjects
of B-verbs is determined by what we have indentified as being [+accessible] information, which
is marked in Barese syntax by means of subject raising to a dedicated semantic-related preverbal
position within the clausal core. We argue that the Barese preverbal subject position is activated
due to the [+accessible] feature encoded on the DP-subject. Such a feature(-checking) is the
main driving force for the subject to be attracted to the specifier of the ‘subject-of-the-
predication’ projection (SpecSubjP), a ‘criterial position’ (Rizzi 2006:102,2015) in which a local
checking configuration is established with the relevant functional head Subj which encodes the

matching [+accessible] feature. The derivation in (84) captures the movement of the subject:

(84) [SubjP u ZZiﬁn9[+accessib1e]j [Subj’ Sub_] [TP H—Z—Z—i—éﬁ%ﬁEPP]j [T’ ha mmuértei] [VP t; H—Z—Z—l—&ﬁ%ﬂ]]

‘the uncle has died’

Hence, whenever the preverbal null-LoCc-argument is not selected as a default option, Barese B-
verbs will lack an EPP-satisfier and the structural requirement of projecting the specifier of TP (as
postulated in §2.4.4) will not be met. However, the (LOC)VS configuration does not necessarily
entail the inaccessibility of the subject, but simply the presence of the additional covert argument

which is responsible for the loco-temporal deictic interpretation of the utterance. From a
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structural point of view, Barese shows evidence for the presence of an EPP-feature that needs
checking (against T) whenever the covert LOC argument is not selected, hence unavailable to
check the EPP-feature. The [+accessible] subject, first-merged in the lexical domain, will act as
EPP-satisfier in TP on its way to check [+accessible] and [+subject of the predication] features on
Subj® and land in SpecSubjP. This [+accessible] subject-raising to SpecSubjP is overtly realised
with the subjects of B-verbs, but the same could allegedly be claimed for strong subjects of other
verb classes. Hence, we can conclude that the two main driving forces causing Barese subjects to
be attracted from the VP-complement(/Spec-vP) position(s) are the need to check an Epp-feature
(for structural reasons) and a [+accessible] feature (for pragmatico-semantic reasons),
respectively on T and Subj. At the same time, nominative-Case can be checked and assigned by
T, whose specifier will be the very first landing site of the subject outside the VP-domain.

The behaviour of these Barese subjects — and perhaps those of other spoken (Italo-)Romance
varieties — is peculiar among Romance languages. Barese syntactically encodes the semantic
feature of [+accessibility] of referents in its grammar which is reflected by overt subject raising
to a preverbal position. Elsewhere in Romance, in contrast, the locative reading systematically
‘overrides’ the [accessible] feature, which is allegedly not parametrically encoded in the syntax.
Presumably, the Barese feature in question is rather a bundle of features (viz. [person],
[referential], [specific], [accessible], [EPP]), whose encoding in standard Romance is simply not
present, or sufficiently ‘strong’ to be attracted to SpecSubjP (and satisfy the EPP). The lack of a
loco-temporal reading noted by Pinto (1997) for SV in standard Romance is not interpreted in
Barese as an underspecified direction of motion, but as a pragmatico-semantic property of
[+accessible] subjects. This feature needs checking against the head of the highest available
preverbal subject position, attracting the subject; this, in turn, is unable to access the higher CP
phase since it is frozen in place (SpecSubjP) whenever its [+accessible] feature is checked and
its Criterion is met (Rizzi 2004,2006). Hence, the preverbal position of Barese, dedicated to
‘strong’ DP-subjects, may signal a particular context-related interpretation of the subject, namely

its being accessible to the interlocutors’ knowledge.

4. Conclusions

In this chapter we have discussed the (un)marked word orders available in Barese simple
declarative root clauses. The three main classes of Barese verbs considered seem to display a
‘permissive’ syntactic behaviour, inasmuch as Barese can overtly realise more articulated
pragmatico-semantic nuances in its syntax that, for example, Italian and Spanish are unable to
mark. We observed that Barese pragmatically marked structures may exploit both left- and right-

peripheries for IFoc, CFoc and Topic, provided that they are marked by the right intonation,
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pitch-accent, or comma break. As for intransitives, we observed that both VS and SV occur
under broad focus whenever a loco-temporal argument is implicit, or the subject is [+accessible]
in both speakers’ minds, respectively. Taking discourse-configurationality to form a continuum,
Barese proves to be more inclined to such behaviour than other standard Romance languages,

where left-peripheral IFoc, right-peripheral CFoc and SubjP are generally left unused.
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CHAPTER 3: ADJECTIVES, POSSESSIVES AND DEMONSTRATIVES IN BARESE

1. Introduction: The nominal domain

This chapter explores the internal structure of the Determiner Phrase (DP) of Barese, focusing
mainly on adjectival, possessive and demonstrative modifiers. We employ the term DP to refer
to the entire nominal expression, rather than Noun Phrase (NP), on the basis of the theoretical
assumptions developed by Abney (1987), building on Jackendoff (1972) and Szabolcsi
(1981,1983,1987). The ‘DP-hypothesis’ correlates/equates the structure and the trasformations of
the nominal domain with those assumed for the clausal domain.° Abney (1987) first
hypothesised that the lexical N projects at phrase-level the NP, which, in turn, is selected as the
complement of a series of functional projections. The maximal projection is headed by D, which
determines the category of the entire nominal expression, the DP, and constitutes the extended
projection of the N (cf. Grimshaw 2005). Hence, the NP is treated as the lexical constituent of a
more comprehensive DP structure. The tripartite DP-structure (1b) parallel to that of the clause

(1a) is represented in (1):

[Complementation layer [Inflectional layer [Lexical layer]]]
(1) a. [CP [TP [VP]]]
b. [DP [Agr/FP(s) [NP]]]

Both structures present a lexico-thematic domain where the N/V are first-merged. Both V and N
check features in the Inflectional domain against functional heads. Finally, the highest portion of
the two structures is where the heads C/D are merged so that the following material can be
interpreted accordingly.

Crosslinguistically, these domains reveal considerable parametric micro-variation in terms of
the language-specific morpho(phono)lexical forms adopted, their surface orders and relative
interpretation (as well as scope properties). We adopt these general guidelines to understand the
distribution of Barese DP-internal elements in a comparative Romance perspective. The main
functional categories forming the extended projection of N are Adjective Phrases (AP),
Possessive(/Genitive) Phrases (PossP), Demonstrative Phrases (DemP), discussed in this chapter
in §2-§3-§4 respectively, as well as Numeral Phrases (NumP) and Quantifier Phrases (QP), left

for future research. Their structural positions are assumed to follow a fixed underlying order

*cf. Giorgi&Longobardi 1991; Bernstein 1991,1993,2001; Cinque 1995,2002,2005; Longobardi
1994,2001,2005; Longobardi&Silvestri 2013; Lyons 1999; Giusti 2002,2006,2015; Alexiadou,Haegeman&Stavrou
2007; Roberts 2011.
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which applies cross-linguistically, as in Cinque (1995,2005). He draws his generalisation on a
revised version by Hawkins (1983:119) of Greenberg’s (1966:87) ‘Universal 20°, suggesting that
the universal unmarked DP-structure is D-Num-A-N (Cinque 2005:321,2010). This sequence
constitutes the initial, first-merge order from which the other (23) possible combinations can be
derived via phrasal movement of the NP (Cinque 2010): whenever DP-internal constituent is
merged in the structure, the NP (or a more complex XP containing it) raises to the specifier of
the relevant DP-internal functional projection(s), e.g. APs (§2.4). In turn, each functional
projection is governed by its own Agr/FP, whose head is endowed with a nominal feature; their
specifiers will be filled by the NP (or XP containing it), which is attracted from the lexical
domain (cf. Cinque 2005:325-326). However, certain determiner-less Ns, e.g. proper names and
kinship Ns with enclitic possessive pronouns (§3.1.2), will be argued to undergo head (vs
phrasal) movement to the empty D position (Longobardi 1994). Finally, we discuss Barese
demonstratives, which display a peculiar structure involving definite articles and distal
demonstrative pronouns (§4.6).

In the light of these assumptions, it will be shown how the structure of a complex Barese DP
gradually expands when merging the relevant elements. This enables us to detect which positions
are lexicalised by the different Barese DP-constituents, and where the NP will have to sit to

obtain a grammatical order with respect to adjectives, possessives and demonstratives.

2. Adjectives

2.1. ‘Direct’ and ‘indirect’ modification

Adjectival modification can be characterised according to which binary pragmatico-semantic
relations the modifiers enter into with the modified N. Adjectives may either describe a semantic
‘extension’ of the original set of properties of/about a referent N, or its inherent, prototypical
properties. These relations have been described and classified in the literature according to

different viewpoints, and with different terminology, e.g.:

- ‘attributive/predicative’ (Bolinger 1967);

- ‘reference-/referent-modifying’ (Bolinger 1967);
- “(non-/)restrictive’ (Bolinger 1967; Kamp 1975);
- ‘(non-/)intersective’ (Kamp 1975; Siegel 1976);
- ‘individual-/stage-level’ (Carlson 1980[1977]);

- ‘thematic/rhematic’ (Vincent 1986);
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Despite the many labels, these binary sets of pragmatico-semantic functions can be conveniently
collapsed under two coherent macro-classes (cf. Bolinger 1967; Sproat&Shih 1988,1991; Cinque
2010,2014):

- ‘direct modification’ (Dm) expresses attributive, figurative, non-restrictive, non-
intersective, individual-level, reference-modifying, thematic properties of the

referent/reference;

- ‘indirect modification’ (Im) describes additional sets of properties predicated on the

referent, i.e. predicative, literal, restrictive, intersective, stage-level, rhematic.

These fine-grained differences in the nature of AP-modification are manifested via distinct
reflexes in the (language-specific) morphosyntax; this led Sproat&Shih (1988,1991) and Cinque
(2005,2010,2014) to argue for the underlying heterogeneity of the entire AP-category, and the
hypothesis for a double syntactic source for these binary functions. In particular, most adjectives
can modify the noun ‘directly’ or ‘indirectly’, except for some Dm-adjectives, e.g.
‘classificatory’, ‘reference-modifying’, which do not have Im-variants, and vice-versa, e.g.
‘stage-level’. This suggests that the two types of modification imply different syntactic relations
among the nominal components. In this respect, Dixon (1982) had already suggested that
ordering restrictions applied crosslinguistically to the distribution of DmAP only. Sproat&Shih
(1988,1991:566) and Cinque (2005,2010,2014) interpret this as the reflex of the minor or major
syntactic proximity of the N head to the DmAPs, which are rigidly ordered in accordance with

the crosslinguistic hierarchy in (2):

(2) value/quality < size < shape/colour < nationality

In other words, DmAPs are not semantically autonomous, and require the closest syntactic
proximity to the noun, similar to that of a complex [(A-)N(-A)] nominal compound (cf. Vincent
1986). In contrast, InAPs are semantically more autonomous than Dm, reflected in their
syntactic behaviour as a reduced (i.e. silent) relative clause [N-[(that is)-A]] within the nominal

expression, without ordering restrictions (cf. also Scott 2002).
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2.2. Romance adjectival positions

Our analysis builds on Cinque’s (2010) unitary account of AP-positions and interpretations in
Germanic and Romance. The most neutral adjectival order attested in Romance®’ varieties is
given in (3), adapted from Cinque’s (2010:22) schematic representation for Italian (cf. also

Nespor 2001[1988]; Longobardi 2001; Giusti 2002; i.a.):

(3) DmAP>NP<DmAP<ImAP

The surface position of the NP is obtained via its obligatory movement (in Romance) across
certain fixed, hierarchically ordered AP-classes (cf. §2.4). The distribution of the NP with
respect to the two types of APs is decisive for its interpretation. Modern Romance languages
tend to unmarkedly host most DmAPs and ImAPs in postnominal position, i.e. [N-DmAP-ImAP]
(cf. Vincent 2007:59). However, it is well-known that certain adjectival modifiers can occur both
pre- and postnominally. In fact, while the Im-reading can only be conveyed in postnominal
position without following any ordering restrictions, DmAPs can occur both pre- and
postnominally. Such a distribution implies that Romance postnominal adjectives can be
semantically ambiguous between Dm and Im when occurring in isolation (cf. Cinque 2010). In
contrast, prenominal modification in Romance can only unambiguously host DmAPs, which are
able to license non-literal, idiomatic readings.

The Dm-ordering restrictions can be observed in example (4) from Italian:

4) (possessive> cardinal> ordinal>) quality> size>
D suoi due altri bei grandi
The his/her two other beautiful big
shape> colour>  nation (Cinque 1995:298)
quadri tondi grigi cinesi
paintings.M  round grey Chinese

27 Except for Wallon (Bernstein 1991:105,1993), which allows the noun to appear very low in the adjectival
hierarchy (cf. Germanic), and Romanian (Cornilescu&Nicolae 2011; Braescu 2013:427-428), in which, in contrast,
most adjectival classes tend to appear postnominally (similarly to the Italo-Romance varieties discussed here).
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In Italian, size and quality/value-APs*®, i.e. grandi and bei may optionally surface both in pre-
and postnominal position whereas the remaining classes, i.e. shape tondi, colour grigi and nation
cinesi, are obligatorily postnominal.*’ Similarly, ‘classificatory/relational’ adjectives, e.g.
sportiva in (4), which modify the referent by denoting ‘kinds’ thereof (cf. Carlson 1980),
obligatorily occur postnominally in Italian (from Cardinaletti&Giusti 2010:75):

(5) la  bella grande macchina sportiva italiana rossa  aerodinamica
the nice big car.F sport(ive) Italian red aerodynamic

‘the nice big aerodynamic red Italian sport car’

The prenominal position seems to be reserved for distinct interpretive functions, and may be
unavailable to certain classes of Dm-adjectives, and to all Im-interpretations. However, higher
registers of modern (Italo-)Romance varieties (cf. Vincent 2007; Ledgeway 2012:51) may allow

these classes of Dm-adjectives in prenominal position with semantic repercussions:

(6) a I guardo con materna dolcezza (Maiden&Robustelli 2000:94)
them  looked.3sG  with maternal tenderness.F

‘She looked at them with maternal tenderness’

b. 1 guardo con dolcezza materna
them  looked.3sG  with tenderness.F maternal

‘(S)he looked at them with motherly tenderness’

The prenominal materna ‘maternal’ in (6a) is used to ‘underscore a known or inherent property
of the noun’ (Vincent 2007:59), whereas the postnominal one (6b) qualifies the ‘motherly’-type
of ‘tenderness’, distinguishing an additional, non-inherent property of the referent, i.e. ‘mother-
like’, potentially contrasting other types of tenderness, e.g. ‘father-like’. Vincent (2007:§2),
among others, observes that the syntactic relation of the prenominal materna to its referent is
‘tighter’ than that in the postnominal counterpart (i.e. the reduced relative clause), as if they

formed a complex nominal compound.

¥ As well as colour- and shape-APs, but in a more constrained fashion, and thus less frequently, if compared to
size- and (quality/)value-APs.

**In his recent work, Cinque (2010; cf. also Cardinaletti&Giusti 2010) observes that Romance postnominal Dm-
adjectives reverse their hierarchical order in postnominal position, i.e. N<relational<nation<colour<shape.
Nonetheless, these ordering restrictions on multiple Dm are not the main concern of this chapter.
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Similarly, orther prototypically postnominal adjectives, i.e. shape/colour/nation, can be
preposed to the noun in order to convey inalienable, intrinsic, prototypical or figurative Dm-
properties of the referent. Among these, nation/origin adjectives appear to be the most rigidly
ordered in Romance, obligatorily appearing postnominally in unmarked contexts. However,
formal Italian allows the distributional contrast between romanticismo italiano ‘Italian
romanticism’, which literally conveys the origin of the referent, and un italiano romanticismo ‘a
typically-Italian romanticism’, in which the adjective is interpreted as a stereotypical property
(i.e. Italian-style) characterising the reference, rather than literally. At the same time, the option
#un americano romanticismo will not be a felicitous option in the Italian lexicon, given that
‘American’ does not prototypically entail an inherent property associated with ‘romanticism’.

In early Italo-Romance, this pre- vs. postnominal distributional asymmetry behaved
differently from the way it does now. Many scholars® observed that early Italo-Romance could
exploit the prenominal position for both Dm- and Im-readings, cf. old Neapolitan /i spagnoli
soldati ‘the Spanish soldiers’ (Ledgeway 2009:241); In contrast, the postnominal position was
exclusively used for Im-readings. Prenominal adjectives were also common in Latin. However,
many scholars claim that these continue an archaicising (early Latin) tendency of adjectival
preposing for emphatic/stylitic purposes, as opposed to postposing for literal, Im-readings (cf.
Adams 1976; Vincent 2007:64; Ledgeway 2012:210ff.). Indeed, these literary varieties, which
used stylistic devices for emphatic purposes, did not necessarily reflect the reality of the spoken
language. Despite the unmarkedness of the postnominal position, quality/value- and size-
adjectives, such as bello/brutto, buono/cattivo, grande, povero, etc., frequently occurred
prenominally. ‘MAGNUS HOMO was more important than HOMO MAGNUS’, given that ‘[t]he
preposed adjective would receive more relevance’ (Rohlfs 1969:327). Adams (1976:80) calls
this the prenominal ‘subjective’ reading, whereby the speaker is actually providing an ‘affective’
evaluation of the referent, i.e. ‘great man’, as opposed to the ‘objective’, literal reading of ‘big
man’. A similar continuity can be found in modern Italian, whose greater availability of the
prenominal position is allowed in formal registers, except for a few unmarked exceptions
characterised by a ‘subjective’ Dm-interpretation.

Indeed, modern Romance quality/value- and size-adjectives also show interpretative
shifts from post- to prenominal position (i.e. literal vs. figurative/evaluative respectively).
Consider the difference in meaning between prenominal (7a) and postnominal (7b) orders in the

following examples:

30 Cf. Rohlfs 1969:329; Alisova 1967:277ff.; Vincent 2007; Ledgeway 2007,2009:238-245; Thiella 2008; Giusti
2010; Poletto 2014; i.a.
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(7) a. un gran(de) libro (*grande)
a great book.M  great

‘a great book’

b. un (*gran/#grande) libro grande
a big book.M  big
‘a big book’

Grande, among others, can assume two different meanings on the basis of its position in (Italo-
)Romance (cf. Ledgeway 2012:53-55). The literal, Im-meaning of grande ‘big’ (7b) is only
accessible in postnominal position (except in higher registers of the language if interpreted as
‘thematic’, i.e. discourse-old information). In contrast, prenominal grande is interpreted
figuratively as ‘great’, with an evaluative reading, rather than a size-adjective. These Dm-
adjectives may also vary morphologically from their Im-counterparts, witness the reduced form
gran, which is only allowed in prenominal position with the meaning of ‘great’.

The clear interpretative divide between the pre- and postnominal syntactic positions leads
us to observe that the unmarked position of the NP will be medial with respect to the DmAP-
hierarchy, readapted here in (8):

(8) DmAPvalue/quality>size>NP <DmAP(value/quality<size< )shape<colour<nati0n<ImAP

However, the situation of (southern) Italo-Romance varieties, including Barese, shows

substantial differences from that of standard Romance.

2.2.1. Italo-Romance varieties
According to Rohlfs, in central and southern Italo-Romance varieties, ‘postnominal adjectival
placement is even more frequent and generalised than in Italian. Only a few adjectives (e.g. bello,
buono, grosso, grande) can be placed prenominally’ (Rohlfs 1969:330). More recently, Cinque
(2010:73) makes a similar observation on Sardinian and central Italian dialects as being varieties
which only allow a ‘handful’ of exceptions in prenominal position. Unsurprisingly, Barese is no
exception to this, as we shall see in §2.3.

In general, non-standard (Italo-)Romance varieties operate a more ‘extreme’ interpretative
distinction between Dm and Im by adopting separate morpholexical and/or morphophonological

realisations of adjectives. A case in point is the Sardinian counterpart of Italian grande, whose
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pre- vs. postnominal semantic distinction is identical, but is encoded into two separate lexical

items with fixed positions, (invariable) grandu (9a) and mannu (9b):

(9) a. una grandu festa (Campidanese: Jones 1993:42)
a great  feast.F

‘a great feast’

b. una tassa  manna
a glass.F big.F

‘a large glass’

Rohlfs (1969:329,fn.3) notes that in some southern varieties prenominal adjectives may receive a
less relevant, ‘secondary’ value, accompanied by the lack of the regular, expected phonetic

developments found in the postnominal counterpart:

(10) a.  nubonu miedicu/nu medicu buonu (Sicilian)

‘a skilled(/good-hearted?) doctor’

b. nu bell’uéminu/nu cane biellu (Calabrese)

‘a good-looking(/nice?) man/dog’

c.  nabrutta giavuno/nu quans britts  (Abruzzese: Vasto)

‘an ugly(/bad?) boy/dog’

This morphophonological differentiation is not uncommon in other Romance varieties, e.g.
Sursilvan (Haiman&Beninca 1992:141ff.). Indeed, the particular semantico-syntactic status of
this ‘handful’ of prenominal modifiers becomes particularly visible in non-standard (Italo-
)JRomance varieties. Recall that southern varieties are distinct from standard Romance in that
most adjectival modifiers obligatorily appear postnominally, except for this limited set of
exceptionally prenominal adjectives with ‘evaluative’ readings.’’

Ledgeway (2009:231) provides an extensive list of prenominal adjectives in Neapolitan, such

as bello, buono, brutto, caro, (cierto,) curto, giovene, granne, gruosso, luongo, malo, (meglio,

' Cf. Jones (1993:42-43) for Sardinian; Saltarelli (1999) for central Italian varieties; Ledgeway
(2007:111,2009:232-236) for Neapolitan, Silvestri (2016) for northern Calabrese, and Guardiano (2011) for extreme
southern Italian varieties.
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miezo,) nuovo, (peggio,) povero, santo, (sulo,) vero, viecchio. Regarding their interpretation,
Jones remarks for Sardinian that, prenominally, ‘such adjectives convey an affective attitude of
appreciation or depreciation, rather than describing an inherent property of the referent’ (Jones
1993:42). On southern Italo-Romance, Rohlfs (Rohlfs 1969:330) comments more generally that

‘this exceptional position’ usually gives the adjective a different meaning, as in (11):

(11) a. fimmana bona/bona fimmana (Southern Calabrese)

‘good-looking woman’/‘woman of ill repute’

b.  na bbona mammo/la mamma bbona (Abruzzese: Lanciano)

‘a good(-hearted) mother’/‘the legitimate mother’

c. nu bbélla cittalo/nu cittalo bbélla

‘a hefty boy’/‘a handsome boy’

He adds that ‘colourful notations with a translated meaning are preposed to the noun, for
instance Calabrese /a niura sorte mia ‘my unlucky fate’ and Neapolitan la negra serpe ‘the evil
serpent’’ (Rohlfs 1969:330). Similarly, D’Ovidio&Meyer-Lubke (1906:191) provide the
Abruzzese/Northern Pugliese (sic) minimal pair fébbra forte vs (*)forta febbre ‘a high fever’. In
his 1964-grammar of Barese, Giovine (2005:58-59) deems (*)rossa femmene acceptable,
alongside féemmena rosse ‘red(-haired) woman’, as well as the cluster bbella garbata femmena
rossa rossa gendile ‘kind very-red(-haired) extremely well-mannered woman’.

However, the sort of adjectival preposing exemplified above may not reflect the genuine
situation of spoken dialects. In his more recent survey of Pugliese dialects, Melillo (1981:82)
notes that the the [A-N] configuration grande miseria can be found alongside miseria grande,
both with the meaning of ‘great misery’. However, the type vitello grasso ‘fat calf” never has a
counterpart (*)grasso vitello in these varieties, and the only options are either bel vitello ‘a nice
calf’ or il meglio vitello ‘the best calf” (Melillo 1981:83).

We will observe that Barese, on a par with the southern varieties discussed above, places the
majority of Dm-, and all Im-adjectives postnominally; in contrast, the prenominal position

displays limited accessibility, due to the partial-to-complete fossilisation of such a position.
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2.3. Barese adjectival modifiers

A few morphophonological remarks are in order before we turn to the semantico-syntactic
description and analysis of Barese adjectives. Gender and number agreement in Barese are
residually marked via ‘word-internal’ inflection, and no longer by inflectional endings, which
historically merged to [6].”*> The metaphonetic raising of stressed mid-vowels was due to final
high vowels,” in particular by -U in masculine singular adjectives, ritssapu vs. rossagr) ‘red’, and
by -1 for masculine plural, e.g. barésaisg) vs. barisappr; ‘Barese’, leaving the feminine
untouched.”*

Unlike the neighbouring dialects of Mola di Bari (Cox 1982:78-84,1986) and Altamura
(Loporcaro 1997b:343;2009:149), in Barese there is no evidence of the morphological
distinction between [+animate] or [+thuman] (operative only among masculine) referents, except
the innovative case of postnominal bbuéna/bbu(a)napy ‘kind/tasty’, only accepted by a few
speakers (§2.3.2.5).

A final, descriptive remark concerns adjectival degree. Similar to Romanian (Braescu
2013:§7.4), the Barese ‘absolute’ superlative is formed analytically by the bare adjective and a
postnominal intensifier (cf. Renzi 1997:166), such as assa(ja) (<*AD SATIS) and propria/probbria
‘indeed’ (cf. Abbatescianni 1896:59; Lacalendola 1969:15; Rohlfs 1969:288). Some synthetic
exceptions are found, e.g. the invariable sandissama ‘holiest(/most blessed)’ and bravissama
‘very skilled’, commonly used in exclamative contexts. Alternatively, adjectival reduplication is
also a common superlative-formation strategy, e.g. lengha lenghap ‘very long’ (Lopez 1952:21;

Valente 1975:35).

2.3.1. Postnominal modification

The distribution of Barese adjectival modifiers is predominantly postnominal. This contrasts
with what has been observed for Italian, where (at least) quality- and size-adjectives are
(optionally) available prenominally with a ‘subjective’ reading. In contrast, Barese seems to

disallow (most)*> APs from surfacing prenominally (12):

3% Except for the -A of feminine singular adjectives/nouns which resurfaces on all (but the last) constituents within
the same nominal phrase: bbruttas disgrazziatay lorda, ‘mmoquata, ‘rotten filthy scoundrel’ (Abbatescianni
1896:48; Lopez 1952:19; Valente 1975:29,36; Loporcaro 1997b:342).

3 Cf. Valente 1975:§1.1.5; Stehl 1980:183-189,232-233 for Barese; Maiden (1991); Calabrese (2011:§110); i.a.,
for (Italo-)Romance.

** Metaphony in the nominal domain was already recorded in notarial acts written in medieval (1065) Latin in
Byzantine-ruled Bari, (cf. Nitti di Vito 1900:1V.42), e.g. sabano rusatos (S¥ROSATU) ‘rose-decorated linen(M.SG)’;
octo scaptuniy et uno scaptoney petalato ‘eight ewers(M.PL) and one ewer(M.SG) with precious ornaments’.

% Cf. §2.3.2 for the exceptions.
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(12) (*lengo/*russo/*’taliano/*ammoquato) pomodors gréssa/ russo/’taliano/ammoquato
long  red [talian rotten tomato.M big red [Italian rotten

‘a big/red/Italian/rotten tomato’

Adjectives denoting size, shape, colour and nation(ality) systematically follow the modified N.
Contrary to standard Romance, the postnominal position becomes the only option in Barese for
both Im- and DmAPs. This causes ambiguity of interpretation in case of co-occurrence, even
more so than in standard Romance where the prenominal position is also available. Consider, for

instance, the example in (13):

(13) agghi’ a ’ccatta n’ abboto n(u)éva (Lacalendola 1972:56)
have.1sSG to buy a suitM new

‘I have to buy a new suit’

Compare now Barese n(u)éva ‘new’ to the corresponding standard Italian nuovo, whose meaning

differs in pre- and postnominal position:

(13) devo comprare. ..

must.1SG  buy

‘I have to buy...’

a. ...un abito  nuovo b. ...un nuovo abito
a suitM new a new suit.M
‘...a (brand-)new suit’ ‘...another suit’

Both pre- and postnominal meanings, Dm ‘another’ (13b) and Im ‘new’ (13a) respectively, must
be expressed postnominally in Barese, e.g. (13), giving rise to interpretative ambiguity between
Dm- and Im-readings. Consider the case in which n(u)éva/nova is employed as a DmAP in

postnominal position:
(14) s> ha ffatto la capa  nova

self has done the headF new

‘(s)he’s got a new hair-cut’
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Once again, Italian would express the Barese DP capa néva ‘new hair-cut’ with a prenominal
DmAP, i.e. nuovo taglio di capelli ‘new hair-cut’.

Another illustrative example of licensing both Im- and DmAP in postnominal position is
found in (15), where the restrictive colour-ImAP ggnora ‘black’ (15a) undergoes an
interpretative shift to Dm yielding the idiomatic reading ‘adverse, unfortunate, disastrous’, e.g.

(15b) or the fossilised tenda ggnora ‘jinxer (lit. curtain black)’:

(15) a. porto nacammisa ggnéra como o tozzona (Lacalendola 1972:58)
brings a shirt.F black like to-the firebrand

‘(s/)he’s wearing a very dirty shirt’ (lit. ‘as black as coal’)

b. chedda figghio av’avuto nasorta  ggnord (Lacalendola 1972:75)
that daughter.F  hashad a fateF black

‘that girl has experienced an adverse fate’

Similarly, the examples in (16a) and (16b) respectively show two instances of postnominal
size-DmAPs, pacconunna ‘small/little’ and gréssa ‘fat/big’, which define intrinsic, permanent
properties of their referents discato ‘finger’ and peésca ‘fish’, namely °‘little finger’ and ‘big-sized
(type of) fish’. This contrasts with their — still postnominal — ImAP counterparts (17), which will

receive a restrictive, contrastive reading:

(16) a. mo so’ ccazzato u discoto pacconunnd
self am crushed the fingerM small

‘I crushed my little finger’

b. sso  poéto acchia qquaccho ppésco greéssd (Lacalendola 1972:20)
it can.3sG find some fish.m fat

‘some big-sized fish might be found’
(17) mo so’ accattato namaghona pacconONNI/Erossd

self am bought a car.F small fat

‘I bought myself a small/big car’
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This same generalisation holds for other APs, e.g. (18), which yield translated, ‘idiomatic’
Dm-interpretations and yet only occur postnominally (cf. Italian un vero cretino ‘a real cretin’

for Barese (18a)):

(18) a. Conzino j¢  nnu cretino originalo
Vinnie is a cretin.M  original

‘Vinnie is a real cretin’

b. s’ ha gnottuto na tiano (sana) sand
it has swallowed a baking-tin.M healthy~healthy

‘(s)he’s devoured the entire (content of the) baking tray’

c.  Chelino  téno na zzita tosta
Mike holds a girlfriend.F  hard
‘Mike’s girlfriend is very hot’

d. stu wuagnéno téno la= capa  fréscka
this guy holds the head.F fresh

‘this guy does as it pleases him’

e. téno na léngua longa (Lacalendola 1972:58)
holds a tongue.F long

‘(s)he uses inappropriate language’

f. mogghicra-ma  téno na récchia fina (Lacalendola 1972:62)
wife -my holds a earF fine

‘my wife has sensitive hearing’

If we were to force an Im interpretation of the APs and to contrast them, their counterparts would
not be e.g. lengua corta ‘short tong’ (18e), nor recchia doppia ‘thick ear’ (18f), as their
interpretation ‘inappropriate language’ and ‘good/fine-tuned hearing” does not denote actual size,
but rather refers to a gradable value/quality of the referents. Semantically, both elements seem to
form a compound expression with figurative meaning of evaluative content, roughly translatable
into the polar [positive] and [negative] semantic values. These will be observed to characterise

Barese prenominal APs and, at the same time, limit their semantic import (§2.3.2).
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Nonetheless, the ambiguous postnominal DmAP core classes may access the Im-space to

convey a predicative, restrictive or contrastive reading (19):

(19) a. parti ppo nnu paiso landans (Caratu et al. 1989:37)
left.3sG for a country.M far

‘he left for a far-away country’

b. jé nna mattonata frédds (Maurogiovanni 1988:33)
is a morning.F cold

‘it’s a cold morning’

c. u stomache chiona non vasco sondi fridde (Maurogiovanni 1988:33)
the stomach.m full not makes feel cold

‘one cannot feel the cold with a full belly’

d. ji accatto sémbo cOso  morcatd (Lacalendola 1972:22)
I buy.1sG always thing.F cheap
‘I always buy cheap stuff’

e. lo duleo t(u)esta ngappono nganno (Lacalendola 1972:18)
the sweets.M hard stumble.3PL  in-throath

‘hard sweets are difficult to swallow’

In (192)-(19e¢), londana ‘far away’, frédds ‘cold’, chiana ‘full’, morcato ‘cheap’ and t(u)ésto
‘hard’ do not refer to the core properties of (i.e. directly modify) their respective referents, but all
receive predicative readings, which are conceptually in contrast with their antonyms vacina
‘close’, calda ‘warm’, vacanda ‘empty’, cara ‘expensive’, modda ‘soft’.

The extensive list of examples from (12) to (19) testify to the obligatory [N-A] order found in
most contexts of Barese adjectival modification, thus forcing the NP to surface in the highest
positions across the Dm-adjectival hierarchy and the Im-space. This implies that Cinque’s (2010)
prediction concerning the Romance ambiguity between DmAP vs ImAP in postnominal position

is particularly borne out in the case of Barese.
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2.3.1.1. Multiple postnominal modification

Barese shows resistance to the formation of multiple, serial AP clusters, favouring parallel or
coordinated sequences of APs (Sproat&Shih 1991:578) where the independent modification of
the NP obtains. This tendency also includes certain quantifiers, e.g. assa’ ‘a lot’ in (21), whose

position is usually prenominal in Romance:

(22) stonn’ a ffa ttanda palazzo n(u)éva e ggrannd (Lacalendola 1971:32)
stand.3PL to do many buildings.M new and big

‘many new big apartment houses are being build (lit. they are building)’

(21) acqua assa e ssalata (Sada 1971:64)
water.F much and salted

‘a lot of salted water’

However, Barese does allow reduced series of APs to occur postnominally, as in (22). Under this
view, the proximity of the adjective to the noun determines whether Dm or Im may apply. The
prototypically Dm-property russa ‘red’ referring to a tomato can also function as an ImAP when

co-occurring with another ImAP appannuto ‘hung’:

(22) a. lo  pomadurs russo  appiso/appennutd
the tomatoes.M red hung/hung

‘red tomatoes hung-up (i.e. not sun-dried/lying on the table)’

b. lo  pomodurs appiso/*appennuto russd
the tomatoes.M  hung/hung red

‘red (i.e. not green) hang-preserved tomatoes’

In (22a)-(22b), both adjectives in phrase-final positions are pragmatically interpreted as rhematic,
‘discourse-new’ information, and syntactically behave as reduced relative clauses whose
interpretation is restrictive/contrastive (Im). In contrast, the adjectives closer to the noun are
semantically and syntactically more ‘dependent’ on it on account of their tighter Dm-relation,
similar to a complex nominal compound [N-A]. Moreover, (22) shows the morpholexical
specialisation of the two so-called ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ participial forms, appisa and appannuto
respectively (cf. ch.5,§4). The ‘weak’ form appannutso cannot receive a Dm-interpretation,

whereas the strong form can, albeit with semantic differences. Hence, (22a) describes
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prototypically ‘red tomatoes’ which are hung/hanging. In this case, appannuto only conveys the
Im-interpretation, i.e. the ‘red tomatoes’ are hanging, not lying on the table. In contrast, appisa
usually receives the Dm-reading of ‘preserved in a suspended position’ in the [N-DmAP]
complex (22b), whereas it can also be interpreted contrastively in Im-position, i.e. ‘hang-
preserved(/not sun-dried”).

We may now turn our attention to the behaviour of the extremely exiguous number of DmAPs

allowed in prenominal position.

2.3.2. Prenominal modification

We have observed that standard Romance may exploit the prenominal position for direct
modification only (§2.2). However, Barese only does so in a very constrained fashion (Lopez
1952:11.19-20; Lacalendola 1969:11-12; Melillo 1981; Giovine 2005[1964]). In fact, Barese
prenominal position appears largely unproductive,’® and is only accessible to an exceptional,
closed class of eleven APs: bbu(é)nap/bbonair; ‘good/good-hearted’, malo ‘bad’, bbéllo
‘beautiful/nice’, bbrutta ‘ugly/bad’, bbrava ‘skilful/good-natured’, granna ‘big/great’, povara
‘poor/pitiful’, vecchia ‘old/long-standing/former’, sanda ‘holy/blessed’, (j)aldo ‘tall/higher’, and
vasca(/bbassa) ‘short/lower’.

Given their limited number, each of these APs will be exemplified and discussed individually
from the least to the most productive, and in turn contrasted with their postnominal counterparts.
These highly frequent DmAPs mainly describe semantically opposite primitive qualities and
sizes, and crucially show clear signs of fossilisation in terms of their morpho(phono)logical
shape and semantic meaning when licensed in prenominal position. Their literal meanings can
only be retained postnominally, whereas their Dm-interpretation can be licensed both pre- and
postnominally. However, we observe two specific trends of semantic shifts in prenominal
position: a radical shift, i.e. the AP is interpreted as its antonym, and a partial shift, i.e. the AP is
interpreted ‘subjectively’. The figurative, subjective interpretation of these prenominal APs
suggests that their inherent nature implies Dm.

Further evidence on the idiomatic nature of these pronominal APs will come from a sub-class
which is only allowed to occur with a limited, recurrent type of N head, forming mostly
fossilised, idiomatic expressions with fixed interpretations. This is allegedly due to the co-

existence of different stages of a lexicalisation process, whereby the two elements become fused

3% Exceptions to this generalisation are sparsely found throughout the recent literary production in Barese, but
these constitute exceptions, e.g. imitation of literary registers, unheard in the spoken variety; see §2.2.1.
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together into a nominal [A+N] compound, sometimes accompanied by the opacification of the
semantics of the AP.

In contrast, a sub-class of (seemingly) productive Barese prenominal APs can be ascribed to
the presence of the (lexical and semantic) equivalent standard Italian counterparts, which have
possibly ‘restored’ the — once more productive — Barese prenominal position.

At the end of this study, only a limited sub-set of these prenominal APs will show greater
signs of semantic ‘productivity’, i.e. ability to modify a broader class of nouns; these APs
express the speaker’s basic [positive/negative] evaluation/opinion on the referent.

One crucial premise to Barese prenominal modification is that such a position is available to
at most one DmAP at a time, which is in line with the Barese tendency for a higher productivity
of the postnominal position (cf.§ 2.3.1). Consider the ungrammaticality of the co-occurring
prenominal DmAPs in (23a)-(23b); they can only surface in the ‘ambiguous’ postnominal

position, where their Dm- vs Im-interpretation relies on the pragmatic context of occurence:

(23) a.  nu Dbbuéno (*poOvoro) crostiano povers
a good  poor person.M. poor

‘a poor good-hearted person’

b. nu povaro (*bbuéno) crostiano bbuéno
a poor  good person.M good

‘a pitiful good(/simple-minded) person’

The impossibility of multiple prenominal modification corroborates the hypothesis of the
truly limited access to the prenominal position in Barese. Historically, this suggests an erstwhile
greater syntactic ‘freedom’ of the prenominal position, preserved only for these speaker-oriented
adjectives to three different extents: ‘non-productive’, i.e. fossilised compounds, ‘semi-

productive’, and fully ‘productive’.

2.3.2.1. Mals ‘bad’

Considering the purely evaluational interpretation of Barese prenominal adjectives, the full
productivity of [+negative] mala, ‘bad/evil’, would be expected. Instead, malo appears as the
most advanced case of fossilisation, with two recognisable semantic and syntactic tendencies.
Morpholexical factors entirely determine the occurrence of prenominal mala, as it can only occur
with a closed class of referents. This suggests that the ‘productive’ usage of prenominal (and

postnominal) malo must have been more extensive in earlier stages of the dialect. What survives
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is a (morpholexically determined) historical relic, which is by no means uncommon in Italo-
Romance (vs Spanish) and other southern Italian dialects.

In the most advanced stage of fossilisation encountered, mala can synchronically be treated as
an unproductive [+negative] evaluative prefix, similar to a pejorative suffix. This is confined to a
minimal amount of idiomatic [mala-N] compounds, e.g. mala-vita ‘organised crime(/lit. bad-
life’), mala-carna ‘delinquent’ (lit. ‘bad-flesh’), mal-ombra ‘elusive person(/jinxer)’ (lit. ‘bad-
shadow’), mala-lengua ‘rumour-monger’ (lit. ‘bad-tongue’), mal-aciadds ‘owl/jinxer’ (lit. ‘bad-
bird’), mal-érva ‘weeds’ (lit. ‘bad-grass’).

The second tendency is the same operative in Romance, inasmuch as it implies the
subjective interpretation of ‘bad, evil, disgraceful’ of the prenominal adjective. However, the
restriction in place here is again morpholexical, as the referents modifiable by prenominal mala
also form a closed class, e.g. mala ggends ‘bad, evil people’, mala morta ‘disgraceful death’,
mala crianza ‘bad manners’, mala néva ‘bad news’. Possibly due to the non-figurative nature of
the referents, these readings of malo are more transparent than those in the fossilised [malo-N]
compounds.

Crucial evidence in favour of this distinction comes from the further prenominal

modification of the lexicalised [malo-N] compounds (16a) with another prenominal adjective:

(24) a.  povera/veécchia mala-vito
old poor bad-life.F

‘the pitiful/old(-generation of) organised crime’

b.  *brutta/*sanda/*povera mala morto
ugly holy poor bad death.F
‘disgraceful death’

Further prenominal modification is not allowed for the group of less lexicalised compounds
(24b), which suggests that prenominal syntactic restrictions are still in place. In contrast,
whenever prenominal modification is allowed, the malo-component functions as a sub-part of a
nominal compound in which its semantics are barely distinguishable. Nonetheless, all examples
point to a once-greater productivity of prenominal mals, which is now entirely lost, or
morpholexically constrained. Curiously, Latin ablative MALA MENTE lit. ‘(with) bad/evil/wicked
mind’ underwent a similar process, giving rise (via category-change to adverbial) to mala-menda,
the most ‘successful’ postnominal counterpart of mals in southern Italo-Romance varieties,

discussed below.
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In postnominal position, mala is entirely unproductive, i.e. it lacks a postnominal variant
altogether. Its function has been replaced either by postnominal-only mala-meénda (lit. ‘bad-ly’),
maligna ‘malign’ (with [+human] referents), or by brutts ‘bad(/ugly)’ in pre- (and post)nominal

position (§2.3.2.7) with most referent types:

(25) (mala) ggendo (*malo)> (bbrutta/) ggendo malameénds/ maligno
bad people.F  bad bad people.F  mean malign

‘mean, wicked people’

Although malamends> may appear as one of the Barese fossilised [A-N] compounds, its
diachrony presupposes an intermediate change from nominal to adverbial, as the [A-MENTE]
configuration was highly exploited for (manner-)adverb formation in most of Romance. In
contrast, in southern Italo-Romance -mente adverbs are quite rare,”’ and adverbs are syncretic
with adjectives (cf. Rohlfs 1969:243; Ledgeway 2011,2016:§16.4.3.4; Silvestri 2016). Therefore,
mala-menda, originally ‘bad-ly’, could readily fulfil the adjectival function of an increasingly
unproductive mala, but only postnominally. Unlike Neapolitan (Ledgeway 2009:224), Barese
malamenda can only modify [+animate] referents (cf. Abbatescianni 1896:68) meaning
‘bad/mean/wicked’. Equally restricted to [+animate] referents, maligna also means ‘evil/mean’
(on a par with Italian cattivo), and behaves like any other postnominal adjective. The [+animate]
restrictions imposed on malamenda and maligna are usually by-passed through the ‘productive’
option brutta, meaning literally ‘ugly’, but figuratively ‘bad’. This typically modifies [-animate]

referent with the meaning of ‘bad/wicked/disgraceful’ both in pre- and postnominal position:

(26) a. malo pardlo (*malo)> (#brutto)  pardlo brutto(/*malaméndo)
bad words.F  bad bad words.F ~ bad mean
‘swearings’ ‘swearings(/#mean words)’

b. mala-fémmons (*malo)> femmona malaméndo  (*malo/#brutto)
bad- female bad female.F mean.F bad ugly
‘woman of ill-repute’ ‘woman of ill-repute(/#ugly girl)’

" However, see e.g. Barese disjunction oppura-meénd» ‘or’ and a few Neapolitan adjectives: allegra-mente ‘happy’
(Ledgeway 2009:224).
81



Postnominal brutta (§2.3.2.7) usually receives the Im-meaning of ‘ugly’ with [+human] referents

(26b), as the specialised postnominal malamend> is used in that context.

2.3.2.2. Jalda/bbassa ‘higher/lower’

The two size/height adjectives, jaldo ‘tall’/vasca ['vaf:(9)] ‘short’, represent another case of
fossilised [A-N] compounds. The first morphophonological ‘anomaly’ comes from the contrast
between the productive postnominal size-adjectives jalda/vasca and their prenominal-only
counterparts (j)alda/bbassa. The latter pair, (j)alda/bbassa (<*ALTU/BASSU), appear
morphophonologically more conservative if compared to jalda/vasca. Their semantics also varies,
shifting from ‘tall/short’ to ‘higher/lower’, as in most Romance. However, the Barese
prenominal (j)alda/bbassa only surfaces with a handful of geographical terms and toponyms, e.g.
alda/bbassa mandagna “upper/lower mountain’, ald’/bass’Ita(gg)lio ‘northern/southern Italy’,
Alda/Bassa Murga ‘upper/lower Murgia Plateau’, and (J)alda-mura ‘Altamura’ (lit. ‘high-walls”).
These behave as completely fossilised [A-N] compounds, whose ‘reference-modifying’

interpretation also became crystallised with it:

(27) povera bbass’ Ita(gg)lia bello
poor.F tall Italy.F nice

‘nice pitiful southern Italy’

Example (27) shows that these compounds can be further modified, hence testifying to their
completed fossilisation. In contrast with the [(j)alda/bbassa-N] compounds, the Dm-readings of
the more recent variants jalda/vasca are allowed postnominally. The two are invariably ruled out

in prenominal position, leading to Dm-/Im-semantic ambiguity:

(28) a.  (*bbasso/*vasco) crostiano  vasca
short person.M  short

‘short person’

b.  (*(jaldo) scolo jalda
high schools.F  high

‘secondary/higher education’

As expected, postnominal jalda/vasco may ambiguously convey their literal, restrictive reading

‘tall’/‘short’ (28a), along with their Dm-readings ‘high(er)/low(er)’ (28b).
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2.3.2.3. Granna ‘great’/vécchia ‘long-standing’/povara ‘pitiful’

The three adjectives granna ‘big/elder’, vecchia ‘old’ povara ‘poor’ undergo the regular semantic
shift from postnominal-only literal reading to a prenominal ‘subjective’ interpretation, as
generally occurs in Romance. Their prenominal readings change into ‘great’, ‘long-
standing(/former)’, and ‘pitiful’ respectively. Their ‘rudimentary’ semantics may justify their
high frequency, but their standard-Italian counterparts may have helped reinforcing/preserving
their prenominal variants in Barese. Nonetheless, these adjectives equally show restrictions on
the referents they can modify, hence can no longer be considered as productive as in other
Romance varieties.

The prenominal adjective with the heaviest restrictions is granna, ‘great’, which shifts its
literal meaning from °‘big’ (‘elderly’ with [+animate] referents (29b)), to the [+positive]
evaluative ‘great’. Possibly, the increasing acceptability of prenominal granna in modern Barese
has to be ascribed to the influence of standard Italian. In fact, this adjective may only
prenominally modify a very limited class of [+human] referents, e.g. the generic crastiana
‘person’, omana ‘man’, sagnora ‘gentleman/lord’. However, its postposition may convey both its

literal and non-literal meaning (29b) in the right pragmatic context:

(29) a. nu grannd Omond b. n’ Omono grannd
a great  man.M a man.M big
‘a great man’ ‘an elderly man (i.e. adult)/a great man’

In contrast, other [+human]/[-animate] referents only accept postnominal modification,

whereby granna can retain its Dm-reading ‘great’ depending on the referent it modifies:

(30) a. (“granna) poéts/ profossdre/  sinnacha grannd
great poet.M professor.M mayor.M great

‘great/elder poet/professor/mayor’

b. (*granna) chiazza/  fésta/ sfazziona/ moséria  grannd
great square.F  celebration.F satisfaction.F misery.F  great

‘great square/celebration/satisfaction/misery’

The literal Im-meaning ‘big’ for [-animate] referents would more readily be conveyed by
postnominal gréssa/grossa ‘fat(/big)’, avoiding the potential ambiguity arising with [+animate]

referents. Although the ‘subjective’ prenominal ‘great’ is marginally accepted among some
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speakers under possible Italian influence (cf. ‘??’ instead of “*’ in (30a)), arguably granno
cannot freely access the prenominal position, and is preferably replaced by other expressions
with approximatively equivalent semantics. For instance, the Dm-meaning of ‘great/extremely
valuable/impressive’ can often be replaced by postnominal [+positive] brava (assa’), lit.‘(very)
skilful’, or forta (assa’), lit. ‘(very) strong’, only with [+animate] referents, e.g. prafassora
brava/forta (assa’) ‘an impressive professor’, or the by the constructions [sorta/sfaccima da NJ,
e.g. nu sorta do cavadda/ggiardina/calda and na sfaccim(m)a do chiazza/uerra/sfazziona, freely
translatable as ‘great, impressive’ for all referents.

The behaviour of prenominal vecchia resembles that of granna. Its meaning shifts from
‘old’ to the ‘situation-bound’, abstract ‘long-standing’ or ‘former/previous’. Also vecchia cannot
freely modify all referents, having to resort to the postnominal position for both Dm- and Im-

readings depending on the nature of the referent/reference.

(31) a. (")vécchiochombagna b.  chombagno vécchia
old friend.M friend.M old
‘long-standing friend’ ‘elderly/long-standing/former friend’

7?7~ . [N Y .
c. (*"vecchia) cliénda veécchid
old customer.F old

‘old/long-standing/former customer’

d. (*"'vécchid) zito/ cavaddo/ fatto  veécchid
old partnerM horse.M  story.M old

‘the old/former partner/horse/story’

In order to resolve this postnominal ambiguity, the Dm-meaning of ‘long-standing’ can also

usually be expressed adverbially via the construction in (32):

(32) nuchombagno (¢’ accandscocho)  vécchia
a friend.M  that know.1SG old

‘long-standing friend’

Note that the ‘long-standing’ reading only obtains prenominally in a few fossilised expressions,
e.g. vecchia canascénza ‘long-time acquaintance’. In the modern dialect, prenominal vecchia

may have increased its occurrence due to its Italian equivalent vecchio ‘long-standing’ with
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[+human] referents (hence the notation **”

). In contrast, it is favoured in prenominal position,
where only the pragmatic context can dismiss the ambiguity between °‘old’ and ‘long-
standing/former’.

The last prenominal adjective, the [+negative]| povara ‘pitiful’, appears to be able to
modify a larger number of referents, possibly due to its semantic content, which allegedly

secured its semi-productivity in prenominal position. ‘Pitiful’ can be idiomatically extended to [-

animate] referents, provided that they ‘deserve the speaker’s pity’:

(33) a.  povara famigghio/ maghona
poor  family.F car.F

‘pitiful family/car (i.e. after an accident)’

b. povara cristo(-iand)/ cavaddo
pitiful person.M horse.m

‘pitiful person/horse (i.e. mistreated)’

c. famigghia/ cristo(-iano)/ *cavadds/ *maghona  povora
family.F person.M horse.M  car.F poor.F

‘poor family/person/*horse/*car’

Povara retains its literal meaning ‘impoverished’ in postnominal position (25c), frequently
appearing in the diminutive povariddapy/povaréddair) as the morpholexical Im-variant™, e.g. na
famigghia povarédds ‘a poor(/?pitiful) family’. Interestingly, the Im-reading of ‘pitiful’ in
copular constructions is expressed by the substantivisation of povara plus a prepositional
pronominal  complement [povor-a-pronoun] identifying the [+thuman] referent:

GiuannapyMaripg jé nu povar-a-jiddapyy/na povar-a-jéddar; ‘John/Mary is a pitiful person’.

2.3.2.4. Sands ‘blessed’

The semi-productive sanda ‘blessed’ can only modify a recurrent class of referents. Its original
prenominal function designates saints, e.g. Sanda Nacola ‘Saint Nicholas’, and other religious
terms with the literal meaning of ‘holy/sacred’, e.g. sanda tomora do Ddi, ‘holy fear of God’,
sanda messa ‘holy mass’, sanda pascenza (do Ddi/G(g)asu) ‘holy patience (of God/Jesus)’.

However, the Im-meaning of sand> would not be allowed prenominally in modern Barese, and,

*¥ Pronominally, povaridda/povarédds can also refer to a “pitiful (person)’.
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indeed, all these cases appear to be fixed expressions (by no means exclusive to Barese), i.e.
diachronic relics of a more permissive prenominal placement. Particularly revealing is the
retention of the (postnominal) synthetic superlative sandissama ‘holiest’, a conservative
exception in Barese.

Besides these fossilised expressions, modern-day Barese sands shows little signs of
productivity, being confined to modify a closed, yet varied class of referents, as shown in (34)-
(35). Whenever sand> modifies its referents prenominally, its meaning oscillates between the
‘subjective’ [+positive] ‘blessed’ (i.e. ‘good-hearted, saint-like’) for [+human] referents, and its
[+negative] antonym ‘cursed/damned’, e.g. (26a), depending on the pragmatic context of

occurrence.

(34) a. sando Omono/ crostiano/ figghio (sande)
blessed man.M person.M son.M blessed

‘a blessed(/cursed) man/person/son’

b. *sanda  chozzalo/ copodds/ pavurs

blessed  peasant.F onion.F fear.F

(35) a. sanda scarnato b.  scornata  sanda
blessed  day.F day.F holy
‘cursed(/blessed) day’ ‘holy/blessed day’

On some occasions, the meaning of prenominal sand> becomes completely opaque as in other
fixed [A-N] Barese expressions, i.e. sanda piacéra ‘kind courtesy’ (lit. ‘holy/sacred favour’),
sanda tromona ‘utter jerk’ (lit. ‘holy/sacred-wank’), sanda cosa ‘an appropriate thing/action’ (lit.
‘holy/sacred-thing’). Finally, the Im-reading of ‘holy’ is now only expressed postnominally, e.g.
Pasqua sando ‘Holy Easter’ (cf. Italian Santa Pasqua), witness the nominal [N-A] compound

cam(b)a-sanda ‘cemetery’ (lit. ‘field-holy’), formed by retaining the Im-reading.

2.3.2.5. Bbu(é)nay/bbonay ‘good(-hearted)’

Barese [+positive] bbu(é)nap/bbonajr, literally ‘good’, is fully productive in postnominal
position, as opposed to its antonym mala. In contrast, bbu(é)na/bboona also shows little signs of
prenominal productivity, following the usual two different trends of fossilisation and semantic
shifts. Bbu(é)na/bbona receives the ‘subjective’ [+positive] reading of ‘kind, good-

hearted|numan/Well-behaved|+animate)/pleasant] animate/+abstract)” depending on the referent, whereas it
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conveys its [+negative] opposite in set expressions, i.e. fossilised nominal compounds. Below,

we present a selection of possible [(A)-N-(A)] combinations

interpretations:

(36) [thuman]

a. bbuéna crostiano/ figghio b.

good person.M son.M

‘good-hearted person/son’

C. bbona
good woman.F

‘ill-repute woman’

79 7 \ \
e. (*"bbuéna) sinnacho/ scarpara

good mayor.M

féemmoana d.

shoe-maker.Mm

showing the variable

crostiano/  figghio bbu(é)na

person.M son.M good

‘good-hearted/simple-minded person/son’
femmona bbona
woman.F good

‘good-hearted/hot woman’

bbu(é)nd
good

‘kind/simple-minded(/skilful) mayor/shoe-maker’

(37) [tanimate]

79 y N
a.  (*"")bbuéna ciucco b.

good donkey.M

‘well-behaved donkey’

(38) [-animate]/[+abstract]

a. bbén’ anomo b.
good  soul.F
‘deceased person’

c. (*"bbéna) monéstra/ scola/
good soup.F school.F

soluzziona

solution.F

bbu(é)na
donkey.M good

ciuced

‘well-behaved/hard-working/tasty donkey’

anoma bbond
soul.LF  good

‘kind soul (i.e. person)’

bboénas

good

‘good soup (i.e. tasty)/school (i.e. prestigious)/solution (i.e. convenient)’

d. bbuén’ esémbio €.

good  example.M

‘role-model’

esembio bbu(é)ns

example.M  good

‘relevant/good example’
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The original meaning of ‘good/kind[+human/animate]’ 1S retained by postnominal bbuéna/bbona,
which can be also interpreted as ‘skilled’, i.e. ‘good (at doing something)’ in predicative contexts,
overlapping with the Im-reading of postnominal bbrava ‘skilful’ (36e). Alongside the Im-
readings, different ‘translated’ readings are found in postnominal position. The ‘simple-minded’
meaning of bbuéna in (36b)-(36e) for [+animate] referents allegedly comes form the elliptical
comparative clause nu cristiana bbuéna (com’o ppana) ‘a person (as) good (as bread)’, i.e. ‘a
fool’; however, the monophthongised bbuina can only convey the literal interpretation. The
meaning of ‘good-looking’ (36d) for the feminine hbona, instead, comes as no surprise in Italo-
Romance.

In contrast, prenominal bbuéna/bbona conveys [+positive] values such as ‘good-
hearted/well-behaved/pleasant’ as an inherent, non-contrastive property of a set of recurrent
referents. For [+human] referents (36a), Giovine claims that ‘the quality is spiritual and can refer
to a calm and hard-working person’, whereas ‘if referring to the animal, it will only concern its
character’ (Giovine 2005[1964]:58), such as in (37a). However, the latter prenominal
bbuénal/bbona seems marginal with [+animate] referents, e.g. animals, and their ‘tame’ character
is best described postnominally, alongside the ‘tasty’ reading as possible food. It is not clear
whether Giovine is referring to a metaphoric [+human] reading for [-human] referents, as the
acceptability of the prenominal bbuéna depends on the ability of the referent to be
‘tamed/tamable’, thus ‘well-behaved’, as opposed to ‘untamable’ animals, i.e. *na bbona
zzambana ‘a good mosquito’. Nonetheless, most of these interpretations amount to the speaker’s
evaluations/opinion of the referent, which is allegedly why these prenominal adjectives can (or
used to) appear in prenominal position.

As for the [-animate]/[+abstract] referents, we come across set expressions, e.g. (38a)-(38f),
in which the prenominal bbuéna/bbona shows a more or less opaque meaning if compared to
[+animate], behaving like fossilised [A-N] compounds (but cf. bbona-nova ‘good news’).
Similarly, prenominal bbuéna/bbona receives an idiomatic [+negative] value with a few
[+animate] referents, forming one single semantic entity with it, e.g. (36¢). Hence, the ‘good-
hearted, kind’ interpretation for fémmana can by no means be prenominal, and the only option
for Barese is the postnominal position. A crucial morphophonological remark concerns the
masculine forms bbuéna and bbuna, as the latter cannot occur in prenominal position, while the
former can. Bbuéna is the most conservative of the two forms, whereas bbuna is only a recent
phonological development (Valente 1975:17-18). Nitti Di Vito (1896:9) already attests the on-
going diastratic change from bbuéna to bbui(a)na, the latter representing the pronunciation of
‘less vulgar people’. Unsurprisingly, the innovative form cannot access the ‘unproductive’

position. Postnominally, elder Barese speakers accept bbuna as an innovation, the younger
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generations favour it over bbuéna, while few middle-aged speakers make a(n innovative)
distinction between [+animate] nu uagnona bbuna/bbuéna ‘a good-hearted(/simple-minded) boy’
and ‘tasty’ food/drinks u mmir(r)a bbuna(/*bbuéna) ‘good wine’.

In other words, bbuéna/bbona cannot freely access the prenominal position, as it can only
occur with certain referents and be interpreted ‘subjectively’ (according to the semantics of the
noun), or idiomatically, with a [negative] connotation, testifying to a once-greater productivity of
the prenominal position. Such prenominal constraints in modern Barese can account for the fact

that, prenominally, bbéllo> and bbrava™ are favoured over bbuéna to express [+positive] values.

2.3.2.6. Bbrava ‘good-hearted’

Bbrava, literally ‘skilful’, is only compatible with [+animate] referents and is extremely
productive in postnominal position for both literal and translated (‘good-natured/good-hearted’)
meanings, similarly to postnominal bbuéne ‘good’ (§2.3.2.5). When occurring in prenominal
position, bbrava may only convey the evaluative [+positive] reading ‘good-natured/good-
hearted’. However, the postnominal availability of figurate meanings tends to favour

postnominal bbrava over the prenominal one, yet forming the same tight Dm-relation:

(39) a.  bbrava figghio b.  figghia bbrava
good  daughter.F daughter.F  skilful
‘good-natured daughter’ ‘skilful/good-natured daughter’
c. (bbrava) cristo(-iana)/ omona bbravo
good person.M man.sg.M skilful

‘good-natured/skilled person/ man’

d. (‘bbraves) attano/ sinnocha/ frabbacatéra bbrava
good fatherM  mayor.M builder.m skilful

‘good-natured/skilled dad/mayor/builder’

e. (‘bbrava) cano/ ciucco/ bbestia bbravs
good dog.M donkey.M beastM  skilful
‘good-natured/well-behaved dog/donkey/beast’

% Adverbial bbrava can often substitute adverbial bbu(é)na: si ccapits bbu(é)na/bbrave ‘you’ve understood
correctly’.
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The postnominal variant of bbrava can also be intepreted as ‘skilful’ (except for [-human] in
(39¢)), but nowadays the figurative ‘good-natured’ for [+human] and ‘good-natured/well-
behaved’ for [-human] referents are more readily available in both positions. However, some
minor prenominal restrictions are found with some referents (39d-e); prenominal bbrava seems
to imply a more ‘inherent-property’ reading than in postnominal position, similarly to
[+negative] bbrutta. It cannot be excluded that the productivity of bbrava is linked to its Italian
counterpart, e.g. un brav’'uomo ‘a good-natured man’, considering that the concept of ‘good-
natured’ was once more naturally conveyed by the (now ‘semi-productive’) prenominal bbuéna.
Their semantic overlap becomes even clearer by the alternation of postnominal bbrava ‘skilful’

with the postnominal Im-reading of hbuéna ‘good (at doing something)’.

2.3.2.7 Bbrutts ‘bad’
Bbrutta, literally ‘ugly’, can potentially prenominally modify any referent by shifting its literal
meaning to a more generic [+negative] ‘bad’, reflecting the speaker’s perspective when denoting
the referent. The prenominal interpretations of bbrutto may vary from context to context,
yielding e.g. ‘disgraceful N’, ‘inconvenient N’, ‘bad-tasting N’, etc. Its semantic versatility to
describe a range of [+negative] qualities/values of the referent makes bbrutto the most suitable
replacement of the fossilised malo?, and among the most productive pre(/post)nominal
adjectives.

Besides forming set idioms, bbrutta is used in both declarative and exclamative contexts to
intensify the [+negative] connotation of the referent, e.g. brutto disgrazziato ‘scoundrel’.
However, the evaluative, non-literal interpretation of bbrutta (where applicable) will concur with

the literal ‘ugly’ one in postnominal position:

(40) [+animate]

a. bbrutts  crostians b. crostiano  bbrutta
bad person.M person.M ugly
‘dodgy person’ ‘ugly/dodgy person’

c. (bbrutta) omona/ camaréra/ cano  bbrutts
bad man.M waiterM dog.M ugly

‘ugly-looking/bad son/man/waiter/dog’

0 Bbritts rarely means ‘mean, evil’ with [+animate] referents, which is instead conveyed by malaménda.
However, adverbial bbrutto may replace adverbial mala, e.g. ma stogg’a ssondi mala/bbrutta ‘I’m starting to feel ill’.
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(41) [-animate]
a.  (bbrutta) marangia/ maghona/ fatiga  (bbrutts)
bad orange.F car.F jobF  ugly

‘bad-tasting/ugly-looking orange; bad/ugly car; unpleasant/bad job’

b. (bbrutta) faccia/ zzéna (bbrutta)
bad face.F  zone.F ugly

‘dodgy/ugly-looking face/neighbourhood’

Prenominal brutto appears to be one of the most productive adjectives discussed so far, as it
expresses a subjective [+negative] property of the referent N. However, the availability of the
Dm-reading in postnominal position is favoured over the prenominal one despite the possible

interpretative ambiguity with the literal, Im-reading.

2.3.2.8 Bbélla ‘nice’
The behaviour of evaluative bbélls, literally ‘beautiful’, appears to be the most productive
exception in the panorama of Barese adjectival modification. Its original meaning, similarly to
bbrutta, shifts to the generic [positive] evaluative reading ‘nice’, which is arguably the reason for
its high degree of productivity in both pre- and postnominal position.

Somewhat like the unproductive mala/malamenda ‘bad/mean’, the first striking morpholexical
restriction is found in the pre- vs. postnominal alternation between bbéllo ‘nice’ and the literal

postnominal counterpart bbarafattom/bbarafattar good-looking/beautiful’:

(42) [+human]

a.  bbéllo crostiano b.  crostiano  bborofatto (/bbélld)
nice  person.M person.M beautiful nice
‘good-natured, pleasant person’ ‘good-looking(/good-natured) person’

(43) [-animate]

a. bbéllo ggiardino b.  ggiardino bbarafatto (/bbélld)
nice garden.M garden.M beautiful  nice
‘well-kept/nice garden’ ‘beautiful(/nice, well-kept) garden’
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(44) [tabstract]

a.  bbell’ esembio b.  esémbio bbella (/*bberofatto)
nice example.M example.M  nice beautiful
‘role-model/nice example’ ‘nice example’

The literal meaning of ‘good-looking’ is usually not conveyed by the postnominal lexical variant
bbéllo alone, but by the once-periphrastic [adjectivet+past participle] bbarapy/bbaraptfatta
from Latin <*BELL-U/-A+FACTU, lit. ‘beautiful-made’. *' Semantically, the specialised
bbarafatta/bbarafatts is allowed postnominally (pace Giovine 2005:55) provided that ‘physical
beauty’ is involved. This makes bbarafatta/bbarafatto not suitable for [+abstract] referents (44b),
for which only postnominal variant is allowed with the generic meaning ‘good/nice/pleasant’.
Hence, bbarafatta/bbarafatts is the dedicated Im-form, whereas bbéllo is employed for both Im-
and Dm-readings with its ‘subjective’ meaning.

Prenominally, the same generic interpretation of [+positive] ‘nice’ can apply to any
referents, as it does not define a specific property of the referent, but expresses the speaker’s
evaluation/opinion/comment about a(n ‘ideal’) referent, roughly paraphrasable as ‘a
good/fine/nice (kind of) N’. This generic [+positive] value of bbéllo justifies its different

semantic interpretations with certain classes of referents:

(45) [tanimate]
bbélla chombagno/ attano/ sinnocha/ cavaddo
nice friend.M fatherr M mayor.M horse.M

‘a good (example of) friend/father/mayor/horse’

(46) [-animate]
bbélla  scolo/ madacing/ pizzo/ luns
nice.F school.F  medicine.F pizza.F moon.F

‘a(n example of) good school/adequate medicine/tasty pizza/bright moon’

In (45)-(46), prenominal bbello presents general interpretive tendencies, rather than clear-cut
readings, reflecting its higher degree of semantic productivity compared to other prenominal

adjectives. In this way, the speaker can attribute different [+positive], ‘subjective’

*1 Cf. Loporcaro 2009:151 (vs *BENE+FACTU: Giovine 2005[1964]:64). The unproductive, morphophonologically
reduced bbara-y/bbara-r may have directly developed from Latin BELLU(M), rather being than a later development
from the (now-obsolete) indigenous bbédda; cf. (old) Neapolitan varieties (Ledgeway 2009:82).
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qualities/values (e.g. ‘pleasant’, ‘good-looking’, ‘tasty’, ‘efficient’, etc.) to the referent on the
basis of its nature.

However, we also find fossilised instances of prenominal bella. One example is the pan-
southern Italo-Romance expression for ‘summer’, la (bbella) staggiona, lit. ‘the beautiful season’
(Lacalendola 1972:54). However, given the uniqueness of the referent /a staggiona ‘summer’,
the adjective is very frequently omitted. Moreover, bbéllo can also be interpreted idiomatically
as its antonym ‘bad’ for sarcastic/ironic purposes, e.g. cca bella fina c’ha ffatta! ‘what an
unpleasant (lit. nice) fate (s)he suffered!’, or as an intensifier, e.g. béllo gressa ‘pretty fat’. This
interpretative versatility of bbello allows it to be able to modify prenominally any class of

referent, making it the most productive adjective in pre- and postnominal position.

2.3.3. Barese prenominal position: interim conclusions

We have observed that all Barese prenominal adjectives do not denote properties of the referent,
but express two rudimentary values related to the referent, ranging between [+positive] and [-
negative]. The representation of the three main tendencies of ‘productivity’ discussed above is

summarised in Table 3.1:

Table 3.1. Productivity of prenominal Barese adjectives

+Productive -Productive Fossilised
1 bbella
2 bbrutta
3 bbravayanimate]
4 bbuéna/bbona
5. sanda
6 pOvVara
7 vecchia
8 granna
9 alda
10. bbassa
11. mala
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In Table 3.1 we can isolate three main groups of prenominal adjectives:

i. malo ‘evil, bad’, ald> ‘higher’, bbassa ‘lower’ are entirely fossilised in both their
semantics, i.e. they can be interpreted as their antonym, and syntax, i.e. the [A-N]
compound can be modified prenominally, which is not allowed in Barese. These behave

as semantically complex entries stored in the lexicon as nominal compounds.

ii. pan-Romance bbu(é)napy/bbonar; ‘good-hearted’, gramno ‘great’, vecchio ‘long-
standing/former’, povara ‘pitiful’, and the typically Italo-Romance sando
‘blessed/cursed’, are ‘semi-productive’ inasmuch as they either allow their prenominal
‘subjective’ readings with a limited class of referents, or are found in fossilised [A-N]

nominal compounds with a ‘translated” meaning.

iii. bbeélls ‘nice’, bbrutta ‘bad’, bbrava ‘good-natured’ (for animates) are the most productive
prenominal adjectives, since they express the speaker’s basic

evaluations/opinions/comments on the referent/reference.

We may now readapt Cinque’s scheme of Romance adjectival positions to Barese as shown

below in (47):

(47) DmAPvalue/ quality> [(DmAPquality>size)>NP] <]:)1’1’1‘AI)VEallue/ quality<size<shape<c010ur<nation<ImAP

The highest part of the hierarchy, reserved for quality and size-DmAP in the majority of
Romance languages appears to be in an advanced process of (complete or partial) fossilisation in
Barese. This is represented by group (i) and by some instances of group (ii). On the other hand,
the top-most field of the Dm-hierarchy (iii), dedicated to value/quality-DmAPs, is the only
genuinely productive area for Barese adjectival modification; however, the same DmAP readings
can be licensed in postnominal position, leading to interpretive ambiguities with the Im-variants.
Therefore, while ImAPs seem to behave uniformly across Romance appearing in DP-final
position, the main difference between standard Romance and Barese seems to be the degree of
NP-movement across the DmAP-hierarchy. In particular, the Barese NP is forced to move to the
highest positions available in the Dm-space, given that the prenominal position is largely

unproductive (with a few apparent exceptions).
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2.4. The syntax of Barese adjectives

We have observed that Barese, on a par with other southern Italian varieties, limits the
prenominal position to an extremely small set of APs, leaving the postnominal position as the
only option. To account for the Barese facts, I adopt Cinque’s (2010,2014) phrasal-movement
approach, based on Kayne’s (1994) Linear Correspondence Axiom (cf. also Laenzlinger 2005;
Alexiadou 2001; Dehé&Samek-Lodovici 2009; Samek-Lodovici 2010). ** Cinque
(2005,2010,2014) assumes that APs are merged as specifiers (rather than adjuncts) of their own
functional projections in close proximity to the N head (cf. Giusti 2002:67), and follow a fixed
ordering which is claimed to apply universally (e.g. West-African: Aboh 1998; Austronesian:
Pearson 2000; Semitic: Shlonsky 2004; i.a.). However, in Romance, as opposed to Germanic,
the raising of the NP necessarily implies the subsequent pied-piping (Ross 1967) of its
modifier(s) at each step of the derivation, in a so-called ‘snowball’ fashion (Shlonsky
2004:1483). Hence, the higher the NP raises, crossing over the Dm-hierarchy and, consequently,
the Im-space, the larger the size of the postnominal AP-sequence will become. The final
semantic interpretation is determined by the structural proximity of the relevant APs to the N
head, which heads its own projection, the NP. In (48), we provide a sketch of the DP-structure,
adapted from Cinque (2010:55):

cee [F 2 [FPl DmAPvalue/quality<size<shape<colour<nation [Fl [NP N]]]]]

Following Cinque (2010), we assume that the NP, first-merged in the lowest position of its
extended projection, and adjacent to the lowest DmAP slot, undergoes leftwards raising to the
specifiers of an Agr(eement)P (Cinque 2005,2010; Shlonsky 2004), whose head serves the
purpose of (overt, in Barese) agreement between the N head and each AP. Therefore, an Agr-
head will be merged above the APs, projecting a specifier to host the NP on its way up to its
ultimate (language-specific) landing site.

We observed in §2.3 that the two types of adjectival modification present different syntactic
and semantic properties. In fact, building on Sproat&Shih (1988,1991), Cinque (2010) argues for
two distinct AP-fields to accommodate both types of AP-modification. Sproat&Shih (1988,1991)
provide cross-linguistic evidence supporting the double AP-source. For instance, they show that

languages such as Mandarin (Sproat&Shih 1991:556; cf. also Li&Thompson 1981) distinguish

*2 Roughly, any surface structure which is not linearised as Specifier-Head-Complement has undergone movement.
For a non-LCA-based approach see Abels&Neeleman (2009).
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the two types of adjectival modification by means of ordering restrictions for DmAPs (49a)-
(49b)-(49c¢), and by morphological marking, i.e. -de, and unconstrained ordering for ImAPs
(49b°)-(49¢")*:

(49) a.  xiddo héng panzi (Sproat&Shih 1991:589-590)

‘small red plate’

b.  *xiddo hado panzi

b’. xiado-de hado panzi
small(-de) good plate
‘good plate (which is) small’

c.  *hado xiado  panzi

c¢’. hado-de xiddo panzi
good(-de) small plate
‘small plate (which is) good’

This formal distinction in some languages led these scholars to claim that adjectival modification
appears not to be a unitary phenomenon, not only semantically, but also structurally.

Leaving language-specific behaviours aside, the representation in (48) considers DmAPs and
ImAPs to be generated as separate structures. DmAPs, the closer of the two to the N head, are
treated by Cinque (1995,2005,2010) as phrasal elements hierarchically merged in the specifiers
of the functional projections dominating the NP. In contrast, InAPs are treated as complements
of a reduced relative clause (RRC), situated above the Dm-slot(s) and below numerals. In
particular, the RRC, viz. IP in (50) is merged in one of the (higher) functional projections of the
extended projection of the NP; the ImAP itself is merged in the complement position of a silent

head I (i.e. the silent predicate of the RRC):

(50) [Dp [FP [IP [SpecIP PRO[I’ 1 ImAP]]]. [NP]]]

This head enters into a predicative relation with a PRO in the specifier of the IP,

replacing/coinciding with the head N (see Cinque 2010:54 for details on the RRC).

* Note that the copular construction ‘the plate is good/small/red’ is rendered by the order NP-AP(s).
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We now discuss how the right-most ImAP position is derived in Romance, e.g. standard
Italian in (51a) when a prenominal DmAP is also merged in the structure; the first-merge

position of the constituent is argued to be the one in (51b):

(51) a. il bel quadro macchiato
the beautiful picture.M stained

‘the beautiful painting stained’

b.  [op il [fp2 [ip...[imar macchiato]] [F2 [rpi [Dmap belguaiity] [F1 [np [n quadro]]]]]1]

The Dm-field is adjacent to the N head, but the NP does not obligatorily raise past the highest
DmAP bel (even though agreeing with it via the F1 head); consequently, the entire complex FP1,
containing the DmAP-NP, moves leftwards as a phrase past the RRC into the specifier of an
AgrP, as shown in the (simplified) representation in (52):

(52) [op il [ag [rp1 [Dmap bel] [F [np quadro]]] [Agr [ip...[imar macchiato]]. ..
...[rp1 [Dmar Bel} [F [np quadro]]]]]]

Once the entire pied-piped complex [DmAP+NP] lands in the specifier position of an AgrP
merged above the ImAP in question, the final, grammatical order un bel quadro macchiato ‘a
beautiful painting stained’ obtains (see Cardinaletti&Giusti 2013 for an account of prenominal
Italian bel).

In light of the facts, the different linearisation found in Barese with respect to standard
Romance is interpreted in terms of distinct degrees of NP-movement across the DmAP-classes;
however, NP movement across ImAPs is obligatory in all modern Romance varieties. NP-
movement in Barese targets the highest position available entire Dm-hierarchy, yielding
potential ambiguity with ImAP-interpretations; however, the Barese NP can optionally remain in

a lower position with a limited number of prenominal evaluative DmAPs.

2.4.1. Barese postnominal APs
The order of Barese DP-internal constituents is analysed with Cinque’s (2010,2014) phrasal NP-
movement, especially because the lexical material in N-complement position, e.g. the PP in (53),
is pied-piped along with the N head when crossing the different adjectival positions.

Below is presented the surface linear order of the complex DP formed of the [NP+PP]

complex agana do grana ‘grains of wheat’, the DmAP grésso ‘big’ and the ImAP palazzata
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‘cleaned’. As observed in §2.3, neither of these Dm- or ImAPs can occupy the prenominal
position in Barese. Moreover, the [N+PP] complex cannot be disrupted by the Dm- or the ImAPs,
as shown in (53b) and (53c) respectively; in other words, N-movement alone would yield an

ungrammatical DP.

(53) *(ImAP) *(DmAP) [N PP|np DmAP ImAP
a.  (*polozzato) (*greésso) agono do grano  grésso  palozzato
cleaned big grains.M  of wheat big cleaned

‘big cleaned grains of wheat’

(Sada 1971:210)

*NP DmAP PP ImAP

b.  *agono gréssa  do grano polozzato
grain.M.PL big of wheat.M.SG  cleaned
*NP ImAP PP DmAP

c.  *agono polozzato do grano  grésso
grains.M cleaned  of wheat big

In the present section, we discuss the several derivational operations leading to the final
surface order in (53a). The first-merge of the DP-internal material follows the universal ordering
(D-Num-)A-N, exemplified in (54a):

(54) a. [DP [sz [Ip PRO [I [ImAP pQIQZZE‘ItQ]]] [F2 [FP] [DmAP gréssa] [Fl
...[np [x agona [pp do grana]]]]]]]]

Firstly, let us consider the individual occurrence of a DmAP, e.g. (54b):

(54) b. [DP [Fp [DmAP gl’éSSQ] [F [Np [N z‘lgene [PP do grﬁna]]]]]]

The initial configuration of the merged constituents is universally identical (note that it
represents the English order ‘big grains of wheat”). However, in Romance, and especially in
Barese, most DmAPs obligatorily appear postnominally, implying NP-movement across the

(hierarchy of Dm)APs, as exemplified in (54b”).

(54) b
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In (54b’), we note that the entire NP+PP complex undergoes leftward movement across the

DmAP, to the specifier of AgrP, yielding the partial [NP+PP]-DmAP sequence.

Similar derivational mechanisms apply when the complex NP+PP is modified by ImAPs:

(54) C. [DP [Fp [Ip PRO [I [ImAP pelezzﬁta]]] [F [Np [N z‘lgana [PP da grz‘lne]]]]]]

c’.  [pp [agp agond dd grana; [Agr [rp [1p PRO [I [imap palozzata]]] [F...
... [np agone-do-granai]]]]1]

From the initial underlying order in (54c), where the ImAP is first-merged as the complement of
a RRC, the entire NP+PP complex undergoes the same phrasal movement to the specifier of an
AgrP merged above the RRC. This will yield the surface order [NP+PP]-ImAP.

Whenever both DmAP and ImAP apply, the ‘snow-ball” movement, i.e. the pied-piping of all
DmAPs modifying the complex NP, applies. The partial derivation of the order NP-DmAP in

(54b’), i.e. the first part of the more complex derivation, is repeated below:

(54) b’.[pp [Aere 22903 dd grana; [Agr [rp [pmar gréssa] [F [np dgono-dograns;]]]]]]

In order to derive the final order [NP+PP]-DmAP-ImAP agaono do grana gréssa palazzato ‘big
cleaned grains of wheat’, the NP and the now-postnominal DmAP(s) are pied-piped across the
ImAP-field, the left-most adjectival position of the extended projection of the NP:

(54) d. [DP [Agrp2 [2€ONA A grand; [pmap gressd;l] [Agr2 [rpa [ip...[imap palozzata]] [F2...
... [agp1 agona-do-grana; [Agr [rp1 [Dmap gréssej] [F1 [np ageno-do-granai]]]]]1]11]

This final derivational operation in (54d), the complex [NP+PP]-DmAP raises to SpecAgrP2
above the RRC, providing the only grammatical order and the correct interpretation of the DP, as

in (54e):

(54) e. [pp [Np [N 2gond [pp dd grand]] [pmap greéssd]] [map palozzata]]

We can now turn to those rare cases in which the NP can optionally cross the highest

quality/value-DmAPs, allowing only a few of these in prenominal position.
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2.4.2. Barese prenominal APs
The Barese facts concerning the closed class of prenominal APs (§2.3.2) have led us to assume a
further split of the types of prenominal DmAPs in terms of their actual productivity, or
fossilisation. We have distinguished a completely fossilised subset of prenominal DmAPs, which
must be considered as complex nominal expressions stored in the lexicon, and a partially
fossilised subset, in which adjectival modification is morpholexically constrained (and may have
been preserved thanks to the same Italian structures). In contrast, only three DmAPs describing
the speaker’s most basic evaluations on the referent, i.e. [positive]/[negative], are the truly
productive ones in pre( and post)nominal position, namely bbélla, ‘nice’, bbrutto ‘bad’, bbrava
‘good(-hearted)’.

Recall the least-marked Romance adjectival distribution with respect to the noun, which is

repeated below in (55) with a specific focus on the prenominal adjectival classes:

(5 5 ) DmAP value/quality>size>NP<DmAP<ImAP

Considering the basic assumption that prenominal modification imposes one DmAP at a time,
we argue that the ‘comprehensive’ DmAP,jue/quality be split two-ways in Barese: a single, unified
lower space for quality/size-DmAPs, used by the majority of Romance languages but essentially
in an advanced process of fossilisation in Barese, and a distinct, higher position for value-
DmAPs, the only productive part of the entire Barese prenominal AP-space. The semantics of
this productive position may only license the polar values [positive]/[negative], lexicalised by

bbelle and bbrava, and brutto respectively. This can be schematised as follows:

(56) DmAP 10> (DmAP guality>size ) > NP<DmAP<ImAP

The rest of the APs that can occur in prenominal position, represented in brackets in (56), appear
fossilised to different degrees. In other words, unless in conjunction with the limited set of nouns
examined in (§2.3.2), any other NPs must obligatorily climb over these classes of APs to be
grammatical, e.g. *(jalda) palazza jalda ‘tall building(s)’:

(57) a. [pp [age [np palazza] [Agr [rp [Dmap jaldasize] [F [ne patazza]]]]]]

b. **[pp [rp [Dmap jaldasize] [F [np palazza]]]]
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In fact, the genuinely ‘productive’ instances of both quality-/size-DmAP are reserved for the
postnominal DmAP position in Barese, on a par with the remaining shape-/colour-/nation-
DmAPs (§2.3.1). This means that those fossilised instances of [A-N] compounds, which allow
further prenominal modification, will be treated as full-fledged lexical entries. In other words,
the property of the referent is already part of the (semantically more complex) item in the lexicon
before entering the numeration. In terms of structural representation, these compounds simply
behave as DPs, whose NP contains the complex head formed of [A-N]np.

In contrast, the other DmAPs allowed to surface in prenominal position are merged in the
highest AP-slot of the Dm-hierarchy, i.e. value-AP, which determines the impossibility of the
co-occurrence of two (or more) productive prenominal DmAPs. Although multiple DmAPs are
banned prenominally, direct modification can, nonetheless, apply simultaneously in pre- and

postnominal position. For instance, consider the first-merge order in (58a):

(58) a.  [pp [rr2 [Dmar bbelldyaiue] [F2 [Fp1 [Dmap M(W)€VAquaiity] [F1 [np [n capa]]]]]]]

The NP caps ‘head’ in (58a) obligatorily raises past the lower quality-AP n(u)évapmynovarr
‘new’, triggering overt metaphonetic agreement, but not past the highest ‘productive’ value-AP

bella ‘nice’ (which still displays feminine agreement through -a; cf. fn.32):

(58) b.  [pp [Fr2 [Dmap bbellay,uc] [F2 [agp [np capa] [Agr [rpi [Dmar NOVA] [F1 [np edpa]]]]]11]
nice.F head.F new.F

‘nice (example of a) new haircut’

The two DmAPs bello and n(u)éva cannot surface prenominally at the same time, i.e. the NP-
movement is obligatory across the lower quality-AP as opposed to the value-AP, which cannot
be crossed over except if the latter accesses the InAP to receive a contrastive interpretation, e.g.

capa nova bbella ‘NICE (i.e. not bad) new hair-cut’ (lit. “head new nice”’).

2.5. Barese pre- and postnominal AP-modification: Conclusions

In §2.4, the behaviour of Barese pre- and postnominal modification has been explored: the data
have led us to conclude that Barese largely employs the postnominal position to convey both
Dm- and Im-interpretations of the adjectival modifiers of the head N. Therefore, ambiguity
arises in postnominal position between two types of modification whenever these occur in
isolation. The correct interpretation of each fuction can only be disambiguated when the

pragmatic context of their occurrence is considered. We followed Sproat&Shih (1989,1991) and
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Cinque (1995,2005,2010,2014) in that these two AP-functions have different underlying
structure. ImAPs are first-merged as complements of RRCs high up in the functional DP-spine,
lack a strict hierarchical ordering, and always surface in DP-final position in Romance (including
Barese). In contrast, DmAPs are merged as specifiers of lower functional projections in the
immediate proximity of the NP, are hierarchically organised, and surface adjacent to the NP. We
derived the final DP-internal order in Barese via NP-movement across most classes of DmAPs

and all ImAPs, which are pied-piped with the NP in a ‘snowball’ fashion:

(5 9) DmAPvalue> [(DmAPquality>size)>NP] <DmAPvalue/ quality<size<shape<colour<nati0n<ImAP

In comparison to other standard Romance varieties, the peculiarity of Barese AP-modification
consists in the particular behaviour of NP-movement. In standard Romance, quality-/size-
DmAPs may occur prenominally in unmarked contexts. However, every class may potentially
surface prenominally in higher registers of the relevant languages to receive a ‘subjective’
interpretation (cf. §2.2). In other words, the NP partially moves to land in an(y) intermediate
position of the DmAP-hierarchy. In contrast, in Barese, the NP is forced to move across most
DmAP-classes, forcing or preferring even those ‘subjective’ DmAPs to surface postnominally.
This obligatorily high NP-movement in Barese, I have argued, is a reflex of fine-grained
structural differences with other standard Romance varieties. In particular, I claimed that the top
end of the Barese DmAP-hierarchy, hosting a single value-DmAP, is largely unproductive; this
becomes evident for the limited amount of referents that most prenominal adjectives are able to
modify. Thus, on the basis of early Italo-Romance evidence, we have claimed most prenominal
DmAPs to be residues of earlier, more productive stages of the prenominal position, which now
show varying degrees of lexicalisation into [A-N] compounds. In contrast, the very top end of
the hierarchy turns out to be the only productive part of it, where the encoding of the speaker’s
most basic evaluations/opinions/judgements on the referent takes place, ranging between
[positive] and [negative].

Crucially, these Barese facts provide us with important evidence concerning prenominal
adjectival modification which does not overtly surface when considering other standard

Romance varieties.
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3. Possessives

Possessives express an (in)alienable predicative relation between a referent, ‘the possessor’, and
an entity NP, the ‘possessed’ (Giorgi&Longobardi 1991; Longobardi 1994; Hasplemath 1999;
Longobardi&Silvestri 2013), hence they are always refererential. Possessives are identifiable
with (lexical or prepositional) genitive constructions, with which they are in complementary
distribution, e.g. John’s (*his) car/his car (*of John); hence, possessives and genitives may be
thought of as competing for the same structural position.**

Possessive expressions may either display the categorial behaviour of determiners, e.g.
English, in complementary distribution with a genuine overt D head, e.g. (*the/a) my car (cf.
Jackendoff 1977), or of proper adjectival modifiers, e.g. Italian, *(la) mia macchina, lit. ‘the my
car’ (Giorgi&Longobardi 1991; cf. also Lyons 1986,1999:24). Cardinaletti (1998) expresses this
distinction in terms of clitic possessives, i.e. D-like® and ‘weak’ possessives, i.e. AP-like,
respectively, on the basis of their co-occurrence with the overt D. However, a further AP-like
option available postnominally is found in Romance (e.g. Catalan: Picallo 1994; Spanish: Brugé
2002:29). In Cardinaletti’s (1998) typology these are labelled as ‘strong’ possessives, i.e. AP-
like, which are considered the source to derive the ‘weak’ and ‘clitic’ forms. In fact, ‘strong’
possessives and, more generally, genitives are claimed to be base-generated in this lower
position cross-linguistically, with an AP-like distribution (Longobardi 1994:623).

From a diachronic perspective, these three forms were not morphosyntactically distinct prior
to the first early Romance attestations (Lyons 1986:19). Eventually, the three forms were in use
simultaneously in most early Romance varieties (cf. Lyons 1986:22; Ledgeway
2011:417;2012:112), until they grammaticalised according to language-specific patterns, and
depending on the class of referents they modify.

In standard Italian, the ‘weak’ prenominal possessive, *(la) mia macchina, lit. ‘the my car’,
preceded by the article, is the pragmatically unmarked option, while the ‘strong’ postnominal
possessive, *(la) macchina mi4 ‘MY car’, lit. ‘the car MY’, is emphatic, i.e. can be interpreted
contrastively (Cardinaletti 1998; Bernstein 2001; Samek-Lodovici 2010). In contrast, the

determiner-less clitic form may only occur with a limited class of Ns, mainly kinship terms, e.g.

* However, Venetan varieties do allow the co-occurrence of the (clitic) possessive adjective and the overt genitive
complement with kinship terms: so fradéo de Toni ‘Tony’s brother’, lit. ‘his brother of Tony’ (Renzi 1997:164).

* Cliticisation applies to items ‘of functional, non-lexical categories such as pronouns and determiners that “lean
on”[...] a preceding or following host word, and cannot appear as phonological words by themselves’ (Booij
2007:116)
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(*la) mia madre,* lit. ‘(the) my mother’ (see Longobardi 2005 for an in-depth discussion). This
contrasts with modern French and Spanish, which lack a ‘weak’ form, so that the clitic form is
the only available for unmarked contexts (Lyons 1986:10; Brugé 2002:28).

In line with the behaviour of adjectives, possessives tend to be postposed to the noun in
southern Italo-Romance varieties (except for Sicilian varieties), co-occurring with the
(in)definite article (cf. Renzi 1997:165; Loporcaro 2009:138-139; Neapolitan: Ledgeway
2009:247; Verbicarese (CS): Silvestri, forthcoming). This is particularly evident in copular
constructions with a pronominal possessive, where the article in D must be overtly expressed, e.g.
Barese chédda maghana jé *(la) meé, lit. ‘that car is the mine’. In contrast, standard Italian may
optionally employ the possessive pronoun with overt determiner, e.g. quella macchina é (la) mia,
lit. ‘that car is (the) mine’. However, we limit our discussion to DP-internal possessive
modification only.

Regarding the determiner-less clitic option, enclitic possessives surface only with a closed
class of kinship terms, whose gender can never be expressed on the enclitic, but number partially
can. These occur in most southern varieties (except for Sicilian),”’ as well as some Tuscan-based
varieties (Corsican and Elban: Ledgeway 2016b:218) and Romanian (Cornilescu&Nicolae 2011;
Ledgeway 2012:112). However, enclitic possessives also featured in a number of early Italo-
Romance varieties, e.g. Florentine (Rohlfs 1968:125; Beninca&Penello 2007), Roman and
Neapolitan (Ledgeway 2009:252,268-270), but eventually were lost in central Italy (with the
mentioned exceptions).

The generalisation of a three-way strength for strong (PossP), weak (PossPw) and clitic
(Posscr) possessives is schematised in (60) (cf. also Cardinaletti&Starke (1999) who extend this

idea to other pronouns):

(60) [op  [p PosscL [rp2 PossPw [F2  [rp1 PossP  [F1  NP]]]]]]]

In the broader context of DP-internal modification, PossPs/GenPs are argued to be universally
first-merged in the specifier of their own functional projection situated immediately above the

NP and below the AP-spaces (Cardinaletti 1998; Brugé 2002; Giusti 2002; i.a.), as shown in (61).

* Northern regional Italian and Tuscan varieties do allow the co-occurrence of article and possessive (Renzi
1997:164-165; Giusti 2002:75), on a par with old French, old Tuscan and old Spanish (Lyons 1986).

*7'See Rohlfs (1968:125); Salvi (2011:337); Neapolitan: Ledgeway (2009:247); Molisan and Catanzarese:
Egerland (2013:69). This contrasts with standard Italian and other central and northern varieties, e.g. Anconetano
(Giusti 2002) and Venetan (Penello 2003), where procliticisation onto the NP is the norm (cf. also Renzi 1997:164).
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The two higher positions for weak and clitic possessives, SpecFP4 and D respectively are thus

derived from the lower, ‘strong’ possessive in SpecFP1:

(61) [pp [(D/)PosscL] [rp4 PossPw [F4 [ep3 [1p [I IMAP]] [F3 [rp2 DmAP [F2 [gp; PossP...
- [FL NPT

Despite the clear similarities with APs, we distinguish PossPs not only to avoid potential
confusion with the regular AP-classes discussed in §2, but for their different semantico-syntactic
behaviour, notably their inability to be gradable/modified by intensifiers.

We now discuss the forms and behaviours of Barese possessives, which only display strong
and (en)clitic forms. In line with Cardinaletti (1998), the strong form will be treated similarly to
AP-like modifiers, first-merged as the specifier of PossP (in its own functional projection)
immediately above the lexical NP. This moves as a phrase across the nominal extended
projection together with the NP. Assuming that the other possessives are also base-generated in
PossP, and move to the other two positions available in (61), we also derive the Barese enclitic
forms in PossP-internal position. This behaves like a defective head, which obligatorily moves to
right-adjoin to the kinship N (Giusti 2002). The weak possessive, unmarked in Italian, is entirely

ruled out in Barese, and will not be discussed further.

3.1. Barese possessives

On a par with most southern Italian dialects, Barese presents the canonical set of postnominal
strong possessives, which are always tonic and fully inflected for gender and number of the
possessor(s),” and a reduced set of enclitic possessives, which can only modify (mainly)

singular kinship terms in the [1sg]-[2sg].* This can be observed in Table 3.2:

8 Cf. Abbatescianni 1896:58; Lopez 1952:11,24; Lacalendola 1969:13; Giovine 2005:67; Valente 1975:33.
¥ Nitti di Vito 1896/1910:26-27; Abbatescianni 1896:58; Lacalendola 1969:13; Giovine 2005:68; Valente
1975:33
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Table 3.2: Barese possessive forms

Person Tonic (m.) Tonic (f.) Enclitic
1sG mi(jo) me(a) -ma
2sG tu(jo) to(a) -to
3sG su(jo)/ds jiddo so(a)/ds jeddo
1rL n(u)ésto™ nosta
2PL (v)uesta vOsto
3rL (do) lora (do) lora

The present section will only be concerned with strong possessives, as the enclitics require a

separate discussion (§3.2).

3.1.1. Tonic possessives

The unmarked syntactic distribution of the strong possessives is always postnominal,
immediately adjacent to the ‘possessed’ NP (cf. Nitti di Vito 1896:26,1910:26; Abbatescianni
1896:58; Valente 1975:33). The strong possessive can never occur without an overt article, i.e.

*(D)-(*Poss)-NP-Poss:

(62) *(u) (*mi/tu...)  palazzo mi/ tu/ suw/ nésto/  ueésta/ lora
the my your buildingM my your his/her our your.PL their

‘my/your/his/her/our/your(p; j/their building’

The prenominal weak form of the possessive in (62) is entirely ruled out, perhaps due to the
general limitations of the Barese prenominal position (cf. §2.3.2). The lack of this option implies
that Barese does not have a syntactic strategy to distinguish between pragmatically (un)marked
possessives, as Italian (§3) or Spanish do (cf. Ledgeway 2012:111). Hence, Barese postnominal
strong possessives do not (necessarily) convey pragmatic markedness, i.e. contrastive/restrictive

interpretations (63a), but can do so only by means of prosody and pitch-stress (63b):

" The presence of the glide /w/, represented by the grapheme -u-, represent the archaic variant of the
monophtongised modern form nésta, already attested as early as Abbatescianni (1896:20,58), then by Lopez
(1952:11,24,32) and Giovine (2005 [1964]:67), yet nuésto reappears in the works of Lacalendola (1969:13); cf. also
n(u)éva, for which Abbatescianni (1986:20) attests the variant without the glide vs Lacalendola (1972:32). However,
this rimonophthongisation is also found in Altamurano and Leccese (Rohlfs 1966:154; Cox 1981:4-7), and, in
Barese, is usually blocked after /k p b f m/ (Valente 1975:17).
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(63) a. la=  maghona meé’ jé  dda scotta
the car.F my is to throw-away

‘my car is ready to be replaced’

b. chédda dda j¢ la maghona ME’, no *(la) TO’ o *(la) SO’
that.F  there is  the car.F my not the your orthe his/her

‘that one over there is MY car, not YOURS or HIS/HERS’

Strong possessives show the general properties characteristic of tonic pronouns: they can be
coordinated/disjoined with other possessives; they bear contrastive focus; they survive N(P)-
ellipsis without the support of a pronoun, e.g. ‘one’, but obligatorily require the D head (e.g. /a,
or a demonstrative or a quantifier) to be overt.

As mentioned in §3, the superficial distribution of PossPs shows parallels with that of most
APs (§2.3.1). Likewise, the underlying structural make-up of PossPs may resemble that of
DmAPs, inasmuch as they too are argued to be merged in the specifier of a functional projection
situated immediately above the lexical NP-area (cf. Cardinaletti 1998; Giusti 2002), and they
both show agreement features. However, what makes the behaviour of possessives different from
that of APs in Barese is the strict adjacency required between the NP and the PossP in unmarked
contexts (similarly to Romanian; Cornilescu&Nicolae 2011). In other words, no other
constituent such as APs can be interpolated between the two to break their linear adjacency, and

the DP-remaining material will necessarily have to follow the [NP-PossP]:

(64) a. la  (*méa) maghona meéa rossa (*meéa) poccononno (#me’)
the my car.F my red my small my

‘my little red car’

b.  figghia meéa bbone (#me’) (Abbatescianni 1896:24)
daughter,F  my good-hearted  my
‘my good daughter’

This can be explained through different landing sites for NP-movement. We argue that the NP
targets a more embedded position than that we posited above for APs, resulting in the PossP
being more solidly ‘anchored’ to the NP. The solely postnominal occurrence of the possessive,
systematically followed by AP-modifiers confirms that PossP is merged very early in the

structure, i.e. immediately above the NP, being the first modifier whose specifier will be
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occupied by the raising of the NP. The movement of the NP to a PossP-internal position
determines the impossibility of any other constituent to occur in between the NP and the
(always) postnominal PossP. Thus, it may be argued that the NP raises to the specifier of the the
PossP (whose head Poss hosts the tonic possessive), which is, in turn, embedded in the specifier

of the fuctional projection in (65):

(65) [pp D [Fp [Posse SpecPossP [possp> Poss]] [F [NP]]]]]

In this way, the [possp [specposse NP] [possp> [POss]] will continue its movement up-/leftwards as a
phrase across the different AP-spaces. This contrasts with the behaviour of APs (cf. §2), which
require the merger of an Agr-head above them, projecting the specifier to host the NP. Recall the
simplified DP-structure presented in §3 and modified here in (66), and consider the derivation of

the linear order [NP-Poss] la maghana mé’ ‘my car’, in (66a)-(66b):

(66) [op D [Fp3 [ip...[ImAP]] [F3 [rp2 DMAP [rp1 [possp [possp Poss]] [F [NP]]]]]]]

a. [pp 1a [£p [Possp [Possp’ m1”]] [F [xp maghona]]]]

b.  [ppla [Fp [Possp [specPossp [Np MAhANA;] [possp [Poss me’]]] [F [np maghensi]]]]

The NP maghana raises to the SpecPossP (whose maximal projection is embedded into the
specifier of FP), where it enters into a Spec-head relation with the Poss head, traditionally
assumed to be the trigger of overt morphological agreement between the two positions. In this
way, Barese derives the only grammatical, obligatory [NP-PossP] linear order. The overt
marking of PossP agreement morphology contrasts with the lack of agreement displayed by
PossCls, where no Spec-Head relation can be established between two heads (§3.1.2).

Even though the NP-to-SpecPossP movement results in a different, tighter underlying
configuration than the NP-movement across DmAP-classes, the complex [NP-PossP] equally
forms a unique, inseparable constituent (unlike standard Italian, where other material can
intervene between NP and PossP).

In case of AP-modification of the [NP-PossP], this complex constituent undergoes phrasal
movement across the AP-fields, in the exact same fashion shown in §2.4 for simple NPs. Hence,
the operations to derive the DP la maghana méa rossa paccononna ‘my small red car’ require an
AgrP-projection above the APs. The [NP-PossP] constituent raises as a phrasal constituent to

SpecAgrP of the relevant AP-modifier, triggering overt agreement. The simplified operations to
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derive the final order [D-NP-Poss-DmAP-ImAP] in (67d), are assumed to follow from the first-

merge order in (67a):

(67) a. [DP la [FP3 [IP-u[ImAP paccanl‘mna]] [F3 [sz [DmAP I'l‘lSSQ] [F2

...[FP1 [PossP [Possp’ [Poss Mi’]]] [F1 [xp maghana]]]]]]]]

The PossP sits in the specifier of a functional projection FP1, immediately above the NP and
below the AP-spaces. The Poss head, hosting the tonic possessive, projects the specifier which
will host the NP. The first derivational operation consists in the raising of the NP to SpecPossP,

which triggers phi-feature agreement (mé ¢ ‘my’), as in (67b):

(67) b.  [ppla [Fp [Possp [SpecPossp [Np mAghana] [possp [poss me€’]]] [F [np maghena]]]]]]]]1]

This first movement determines the formation of the complex phrasal constituent [possp [specpossp
[ne maghona] [possp [poss ME’]]], lit. ‘car my(r)’. This can move leftwards across the DmAP-space

to the specifier of an AgrP projection (as discussed in §2.4):

(67) c.  [prla [agp2 [Possp [specPossp [Np Maghana] [possp: [poss mea]]] [Agr2 [rp2 [pmap r0ss3]...

--[F2 [rp1 [possp [np mrEZhRORA] [Possp [Poss B2€7]]] [F1 [np maghena]]]]111]]1]

Via the operation in (67c), phi-feature agreement is triggered and the partial order [NP-Poss-
DmAP] obtains. The final operation involves the movement of the entire complex across the
ImAP-space, the RRC. In particular, the movement across the ImAP to the relative Agr-
projection requires the DmAP to be pied-piped by the larger constituent containing the NP

(whose representation in (67d) is simplified):

(67) d. [DP la [Agrp3 [PossP m:‘lghana [possp’ [poss méa]]]...[DmAp r(‘)ssa]]]] [Agr3 [Fp3
[ip...paccanonnad] [F3 [agp2 [possp mrdgheR [possp’ [Poss H¥éa]] [ALI2 [rp [Dmap ¥6552] [F2 [Fp1 [Possp
maghena [poss €] [F1 [np maghena]]]]111111]

The movement of the NP and the remaining material pied-piped across the highest ImAP-field
yields the final unmarked order la maghana méa rossa paccononna ‘my small red car’.
The same operations apply if the NP were to be modified by a prenominal productive DmAP,

such as bbella, to derive la bbélla maghana méa rossa paccanonna ‘my small nice red car’.
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Below in (67c’) we represent the intermediate derivational step that determines the positioning

of both pre- and postnominal value-DmAPs bbélla ‘nice’ and the colour-DmAP rossa ‘red’.

(67) c¢’.  [or la [rp4 [ip-..[1map pocconunno]] [F4 [¢p3 [Dmap bbélla] [F3 [agp2 [posse maghona
[poss méa]] [Agr2 [pp2 [pmap rOssd] [F2 [rpi [possp REgRORA [possp’ [Poss #€’]] [F1 [np
maghena]]]1111111]

As can be observed, the [NP-Poss] complex raises as a phrase to the DmAP-field, and may
optionally fail to cross the higher DmAP béllo. Nonetheless, this larger constituent containing
the NP pied-pipes everything along, i.e. PossP and DmAPs, for the obligatory movement across
the ImAP-space, as shown in (67d). In this way, the grammatical order la bbella maghana méa

rossa paccanonna ‘my small nice red car’ obtains.

3.1.2 Enclitic possessives

In modern Barese (cf. Nitti di Vito 1986:16-17,1910:26-27; Lacalendola 1969:13-14; Giovine
2005:68), a defective set of enclitic possessive forms, expressing only [1sg]/[2sg] ‘possessor’,
may only modify singular kinship Ns and intrinsically-referential relational Ns, such as cdsa’'
‘house’ (and ‘lord/master’ in other varieties; Renzi 1997:165). Table 3.3 shows the nouns

allowing possessive clitics (where " indicates the extinct forms; cf. Nitti di Vito 1910:27):

> Despite being [-animate] and not strictly a kinship term, ‘house’ is usually considered/perceived as an
anthropomorphised entity in traditional cultures (e.g. believed to be inhabited by the ‘house genie/fairy’, Barese u
auguria/la fata da la casa; cf. Giovine 1966).
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Table 3.3: Barese kinship nouns and possessive enclitics

F M English Nir—[1SG)/[25G] Nim—[1SG]/[2SG]
mamma attano ‘mum/dad’ (mammo)/mamoa-to attano-mo/dattan-do
sOrd frato ‘sister®?/brother’ SOro-ma/-to frado-mo/frat-to
mogghiéro  marito  ‘wife/husband’ mogghier(o)-mo/-to  mari(d)do-mo/marit-to

figghio ‘daughter/son’ figghio-mo/-ta
Z71and ‘aunt/uncle’ ZZ1ano-mo/-to
choggino ‘cousin’ choggino-mo/-to
napota ‘niece/nephew’ ™ nopodo-mo/napot-to
srocho srécho  ‘mother-/father-in-law’ srocho-mo/-to srécho-mo/-to
canato ‘sister-/brother-in-law’ canado-mo/canat-to
noroa scinoro  ‘daughter-/son-in-law’ nora-ma/-to scina(ra)-ma/-ta
chommars chombaro ‘godmother/godfather’ @) chommaro-mo/-to chambar(s)-ma/-ta
matricho’  patriche’  ‘step-mother/-father matrigho-mo/-to’ patrigho-mo/-to’
zito ‘fiancee, partner’ zitto-mo/zit-to
siro’ ‘ancestor’ sir(9)-moa/-ta t
caso ‘house cas(s)o(*-ma)/cassa-ta

According to Egerland (2013:82), these are inherently definite, specific (i.e. unique) referents,
whose semantics (and pragmatics) is comparable to that of proper names (cf. also Longobardi
2005). Penello (2002:342) classifies these referents according to four kinship relationships:
‘blood relationships> legal relationships> religious relationships> simple relationships’, where
the former is more likely to take the enclitic, and viceversa. Barese offers a wide range of
possible referents well beyond the class of blood relationships, which is not always common in
the other varieties.

Pragmatically, the deficiency of the enclitic paradigm limited to [1sg] and [2sg] in Barese can
be linked to the main discourse participants. As we shall see for Barese auxiliary selection in the
present perfect (ch.4,§2), it is not uncommon for these varieties to encode and mark discourse
participants. In this case, these are speaker [1sg] and hearer [2sg], the possessors of the

‘inalienable possession’, i.e. a family member.

32 Lacalendola (1969:13) attests the plural form sarira ‘sisters’ as a host for enclitic possessives, e.g. sorira-ma
‘my sisters-my’ and saruira-ta ‘sisters-your’; however, these forms have fallen out of usage in modern Barese.

>3 Giovine 2005[1964]:69 attests the plural form napiita ‘nephews/nieces’ as a host for enclitic possessives, e.g.
napuda-ma ‘nephews/nieces-my’ and noput-to ‘nephews/nieces-your’; however, these forms have fallen out of usage

in modern Barese.
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In terms of distribution, these morphophonologically weak elements are treated as defective
heads, to which this limited class of Ns obligatorily left-adjoins so that enclisis obtains. In fact,
no other constituent can interevene between the N and the enclitic, e.g. *mamma bona-ta ‘*mum
good-your’. Likewise, the set of kinship terms in question does not display the syntactic
properties assumed for regular Barese (and Romance) NPs hitherto discussed (cf. §2 and §3.1; in
particular, NPs allow both type of modification as phrases, or allow overt determiners of any
sorts). In fact, NPs cannot be freely modified by these enclitics (68), and must resort to the

‘strong’ possessive:

(68) *(u) cano (*-mo) mi’
the dogM -my my
‘my dog’

We treat these kinship terms as heads, rather than phrases, a la Longobardi (1994) with proper
nouns. In (69)-(70), ‘strong’ possessives, which can only be emphatic with these kinship nouns,
are contrasted with the enclitic counterparts to show that these [N+Posscr ] cannot co-occur with

determiners (69b), nor can take complements (70b):

(69) a. *(la)  sora TO’ b.  (*la) sora-to
the sister.F your the sister.F-your

‘YOUR sister’

(70) a. *(u) frato do sangho wmr’ b.  *fratto-mo do sangho
the brother.M of blood my brother.M-my  of blood

‘MY blood brother’

These referent heads belong to a «closed class of elements, and the
morphophonologically/syntactically defective enclitics must be adjoined to produce a well-
formed complex head, namely [x N [Posscr]]. Recall now the structural representation of the

original merge position of possessive constituents:

(71) [op D [rp PossP [¢ [r [Posscr] [ne N]]]]]

Building on Kayne’s (1975) intuitions on clausal clitics, adjacency between the V and the

clitic can be obtained via Merge in the VP. Likewise, we propose that this reduced class of
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[1sg]/[2sg] enclitics are merged in F immediately adjacent to the NP, where the kinship N is
first-merged. In line with the Relativised Minimality constraint (Rizzi 1990 et seq.), the kinship
N will undergo the first head-movement to the nearest c-commanding F, the functional head that
normally projects the specifier hosting PossP, and which is lexicalised by the Posscr, in this case.
The N is thus probed by the Posscr head, and incorporates by left-adjuction to the defective
enclitic to satisfy the morphophonological well-formedness of the complex head [N [Posscr]].

This is represented below in (72) for Barese mama-to ‘mum-your’:

(72) a.  [pp D [rp PossP [ [F [posscL -to] [np [x mamma]]]]]

b. [DP D [FP PossP [F’ [F [N mama [POSSCL-te]] [NP [N mémme]]]]]

Once the incorporation has taken place, the newly-formed [N [PossCl]] complex is attracted
to D as a head rather than a phrase, on account of both elements’ semantic content, i.e. highly
definite and inherently referential. The claim for N-movement to D of this particular class of Ns
finds cross-linguistic syntactic evidence; the most prominent piece of evidence is that these
(PossCl)-N-(PossCl) complex heads must always occur in DP-initial position, thus ruling out the
presence of an overt D (or other DP-initial constituents; cf. Longobardi 1994,2005). This is the
case of Spanish and Italian, where the overt (prenominal) clitic possessives modifying kinship

>* ¢(*the) my mother’

terms does allow an overt D, e.g. (*la) mi madre/(*la) mia madre
respectively. This is due to the intrinsic referential nature of this type of N, whose entities denote
the speaker’s personal domain. In Barese, the pragmatic function of the enclitic possessives is to
anchor these kinship terms to the discourse domain by morphosyntactically encoding only its
main participants/possessors, i.e. [lsg] and [2sg]. Therefore, the definiteness and the
referentiality encoded in these complex heads can be directly interpreted in D via movement. In
other words, the incompatibility of overt Ds with these complex heads leads us to assume, in the
spirit of Longobardi (1994,2005:§4), that the empty D position is thus filled by the raising of N.

In our case, the complex head [N [PossCl]] mamata ‘your mum’ moves to the empty D to receive

its definite/referential interpretation (72c):

(72) C. [DP [D [N mz‘lmata]] [Fp PossP [F’ [F mémete] [NP [N H}E‘:lﬁi-m%]]]]]

>* As for the classes of N modified by pronominal possessive proclitics, Italian appears stricter than Spanish: see
Longobardi 2005 for a syntactic and semantic classification of D-less Ns.
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Further evidence of the particular syntactic status of these complex heads is that they cannot
be directly, but only indirectly modified (postnominally) by ImAPs with a predicative,
contrastive interpretation. This contrasts with Italian, where prenominal, determiner-less
possessives and their associated nominal heads cannot be modified by any other constituent, e.g.
(*la) mia madre (*adorabile) ‘(*the) my mother (*adorable)’ (cf. Giusti 2002). Consider the
structural representation of the constituents’ first-merge position forming the DP mamoata

ngazzata ‘your angry mum’ (i.e. ‘not calm’):

(73) a. [Dp D [Fp2 [Ip PRO [I [ImAP ngazza?lte]] [F2 [FPl PossP [Fl’ [Fl [pOSSCL-tG]...

..[ne [ mammo]]]]1]]

As discussed in §2.4, the ImAP ngazzata is merged as the complement of the DP-internal IP, i.e.
the RRC. In turn, the whole IP sits in the specifier of a functional projection FP2 merged in the
higher AP-section of the extended projection of N, which was partly the reason for the tighter
semantico-syntactic relation between DmAPs and NPs, but less so with ImAPs. In the case of [N
[PossCl]], the operations required to secure the well-formedness of the complex head
independently occur at an early stage of the derivation. Likewise, its subsequent movement to
lexicalise the D-position occurs independently. Hence, the syntactic operations to derive mamata
ngazzata do not differ from those exemplified above in (73b) and (73c), as the [N [PossCl]]

complex needs to fill the empty D position regardless of any other type of modification present:

(73) b. [vp [rp2 [1p...[1map ngazzata]] [F2 [rp1 PossP [F1° [F1 [N mama [posscL-ta]] [np [v 131111111
C. [Dp [D [N mﬁmata]] [FPZ [IP~~-[ImAP ngazzz‘lta]] [F2 [FPl PossP [F’ mamoato [Np [N m—]]]]]]]

In Barese, indirect modification proves compatible with these particular instances of N-
movement, and ImAPs can thus be licenced as they do not seem to interfere with the
independently-driven movement of the [N [PossCl]] head to D. This constitutes further evidence
for the hypothesis that ImAPs enjoy a greater syntactic independence than DmAPs or PossPs.
The former behaves as a RRC merged structurally distant from the N head in the DP-inflectional
domain and crossed over by the N/NP only in the latest step of the derivation, while the latter
enter into a syntactically-tighter relation with N. This may explain why both Barese DmAPs and
PossPs require the NP to move as a phrase, pied-piping all its modifiers, while ImAPs can
modify ‘at no computational cost’ nominals which move either as a regular NP, or as a head N.
At the same time, Barese syntax prevents any attempt of licensing pre- or postnominal

instances of DmAP whenever there is N-movement, which would cause the derivation to crash.
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For instance, consider the merger of a prenominal DmAP in attempting to derive the
ungrammatical (*bbella) mamato ngazzato ‘(*nice) mum-your angry’. In §2.3.2.8, we observed
that bbello can exclusively surface as the prenominal DmAP-variant of its only postnominal
ImAP counterpart bbarafatta with [-abstract] referents. In other words, two clearly
distinguishable morphological forms lexicalise two different surface positions, which is helpful
in discerning which type of modification applies. We start from an intermediate stage of
derivation (73b’) in which the [N [PossCl]] complex has been formed via incorporation and the

complex head has to raise obligatorily past the AP-fields:

(73) b’. [DP [FP3 [IP~--[ImAP ngazzélta]] [F3 [sz [DmAP bbella] [F2 [FPl PossP [Fl’ [Fl

+.[n mama [posscr-ta]] [ne [v mamma]]]]11111]

c’. [DP [D mémata] [Fp3 [IP-~«[ImAP ngazza?lte]] [F3 [sz [DmAP *bbelle] [F2

...[Fp1 PossP [ mamete [np [ mamme]]]]]]]]1]]

The [N [PossCl]] in (73¢’) is not able to raise as a phrase to the agreement projections of the
DmAP-space, and pied-pipe it along with the complex to D, as N-movement seems unable to
pied-pipe (or leave behind) any DmAP, e.g. mamata (*bbélla) ngazzata (*bbélla). Hence, the
derivation of ‘your angry nice mum’ can only converge if mamma moves as a the regular NP and
pied-pipes its modifiers (with early pied-piping of a tonic PossP form and, subsequently, of the
APs) in an identical fashion to that shown in §3.1. In this way, la bélla mamma toa ngazzato

obtains.

3.2. Barese Possessives: Conclusions

On the basis of the typology of possessives’ ‘strength’ (Cardinaletti 1998; Cardinaletti&Starke
(1999), we determined that Barese expresses possession solely in postnominal position by two
main means: the regular fully-inflected tonic PossP (§3.1.1) and the defective enclitic PossCl
(§3.1.2), respectively the strong and the clitic forms in Cardinaletti’s (1998) terms. The former
displays a similar behaviour to that of APs (modulo the AgrP projected as a landing site for the
raising of the NP), whereas the latter is limited to a handful of kinship terms whose ‘possessor’
only encodes [1sg] and [2sg] grammatical persons. The crucial difference between the two forms
is due to the type of movement N(P) undergoes. In the case of PossP, the NP moves to
SpecPossP as a phrase, while PossCl requires local N-movement and subsequent incorporation.
However, N-movement seems to affect the selectional properties of [N [PossCl]], as this is only

modified by ImAPs (§3.1.2), unlike with NP-movement.
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4. Demonstratives

Cross-linguistically, demonstrative modifiers form a closed class of functional elements
traditionally associated with the broader functional category of D(eterminer)s, e.g. definite
article(s). Their semantic nature encodes definiteness and, in particular, referentiality (Lyons
1999; Brugé 2002:30; Giusti 2002). In earlier theories, demonstratives and definite articles were
treated as a unitary category because of their complementary distribution (in English: cf.
Jackendoff 1977). In practice, they were thought to compete for the same structural position
within the nominal expression, however, this idea has recently been challenged in favour of a
more heterogeneous treatment of these elements. In fact, despite both being D-elements,
demonstratives and definite articles differ greatly in their semantic import. Provided that both
elements also need a precise — yet not identical — pragmatic context for their felicitous licensing,
demonstratives are employed to fulfil more complex discourse-related functions than definite
articles, which is reflected in the greater syntactic independence of demonstrative over definite
articles (cf. Giusti 2002).

Crucially, Lyons (1999) points to the diachrony of languages with definite articles, in which
these functional elements seem to universally arise from the semantico-syntactic and subsequent
morphophonological weakening of demonstrative forms (cf. also Hopper&Traugott 2003[1993];
Harris&Cambell 1995; Ledgeway 2011). This explains why definite articles display an

‘impoverished’ semantic content compared to demonstratives.

4.1. Semantic properties of demonstratives
The semantic content of demonstratives cannot simply be characterised in terms of definiteness
or generic referentiality, typical of definite articles (Lyons 1999:159). Although these are both
used as anaphoric expressions (cf. Lyons 1999:113-116), there are a number of reasons to
believe that they must be treated separately. As Giusti (2002) points out, demonstratives often
fail to replace definite articles on account of the inability of the former to receive a generic (i.e.
denoting a ‘kind’) referential interpretation, e.g. *quel/il genere umano ‘*that/the human kind’.
Thus, demonstratives encode ‘referentiality’, i.e. the ‘identification’ of the referent, more
strongly than definite articles. Moreover, a major difference between the two D-elements is that
demonstratives encode spatio-temporal (i.e. deictic) relations, whereas definite articles entirely
lack the encoding of (loco-temporal) deixis.

By deixis, we refer to that pragmatico-semantic property which describes the spatio-temporal
coordinates of a given referent relative to the discourse participants (Anderson&Keenan 1985; cf.
‘null-locative predicates’ in ch.2). In particular, demonstratives can identify a particular referent

contrastively, thus restrictively, e.g. that book on the table (not another) (Lyons 1999:18; cf. also
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Hawkins 1978), whereas definite articles cannot. Hence, the deictic function of demonstratives
implies localisation and identification of a referent, and their correct interpretation relies on the
pragmatic context of occurrence (Lyons 1977:637). The main deictic interpretation of
demonstratives operates according to a binary distinction involving (loco-temporal, physical or
figurative) proximity/distance with respect to the coordinates of the speaker, e.g. English ‘this’
and ‘that’ respectively. For convenience, we adopt the term ‘proximal/distal’ descriptively to
refer to the respective morphological forms, whereas the [+speaker] will refer to the relative
semantic value they encode within bipartite systems.

However, Lyons (1999) underlines a general diachronic tendency whereby languages with a
bipartite system have undergone a reduction from an initial tripartite system. The latter systems
additionally encoded a [+medial] deictic value, describing contexts in which the referent is
spatio-temporally closer to the addressee, rather than the speaker. He outlines a universal
person/distance-based deictic system, where proximal equals speaker [lsg], medial equals
addressee [2sg], and distal equals non-participant(s) [3]. On a par with the binary [£speaker]
distinction, we adopt [1sg]/[2sg]/[3sg] to refer to the semantic features respectively encoded by
the proximal/medial/distal morphological forms of demonstratives.

An example of Lyons’ ‘ternary-to-binary’ reduction can be found in the early stages of
the English deictic system. That was originally the medial form encoding [2sg] deixis, whereas
the archaic ‘yon(der)’ was used as the distal, [3] form (Lyons 1999:111). Likewise, Latin (Lyons
1986,1999:108; Vincent 1999; i.a.) used a tripartite deictic system whose structure (but not
forms) was inherited by most early Romance varieties, but not all (e.g. northern Italo-Romance
dialects: Ledgeway 2015a:76-78). The ternary system has been preserved in many modern
Romance varieties (e.g. Spanish and Portuguese; Ledgeway&Smith 2016) and, crucially, in
some Italo-Romance varieties (Ledgeway 2004,2015a). In particular, Ledgeway (2004:65-
66,2015a) highlights a strong diachronic tendency for a shift to binary systems in central and
southern Italo-Romance. The reduction of available demonstrative forms brought about specific
semantic readjustments of the deictic values these forms came to encode. In fact, the shift to
binary systems in central and southern Italy does not imply that a relevant deictic value stopped
being encoded once the form was lost, but was simply reassigned to the remaining forms. Hence,
the main pragmatico-semantic distinction in (Italo-)Romance demonstratives can still be grouped
according to the values [+speaker], e.g. Italian (Maiden 1995:125; Maiden&Robustelli 2000:83;
DaMilano 2015), or [+discourse participants], e.g. Barese (§4.2). The former value is equivalent
to [£proximal] observed above, and marks the distinction between the deictic domain of the
speaker only and the remaining [-speaker] values, i.e. addressee and non-discourse participants.

In contrast, the latter value can either be expressed by the three forms, yielding systems which
117



formally distinguish the domains of each discourse-participant, i.e [lsg/proximal] vs.
[2sg/medial] vs. [3/distal], or by two forms only. The two-form paradigm no longer distinguishes
between speaker and addressee, grouping them together [+discourse participants], as opposed to
[—discourse participants], i.e. [3] persons.

The category of deictic expressions does not include only demonstratives, but also locative
adverbial elements with a spatial semantic interpretation. These deictic adverbials may be
optionally employed in combination with demonstratives as locative reinforcers, e.g. ‘here/there’,
in order to emphasise the deictic import of bare demonstratives without altering their
interpretation, e.g. questo/quello qui/li, ‘this/that one here/there’ (cf. Giusti 2015:134).

We now examine the forms and interpretation of Barese demonstratives, before discussing

their syntactic behaviour in relation to other Romance varieties.

4.2. Barese Demonstratives

Numerous Italo-Romance varieties, i.e. some central and southern varieties (Ledgeway
2015a:92), including Tuscan (DaMilano 2015), preserved a genuine ternary demonstrative
system which encodes the three degrees of deixis with three distinct forms (e.g. Spanish and
Portuguese). In contrast, in central and southern Italo-Romance, Ledgeway (2004:66) identifies
two broad diachronic tendencies of demonstrative-system reduction from ternary (Ledgeway’s
(2004) ‘type A’ CHISTOY;5q}/CHISSOp2sq)/CHILLOp3s67) - to binary ones. These changes generally left
untouched the distal [3]-person demonstrative form to refer to non-discourse participants.’® In
contrast, the ‘readjustments’ mainly took place between the [1sg]/[2sg] demonstrative forms,
yielding either systems which lost the medial form, i.e. ‘type B’ CHISTO/CHILLO, or the proximal
one, i.e. ‘type C’ CHISSO/CHILLO. In this respect, Ledgeway (2004:66) highlights that Rohlfs
(1968:11.207) discussed the early disappearance of the archaic proximal form custa/chesta in
large pockets of northern Puglia, leaving the originally medial form cussa/chéssa as the only
option. Indeed, Barese patterns with type-C dialects with a binary system of (tonic)
demonstrative ~ forms: the medial cussopy/chéssapy/chissapr;  and  the  distal
cuddapy/chéddary/chiddappr) (Table 3.4; cf. Abbatescianni 1896:38,57; Nitti di Vito 1986; Lopez
1952:23,33; Valente 1975:27):

>> The three demonstratives are respectively the reflexes of Latin (EC)CU-ISTU/-IPSU/-ILLU; cf. Rohlfs 1968:11.202-
208.

% Except for the isolated case of Salento, where the distal form spread further to encode [2sg], albeit with the
specialisation of two distinct morphophonological forms for [2sg]-[3] (Ledgeway 2015a:91)
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Table 3.4. Barese demonstratives and locative reinforcers

Clitic proximal Tonic proximal LOC Tonic distal LOC
M F M F here M F there

SG stu sta cusso chesso ddo cuddo cheddo dda
PL sti chisso ddo chiddo dda

However, Barese also display a clitic, adnominal form stupvy/starey/stiper; ‘this/these *(NP)
alternating with the tonic counterpart cussopwy/chéssajry/chissappr). The former can only be
licensed with an overt referent NP, whereas the latter is preferred in the pronominal form.”” The
clitic form allegedly comes from the reinforced, and then reduced, proximal form
cu(i)stopmy/chestapy/chistapr) ‘this/these’ from Latin (EC)CU-ISTE. Although the tonic form is
present in the areas bordering Apulo-Barese to the south (Imperio 1993:195) and in the Gargano
to the north (Valente 1975:27), it is not currently attested in Barese except for its clitic form
stupwmy/stagry/stippr) (Lopez 1952:11.23-24).

However, it would be at odds with the entire early and modern Romance panorama if Barese
never developed a reflex of Latin (EC)CU-ISTE as a demonstrative. Following Vincent (1999) and
Ledgeway (2004,2015a), we argue that Barese may have undergone the same reduction process
hypothesised for Latin: once the full-fledged tripartite system is lost, the medial form comes to
encode [+discourse participants]/[-3]. This allegedly occurred in Latin when the use of the
proximal demonstrative HIC ‘this’ declined, and the medial [2sg] ISTE ‘this (close to the
addressee)’ could take over the entire encoding of [+discourse participants]. Likewise, Barese
can be argued to have had the same ternary organisation, until the loss of the proximal form
cu(i)sta formally led the medial form cussa to take over the encoding of both [1sg]-[2sg] values,
i.e. [+discourse participants]. Moreover, the existence of a tonic proximal form in earlier stages
of the dialect is supported by its weakened, clitic form stu/sta/sti, which only survives as part of
a new suppletive, hybrid paradigm in which it alternates with cussa (cf. Ledgeway’s (2015:90)
‘Type Bsc mixed system’). Indeed, pronominal and determiner-like tonic forms such as
questo/questalquisti/queste appear in one of the first 14™-century Apulo-Barese textual records
from the cathedral of Giovinazzo (Carabellese 1898:303).

These ‘readjustments’ of demonstrative forms and meanings have been extensively discussed
by Ledgeway (2004:98,2009:212) for modern Neapolitan (Ledgeway 2015a:88-90), and
described briefly by Giovine (2005[1964]:66) for Barese (74)-(75) (cf. also Ledgeway&Smith

°7See Cox (1982:87-88) for the identical situation in Mola di Bari, and (Ledgeway 2004:70) for southern Italo-
Romance dialects.
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2016). Although these two varieties respectively use the proximal and the medial forms, both are
able to encode the domain of [+discourse participants], unlike standard Italian quel(lo) ‘this’

(74b)-(75b):

(74) (Two friends meet up after shopping, one likes the new purchase of his friend and says:)

b

a. ¢ jé bbello  stu/ cusso  (/*cuddo) cappiddo!

what is nice this this that hat.m
b. che bello (*questo/) quel cappello!
what beautiful this that hat.M

‘that hat (of yours) is so nice!’

(75) (A customer chooses an octopus in the basket of a fisherman. The fisherman picks up the

one closer to him, and the buyer corrects the fisherman by pointing at the desired

octopus:)
a. non vogghio cussa (pulpo) (Giovine 2005:66)
not want.1SG this octopus.M

b. non voglio quello (/*questo) (polpo)
not want.1SG that this octopus.M

‘I don’t want that (octopus)’

The anwers in (74a)-(75a) and (74b)-(75b) show a clear difference in the encoding of deixis
between Barese (on a par with Neapolitan) and standard Italian respectively. In the context
described in (74)-(75), the only two discourse participants are the speaker [1sg] and the hearer
[2sg]. Clearly, Italian only encodes the distinction between [+1sg] qguesto ‘this (close to the
speaker)’, and [-1sg] quel(lo) ‘that (far from the speaker)’ (Maiden 1995:125;
Maiden&Robustelli 2000:83), where only the [-1sg] form is grammatical in an addressee-

oriented context.’® In contrast, Barese cannot select the distal demonstrative ciiddo when

*¥ (Tuscan-based) Literary Italian displays an archaic ternary system which includes the medial, addressee-oriented
form codesto/cotesto ‘this (close to you)’ from Latin *(EC)CU-TI(BI-I)STU ‘behold-for you-this, where an additional
[2sg] dative pronoun grammaticalised in between the presentative particle and the Latin demonstrative (cf. Maiden
1995:116).
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referring to the addressee’s domain, but only the tonic medial form cussa (pronominal or
emphatic) or stu (non-emphatic) ‘this’, both marking the domain of [+discourse participants],
rather than [£speaker] only. In fact, if the contexts of (74a)-(75a) had the speaker as the main
point of deictic reference, the demonstrative [1sg] forms would still be both stu *(NP)/ciissa
(NP), e.g. ‘this (hat of mine)’ and ‘this octopus (near me)’ respectively.

Barese bipartite system of LOC/spatial adverbials ddé ‘here’ and dda “there”® can optionally
reinforce the respective demonstrative form with an identical deictic value, i.e.
*cussapy/chessary/chissapr) dda ‘this/these there’; *cuddapy/chéddary/chiddapy) ddo “that/those
here’. Interestingly, the locative reinforcer ddo, initially defining the domain of the addressee,
must have extended its original [2sg] deictic value to also include [1sg] (for which no other
independent forms are attested). In fact, the tonic ciissa (NP) ddo can alternate with stu *(NP)
ddo depending on the pragmatic context, yet both encode [+discourse participant] deixis. Both
options with the overt NP are in contrast with standard Italian, where the entire demonstrative-
reinforcer complex is only licensed with pronominals (Brugé 2002:37).

In contrast, the Barese distal demonstrative and reinforcer cuddapy/chéddary/chiddapr; (NP)
dda ‘that/those there’ did not undergo any remapping of deictic values. These are still
unambiguously specified for the distal interpretation with respect to the discourse participants,
i.e. [-discourse participants]/[+3]. Moreover, the distal demonstrative does not present any
reduced form *(cu)ddupy/*(che)ddairy/*(chi)ddiipy) analytical to the [-3] forms stu/sta/sti.

The distal demonstrative may drop its purely spatial characterisation of distance between
referent and referee in favour of a more abstract, figurative ‘distance’. This implies
psychological/emotional distance of the speaker from the referent, characterised pejoratively,
even when the refererent is an inalienable body part of the speaker, hence in his/her immediate

deictic domain:

(76) cheédda (/*chessa/*sta) capa mea scemo!
that this this head my silly

‘this silly head of mine!”

Consider now the Barese example (adapted from Giovine 2005:68), contrasted with its Italian

counterpart:

%% Rohlfs (1968:111.248,257) identifies these forms as reflexes of Latin [2sg] ILLOC ‘thither’ and [3sg] ILLAC ‘there’.
See also Ledgeway (2015a:96).
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(77) (A mother addresses one of her two daughters, both in front of her, to tell them off:)

a. a tte e a cchédda(/*cchéssa) svrogoggnato do soro-to!

to you and to that this impudent of sister.F-your
b. ate e a questa (/*quella) svergognata ditua sorella!
toyou and to this that impudent of your sister.F

‘(I’'m telling this to) you and that impudent of your sister!’

In Barese, the spatial deictic coordinates, viz. proximity, of the speaker to the addressees are
overridden by psychological deixis to express the speaker’s emotional detachment from the
referent. In contrast, the Italian demonstrative responds to proximity of the referent to the
speaker, hence the selected form is the [+speaker] questa ‘this’. In section §4.6, we will discuss
an unusual Barese construction where the distal demonstrative is preceded by the definite article

to serve other discourse-related purposes.

4.3. Syntactic properties of demonstratives

In languages like English or Italian, the apparent complementary distribution between
demonstratives and definite articles may suggest that these compete for the same ‘high’ D-
related position, as assumed in earlier syntactic theory (for English, cf. Jackendoff 1977).
However, cross-linguistic evidence suggests that these elements do not occupy the same
syntactic position (cf. Giusti 2002; Lyons 1999, i.a.). Giusti (2002:64) points out that the
distribution of demonstratives is less constrained than that of definite articles. Demonstratives
can be pronominalized in Italian and English, whereas definite articles cannot, being
phonologically and morphosyntactically dependent on the NP, e.g. ho comprato (*il/lo/la/)
questopvy/questarr) ‘1 bought (*the/)this’ (Giusti 2002:60). However, under N-ellipsis, Spanish
(78a) also allows the definite article to be followed directly by a prepositional phrase (cf. Bosque
et al. 2010:337,§17.3.2.a), where Italian (78b) only allows the demonstrative, Romanian (78c)
uses a dedicated (pronominal) form of ‘demonstrative’ article (Nicolae 2013:309,2015), and

Barese (78d) allows the co-occurrence of definite article and distal demonstrative (cf. §4.6):

(78) a. la/ esa (bufanda) de lana (Spanish)
the that scarf of wool
b. *la/ quella di lana (Italian)

the that of  wool
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(esarfa) cea de lana (Romanian)
scarf-the CEL of  wool
la chédda do lano (Barese)

the that of  wool

‘the wool one(/scarf)’

Another convincing piece of evidence comes from languages such as Spanish, (formal

registers of) Catalan and Occitan (Ledgeway 2012:ch.4) and Romanian (Nicolae 2013:297-

299,2015), which optionally allow the discontinuous distribution of both D-elements to produce

the order definite article-noun-demonstrative (cf. Brugé 2002; Giusti 2006,2015). Consider the

pre- and postnominal demonstratives in Spanish (79a)-(79b) and Romanian (80a)-(80b), which

contrast with prenominal-only demonstratives in Italian (81a)-(81b):

(79) a.

(80) a.

este/ ese/ aquel libro

[1sg] [2sg] [3sg] book

el libro este/ ese/ aquel
book [1sg] [2sg] [3sg]
‘this/that (close to the hearer)/that book’

the

el  chico(*este) hermoso este (suyo)

the boy this handsome this his/her
‘this nice boy of his/hers’

acest (frumos) baiat (frumos) al Mariei
this handsome boy handsome of Mary
baiat-ul acesta(/asta) frumos al Mariei
boy-the this handsome of Mary
‘this handsome boy of Mary’s’

baiat-ul  frumos (*acesta/asta) al Mariei
boy-the  handsome this of Mary

(Brugé 2002:30)

(Giusti 2015:136)

(adapted from Brugé 2002:36)

(*acesta/asta)

this
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(81) a.  questo/quel (bel) ragazzo (bello)
this that nice boy nice

‘this/that nice boy’

b.  *il (bel) ragazzo (questo/quello) (bello) (questo/quello)
the nice boy this/  that nice this/ that

We interpret this as evidence for the optional movement of demonstratives from a lower first-
merger position to the D-area for feature-checking reasons. In the examples, besides the
expected prenominal position in (79a)-(80a)-(81a), we can distinguish language-specific
behaviours of postnominal demonstratives on the basis of their interaction with other modifiers.
In Spanish (79b)-(79c¢), interpretative factors such as pejorative readings or topical information,
determine whether the demonstrative may occur pre- or postnominally (Bosque et al. 2010:337-
338). Romanian demonstratives (80b) can be found postnominally in full or reduced forms only
if immediately preceded by a definite noun, i.e. strictly adjacent to the postnominal determiner
(Nicolae 2013:297-299). Both full and reduced forms of the postnominal demonstrative can be
considered the unmarked option in spoken Romanian, but they are otherwise also used for
pejorative evaluations, or to convey contrast, much more ‘naturally’ than the prenominal variant.
However, the position of adjectives in (79¢)-(80c) suggests that Spanish and Romanian behave
differently in the modifier(s) they allow between the noun and the demonstrative. Spanish seems
to allow mainly DmAPs before the postnominal demonstrative (but not tonic PossP or ImAPs),
whereas Romanian blocks them all, except evaluative prenominal adjectives DmAPs (cf. §2 for
Barese) and postnominal relational DmAPs (Cornilescu&Nicolae 2011).

In contrast, Italian demonstratives must obligatorily (move to) occupy a position in the D-area,
being ungrammatical postnominally. Barese seems to pattern with Italian in many respects,
inasmuch as it lacks an emphatic postnominal position for demonstratives of the type we see in
Spanish and Romanian. However, the Barese structure in (78d) with a pronominal demonstrative
preceded by the definite article evidently shows that there is at least a ‘postnominal’ position
right-adjacent to D, possibly licensed by interpretative and discourse-related features (cf. Giusti
2006,2015). This is in line with the idea presented in §1 that the nominal and the clausal domains
share a similar internal structure. In particular, the complementation layers determine the
interpretation of the material within the core of the extended projections below them, and as such
are able to encode discourse-related features (cf. the CP in ch.2).

The facts discussed above support the hypothesis that demonstratives and definite articles are

generated in different structural positions. We argue that definite articles, which show the
124



properties of morphophonologically weak clitic heads, are first-merged directly in the D position.
In contrast, demonstratives are universally specifiers base-generated in their own functional
projection above possessives and below the AP-fields (Giusti 2002,2006,2015:134; Brugé 2002).
These obligatorily move to a D-related position to check their [+definite] and [+referential]
features, or may optionally occupy a discourse-related position in the D-area provided that an
overt definite article occupies the D position to check the relevant nominal features, e.g. in

Spanish, Romanian (Giusti 2015) and, differently, Barese. Consider this contrast in (82):

(82) [Dp D [Fp4 [Ip[ImAP]] [F4 [Fp3 DmAP [F3 [FP2 DemP [F2 [FP] POSSP [Fl [NP]]]]]]]]]]

In §4.2 we saw that Barese (and other non-standard Italo-Romance varieties; cf. Ledgeway
2015a; Ledgeway&Smith 2016) additionally displays a set of NP-dependent, reduced
demonstrative clitics, i.e. stun/star/stippr; ‘this/these’. Similarly to possessives (§3.1), we propose
a more complex internal structure for DemPs in which the tonic (DemP) and the clitic (Demcr)

demonstratives sit respectively in the specifier and in the head of DemP:

(83) [DP...[FP2 [])emp DemP [Dem’ DemCL]][F2 [FPl PossP [Fl [NP]]]]]]]]]]

These two elements will be argued to raise respectively as a phrase or as a head to D for feature-
checking, the latter competing with the definite article for the same D-position.

A clue for the lower merger position of demonstratives comes from the optional presence of
the spatial/LOC adverbial reinforcer in all of these languages. Unlike sentential locatives, these
behave like DP-internal PP-adjuncts in which the proximal/medial/distal locative form
obligatorily agrees with the respective demonstrative. Bruge (2002) argues that these reinforcers
are first-merged within DemP to form a complex deictic expression. The reinforcer essentially
acts as the ‘tail” of the complex DemP, whose specifier is occupied by the genuine demonstrative.
Hence, once the demonstrative moves to the D-related position before Spell-Out, it may
optionally leave the locative reinforcer stranded in a lower position.®” This hypothesis finds
parallels at the clausal level in Sportiche’s (1988) proposal that floating quantifiers indicate the
initial, first-merger position of the NP they modify. In the same spirit, Brugé (2002) analyses the
locative reinforcer as a cue to identify the first-merger position of the entire deictic complex.

Following Brugé’s (2002:29) proposal for Spanish (cf. also Giusti 2015:ch.5), both

% Interestingly, Scandinavian languages seem to show a grammaticalised locative reinforcer ‘here/there’ as part of
the demonstrative, which precedes the noun, e.g. Swedish den hdr skjortan, lit. ‘this here shirt” (Nordstrom 2010).
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demonstratives and locative reinforcers are argued to form one complex constituent which hosts
the two deictic elements in a precise internal order. In this respect, Brugé (2002:27) adopts
Kayne’s (1994:106-110) proposal for French de-constructions (such as quelqu 'un de célebre, lit.
‘someone of famous’) to derive the internal structure of this deictic complex in Spanish, Catalan
and Romanian. In these languages, the locative reinforcer is obligatorily introduced by de ‘of’,

whereas standard Italian and Barese do not:

(84) a. el  chicohermoso este *(de) aqui (Spanish: adapted from Giusti 2015:138)
the boy handsome this of  here

b. baiat-ul acesta frumos *(de) aici (Romanian: A.Nicolae p.c.)

boy-the this handsome of  here

c. questo bel ragazzo  (*di) qui

this handsome boy of  here

d. cusso/sti  uagnono bbérofatto  (*do) ddo
‘this/CL  boy handsome of  here’

‘this handsome boy here’

Despite the presence of de, these languages appear to have the demonstrative c-commanding and
agreeing with the reinforcer, witness the ungrammaticality of both Spanish *de aqui este and
Barese *ddo ciissa, lit. “(of) here this’.°" To account for the locative reinforcer, we propose a
slightly different structure than Bruge’s (2002) by assuming that the PP-reinforcer is optionally
merged in the complement position of the structure observed above in (83). The new internal

structure of the complex DemP can be represented as follows:

(85) [pr [Fp [Demp [specDemp DeMP [pemp: [pem Demcr][ep [ [p (d€)][compr LOCTI]]] [F [NPIIITTI]

In (85), the PP-complement is headed by P de which can be overt (Spanish/Romanian) or covert
(Italian/Barese), whose complement is the adverbial LOC (in Bruge’s analysis DemP sits in my

SpecPP and moves to SpecDemP).

' Note that in many north-eastern dialects, e.g. Emilia Romangna, this order is available, at least optionally
(Ledgeway 2015a).
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At this point, the NP can raise across the FPs to land in an AgrP above DemP, triggering
agreement and successive movement to the highest D-related position available after Spell-Out.
Both DemP/Demc;, are independently attracted to the D-domain prior to Spell-Out in order to
make [+deictic] and [+referential] features interpretable; this is also the case for postnominal
demonstratives, which must still be interpreted in D. In languages like Italian and Barese (§4.2),
the DemP movement obligatorily targets SpecDP (or D for demonstrative clitics), leaving LOC

behind in DP-final position (if present):

(86) a. [pp [Fp2 [Dmap bello] [F2 [ep1 [Demp questo [pem Dem [pp [p> P [compe qui]]]]]...
...[F1 [np ragazzo]]]]]]

b. [DP questoj [FPZ [DmAP bel] [F2 [AgrPl ragazzo; [Agrl [Fpl [DemP ques%ej [Dem’ [PP [P’ P...
..[compp qui]]]]] [F1 [xp ragazzei]]]]]]

On a par with Italian, Barese behaves as a ‘high-demonstrative’ language, forcing movement to
SpecDP where deictic and referential features of the definite NP are interpreted. We argue that
this raising does not interfere with the raising of the NP across the other functional phrases (i.e.
PossP, DmAP and ImAP respectively). Recall that kinship terms and proper nouns are argued to
raise to fill the D position for their intrinsic highly definite and referential nature (Longobardi
1994), and the same mechanism could be at work for demonstratives.

For Spanish and Catalan, Brugé (2002:34) argues that DemP optionally moves to SpecDP on
the basis of interpretative factors. Likewise, she claims that Romanian DemPs never surface in
situ after Spell-Out, and their first-merger position never becomes immediately evident (Brugé
2002:37). However, Giusti (2015) points out that this analysis would not predict the different
adjectival distribution in the two languages. In this respect, we maintain the intuition that the
first-merger position is never entirely visible in either of the two ‘low-demonstrative’ languages,
because neither postnominal demonstrative is the unmarked option, and both invoke discourse-
related concepts. Although ‘pejorative’ readings have to do with attitudes, the referent in
question will always be interpreted as topical information in some sense. Likewise, we saw that
Romanian postnominal demonstratives are the ‘naturally’ favoured option for contrastive
purposes (except, for instance, when the distal and proximal demonstratives are explicitly in
contrast, e.g. ACEST, nu acel om m-a lovit ‘THIS, not that person hit me’ (A.Nicolae, p.c.). In this
respect, we follow Giusti (2015), who proposes that Romanian demonstratives always move out
of their base-generated position (leaving the LOC as a cue) to a position within the ‘split-DP’

(Giusti 2005,2006). This is what we have previously identified as the lower position with respect
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to D, which is able to host the postnominal demonstratives, including the Barese demonstrative
which follows an overt definite article (§4.6). Hence, on a par with the CP (cf. §2.3,ch.2), the DP
also has its left-peripheral area reserved for interpretative/discourse-related purposes, consisting

of'a Topic and a (contrastive) Focus layer (Giusti’s (2006) KonP):

(87)  [pp SpecDP [D [TopP [CFocP...[NP]]]]]

Hence, the postnominal DemPs move to the specifiers of the relevant functional projections of
the split-DP to check their discourse-related features against the relevant heads in a Spec-Head
configuration. However, both Brugé (2002) and Giusti (2015:142-143) claim that Spanish
demonstratives remain in situ, as opposed to the higher movement of the Romanian DemP. We
argue that both move independently from the NP to the DP-periphery, but the difference is the
material these languges allow to be pied-piped along with the NP. While Romanian does not
allow any modifier between the noun and the postnominal determiner (80c), Spanish only allows
certain material, i.e. the DmAPs (79c¢), to occur between the NP and the demonstrative. This may
be due to the fact that Romanian resorts to head-movement of N to create a well-formed N-D
complex with the enclitic article in D (Nicolae 2015:5-6), hence cannot pied-pipe the remaining
material from the larger NP. In contrast, Spanish does pied-pipe DmAPs only across the lower
DemP. Hence, we can unify the accounts of DemP-movement to the DP-left-periphery by
assuming that these two languages vary parametrically in the size of the NP allowed to cross left-
peripheral DemPs, and the Romanian last-resort N-movement to D where the enclitic article is
merged. Likewise, the rare Abruzzese varieties allowing postnominal doubling of the Demc; -NP
with a tonic DemP, e.g. chelu vove quélle lit. ‘that ox THAT’ (Ledgeway 2015a:84), can fit this
system inasmuch as both Dem¢p and (emphatic) DemP are attracted to D and the lower
SpecFocus/TopicP respectively. Further evidence in favour of a split-DP hypothesis will be

presented in §4.6 for the Barese D+DemP construction, which encodes topical information.

4.4. Barese DemP

As an obligatorily ‘high-Dem’ language, Barese demonstratives necessarily surface
prenominally in complementary distribution with the definite article (cf. Chomsky 1981; Lyons
1999:302). However, in line with Brugé’s (2002) intuition, we claim that DemP is merged in its
own functional projection, given its phrasal, adjective-like status (Giusti 2015; Nicolae 2015), as
a more complex entity formed by the tonic and clitic pronoun and the optional locative reinforcer.
In particular, in (88), the tonic pronoun DemP is merged in the specifier of the larger DemP,

whose head, in turn, can be lexicalised by the NP-dependent Demcy (§4.5). This head may
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optionally select a locative reinforcer, which is a PP-adjunct whose head can (parametrically) be
filled by an overt P de, but not in Barese or Italian. The actual spatial PP sits in the complement
of the P-head, and agrees with the relative demonstrative. Whenever expressed, the spatial
adverbial is usually considered to delimit the right-edge of the DP after Spell-Out, as its surface
position can only be DP-final. This is repeated in (88):

(88) [op...[rp [Demp DemP [pemp: Demcr) [pp [p P [compr LOC]]]] [F [NP]]ITII]

On a par with a great number — though not the entirety — of Italo-Romance varieties, the
distribution of Barese demonstratives is exclusively prenominal, e.g. cudda cana dda ‘that dog
there’. Thus, we argue for the obligatory independent movement of DemP(/Demcy ) to the D-area
in order to check its deictic, definite and referential features. Barese does not allow the types of
structures found in those ‘low-Dem’ languages, where the demonstrative may occur
postnominally for interpretive reasons, yielding the sequence D-NP-DemP(-de-LOC),
ungrammatical in Barese: *u cana cudda (*de) dda, lit. ‘the dog that (of) there’.

We now exemplify a simplified derivation of the DP cudda povara cana tu zzeéppa dda ‘that
poor cripple dog of yours there’. The first-merger order of the DP internal constituents is given

below in (89):

(89) [pr [rp4 [imap zzeppa] [F4 [rp3 [Dmap POVAra] [F3 [rp2 [Demp 1A [pemp Dem [pp [po P...
. -[compp dda]]]] [F2 [rp1 [Possp [Poss' [Poss tu]]] [F1 [xp cana]]]]]]]11]

As discussed in §3.1, the specifier of a complex PossP is the first landing site for the NP, below

the first-merger position of DemP (in turn, formed by the demonstrative and locative reinforcer):

(89) a.  [pp [Fp2 [Demp €0AAD [pempr Dem [pp dda]]]] [F2 [rp1 [Possp [specPossp €amdi [poss' tul]]...

...[F1 [xp eansi]]]]]]

The NP thus forms a complex constituent with the postnominal PossP, which will move upwards
to the different SpecAgrPs merged above each remaining functional projection. This is also the
case for the DemP-complex, which overtly agrees with the NP it modifies. Hence, the NP pied-
pipes PossP to cross over the larger DemP, landing in SpecAgrP2 (89b):

(89) b. [DP [Agrpz [NP cand [possp tll]] [Agr2 [sz [DemP cudda [DemP’ Dem [pp ddi‘l]]] ..

...[F2 [rp1 [possp €813 [poss ta]] [F1 [np eanai]]]]]]
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At this point, the DemP is not pied-pided along with the NP, but procrastinates until Spell-Out so
that the NP can ‘pick up’ the remaining modifiers in its extended projection. However, this may
vary according to language-specific parametric settings, as observed for the different sizes of the
NP allowed to occur between D and postnominal DemP in Spanish and Romanian.

In Barese, the derivation procedes identically to that observed in §2.4 for the two types of AP-
modification. DmAPs and ImAPs are merged above the large DemP, e.g. (89¢), and the NP and
the pied-piped material move cyclically to the respective SpecAgrPs:

(89) C. [DP cudds [D [Agrp4 [Np [DmAP p(‘)vera] [Np cand [PossP tll]]] [AgI‘4 [Fp4 [ImAP zzéppe]
[F4 [rp3 [Dmap povera] [F3 [agp2 [np €80 [possp t]] [AgI2 [Fp2 [Demp €Bdde [pempr Dem [pp ddal]]]
[F2 [rp1 [Possp €aR [poss ta]] [F1 [np €anai]]]]]]

DemP cudda, once the agreement process is completed, is not pied-piped by the NP but is
directly probed to SpecDP for its D-features, i.e. [+definite]/[+referential], and above all
[+deictic] features. Although the DemP in SpecDP binds its trace in its first-merger position, the
LOC dda ‘there’ remains in situ, delimiting the right edge of the DP, yielding the only possible

final order cudda povara cana tu zzéppa dda.

4.5. Barese Demcy,

On a par with definite articles up/lary/opr),"” the morphophonologically reduced Barese
demonstratives stupvy/stary/stiper) display a clitic status, and, consequently, a more constrained
syntactic distribution than their tonic counterparts. Applying Kayne’s (1975:81-85) tests for

clitichood to stu/sta/sti, its status as a clitic is confirmed:

i. it cannot occur in isolation, i.e. it does not survive NP-ellipsis:
stu *(chiangona) ‘this (stone)’;

il. it cannot be coordinated:, unlike its tonic counterpart:
*stu/cussa e ccudda chiangona ‘this and that stone’;

iii. it cannot be modified:
*stu/cussa (*da) ddo ‘this one here’;

iv. it cannot be contrastively focused:

vogghia CUSSO/*STU pulpa, no cudd’alds ‘1 want THIS octopus, not the other one’.

62 See Abbatescianni 1896:50-51; Lopez 1952:11.6; Lacalendola 1969:8; Valente 1975:29-30.
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Crucially, no other constituent can intervene between the clitic and the noun, or rather, the larger
NP containing it. As discussed in §4.3, if DemPs move as phrases to SpecDP, Demcts should be
treated as heads, first-merged in the larger DemP, which raise to D independently of the NP. In
this way, stu can also license the only optional PP-adjunct, the [-3] locative reinforcer ddo ‘here’,
before the former is probed by D for feature checking, leaving the latter behind. Agreement of
Demcy stu takes place when the NP lands in the specifier of an AgrP right above the functional
projection containing the larger DemP, as observed in (88) in §4.4. While the NP undergoes
further modification, the Demcy, procrastinates until Spell-Out and is thus attracted to D.
However, given its unmarked pragmatic nature (iv), it follows naturally that stu cannot occupy
discourse-related positions on its way up to D, as the focus field is not activated.

We now consider the derivation of the sentence stu chiangona da tufs ddo ‘this turf rock here’,
where the presence of Dem¢y, implies identical operations as those observed for DemPs (modulo
the final landing site; cf. §4.4). Once the complex NP is merged, the functional projection

hosting the large deictic complex DemP in specifier position is merged above the NP:

(90) a. [DP [Fp [DemP [DemP’ [DemCL Stll] [PP [P’ P ddé]]]] [F [NP [N chiangéns] [pp do tufs]]]]

The entire NP undergoes phrasal movement to the AgrP responsible for agreement with Demcy:

(90) b.  [pp [D [Demcr stu] [agrp [np chiangona da tufa] [Agr [kp [pemp [Demp’ [DemcL s8] ..

...[ppddo]]]] [F [np [n ehiangéne] [pp do-tifo]]]]

Once the NP has been modified, the Demcy. is probed by the empty D-head, whereas the locative
reinforcer will remain in situ.

We can thus conclude that both clitic and tonic Dems seem to function in exactly the same
way. However, although they both land in the D-area, they are morphophonologically and
syntactically distinct, i.e. clitic demonstratives are weak while tonic demonstratives are strong

(cf. Cardinaletti&Starke 1999). This determines whether X- or XP will be probed to the D-area.

4.6. Barese double demonstrative in NP-ellipsis

We observed in §4.3 that, in Barese, pronominal DemPs cuddapy/chéddairy/chiddapy) ‘that/those’
can be preceded by overt agreeing definite articles upwy/lajry/lorpr) (the latter historically derived
from the former). The D-DemP-complex cannot appear with an overt noun, and requires linear
adjacency between the two elements, e.g. (91a)-(91c), to be licensed in any argumental position,

i.e. subject (92), direct object (93) or prepositional adjunct (94).
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Ol)a. u (*uagnéno) cudds (*uagnono)

theM  boy.M thatM boy.M
b. la (*uagneddo) cheédds (*uagneéddo)
the.F  girl.F that.F  girl.F

‘thatyr) one’

c. Db (*uagnuno/ *uagneddo) chiddo (*uagnuno/ *uagneddo)
the.PL  boys.M girls.F those boys.M girls.F

‘those ones’

92) u cuddo ¢’ avanzo torriso, to précho la vito
the thatM that exceeds money to-you praises the life

‘he who is owed (by you), will praise your life’

(93) (A man, buying prickly pears off a street seller, makes sure he is given good ones.)
e nnon zi pogghiannold  chidds ca  donns ddo bbenzino
and not be.2sG picking the thatPL that give3PL of gasoline

‘and do not pick those that smell of gasoline!’

(94) 1o cchiu  struito ndr a llo chiddo ca stodiéscona chisso c0Oso
the more learned among to-the those.M that study.3pL these  things

‘the most erudite among those who study these things’

Despite the redundancy of the two D-elements, such a complex (henceforth D-DemP) designates
an anaphoric antecedent in the realm of the discourse, whence its inability to select for overt
NPs.” The interpretation of the D-DemP-complex oscillates depending on the properties of the
referent. With [+human] entities, the complex is essentially the equivalent to Italian

colui/colei/coloro ‘(s)he/they who’, referring to an entitiy which is spatially, temporally or

It appears that marked double determiner constructions with a non-pronominal demonstrative are also
(marginally) found in Spanish, la aquella afligida mujer ‘(the) that afflicted woman’, (colloquial Brazilian)
Portuguese ftodas as aquelas pessoas que contribuiram/...] ‘all (the) those people who would contribute’, and
medieval Judeo-Ibero-Romance en la aquella aluerca ‘in (the) that pond’ (Beinart 1974-1984:1.323). The status of
this construction in Ibero-Romance deserves further research.
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figuratively distant [+3] from the speaker. Whenever it refers to [-animate]® entities, it is
employed to refer to topical, contextually salient referents. Indeed, this complex may also
describe the distal coordinates of the referent, but, more so, it expresses an anaphoric relation
with a topical antecedent within the discourse. Consider, for instance, the deictic relation
between discourse-participants and the referent described in (93). The “prickly pear’ to which the
complex refers is not necessarily distant from the interlocutors, which we have seen in §4.2. to
be expressend in Barese with cussa, specified for [+discourse participant].

In this respect, although archaic in modern Barese, a specific fossilised use of the feminine
form la chedda da ‘the that of” is attested in various authors as a fixed expression with a generic,

‘neuter’ interpretation, paraphrasable by ‘the event/story of; the fact that’:

(95) a. la  chédds dola  chiaranzano fasco  I’acquagghio a la matino
the thatF of the dawn-gleam makes the hoarfrost at the morning

‘(the fact of the) dawn gleam creates hoarfrost in the morning’(Lacalendola 1972:64)

b. la chédds d’ u friddo mo fasco  sci  tromuanno
the thatF ofthe cold me makes go trembling
‘(the fact that it’s) cold makes me keep shivering’ (Lacalendola 1972:68)

The D-DemP-construction, where the weak definite article is essentially doubled by the
following strong demonstrative form, has not received much attention in the literature, except for
the recent work by Barbiers et al. (2015,2016) and vanCraenenbroeck&vanKoppen (2016), who

discuss the same phenomenon in Dutch/Flemish dialects:

(96) a. de dien (*opa)
the that grandfather

‘that one’

b. de dieje (*twee) (*rode) liggen op de tafel
the those two red lay.3pL on the table

‘those are on the table’

% The construction with feminine indefinite articles and demonstratives has grammaticalised in many Italo-
Romance varieties as the indefinite quantifier ‘much (of NP)’, comparable to English a lot: Marchigiano na quella
de gente ‘a lot of people’; Abruzzese na quells da frutto ‘a lot of fruit’; Sicilian: na chidda ‘much’ (Rohlfs
1968:8492;1969:288).
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Barbiers et al. (2016) distinguish further between varieties with a ‘productive’ demonstrative
doubling, in which the same construction is also licensed with the proximal demonstrative, and
varieties like those above in (96a)-(96b) and Barese, which only allow it with the distal
demonstrative.

A major difference between Dutch/Flemish varieties and Barese is that the Barese complex
can and must select for an overt complement, i.e. it cannot occur in isolation. Besides mainly
selecting for entire relative clauses introduced by the overt complementiser ca ‘that’, this
pronominal complex can be modified by completive CPs, i.e. ImAP (97a) and PossP/GenP
(97b)- (97¢)-(97d), among others:

(97) a.  accatto u cudda (cchiu) grésso!
buy.iMP.2SG the that.m more  fat.m

‘buy the big(est) one!’

b.  (...debating on whose car is better:)
la chedda m¢/ ddo Giuwanno j¢ (la) mmegghio!
the that.f.sg. my of  John is the better
‘mine/John’s is better(/the best)!’

c. la <chéddo d'u pulpo[...] j&¢ na vita amaro
the that of the octopus is a life.F  bitter
‘that of the octopus is a tough life’

d. Ib chidda dol’ ambiéndd fascona u abbuso
the those ofthe environment do.3PpL the abuse

‘those (people) of the gangs act abusively’

This complex is used for a restrictive, contrastive identification of a discourse-old referent with
the properties described by the following selected material, i.e. InAP, PossP/GenP, PP, CP.

On the basis of the properties hitherto observed, we assume that D lexicalises the D-position,
whereas the [3sg] DemP must clearly be found in a lower DP-internal position. We assumed the

tonic DemP to be first-merged in the specifier of its own functional projection FP, as in (98):

(98) [Dp [D [Fp4 ImAP] [F4 [Fp3 DmAP [F3 [FPZ [DemP DemP [DemP’ DemCL [PP LOC]]]. ..

...[rp1 PossP [F [NP]]]]]]]
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The first-merger position of the Barese D-DemP-complex is represented below:

(99) [op [pu [Fp [Demp [specDemp €U [pemp: Dem]]] [F [ne D]1]111]

We suggest that, for the D-DemP-complex to be felicitously licensed and select the required
predicative material, the DP-internal reduced relative clause (RRC) described by Cinque (2010)
as the ImAP-source (cf. §2.4) is also present in the structure. This position is assumed because
the complements of the D-DemP-complex have a predicative nature, of the type ‘X (that is) Y,
which was also the case for highly referential kinship terms (§3.2). This is clear if we consider
that la chédda povara can never mean the DmAP ‘the pitiful one’, but only the ImAP ‘the poor
one’. Hence, we argue that the DemP moves directly to SpecTopP, without being able to select

any constituents but a covert NP, which must in fact be null in the structure:

(100) a. [pp [p u [rp2 [1p PRO [ I Comp-I]]] [F2 [rp1 [Demp cudda] [F1 [xe O]]111]]

b. [pp [u [opp cuddd [Top [rp2 [1p PRO [ I Comp-I]]] [r2 [Fp1 [pemp etidda] [F1 [ne Q1111111

DemP raises to check topical, discourse-related features right above the RRC. In practice,
whenever the Barese D-DemP-complex does not select for a DP-external relative clause with an
overt complementiser, the DP-internal RRC turns out to be the locus where the predicative
relation between the distal DemP in SpecTopP and the following material (e.g. ImAP,
PossP/GenP, PP) is established. Thus, exactly as ImAPs imply an implicit copular construction,
e.g. ‘the car (that is) red’, the DemP in SpecTopP will have predicative ImAPs, PossPs/GenPs or
PPs available as its complement. This means that expressions like u cudda gressa ‘the big one’,
la chédda mi/d> Giuanna ‘that of mine/John’s’, or u cudds c’'u cappiadda ‘that one with the hat’
will imply a predicative construction of the type ‘D-DemP (that is) big’, ‘D-DemP (that is) of
mine/John’s’ and ‘D-complex (that is) with the hat’, as their interpretations suggest. Structurally,

the material selected by the D-complex will occur in the Comp position of the RRC.

135



5. Conclusions
In this chapter we have discussed three main building blocks of the Barese nominal expression:
adjectives (§2), possessives (§3) and demonstratives (§4). In Table 3.5 we provide an overview

of the full Barese DP:

Table 3.5: Barese nominal expression (adapted from Ledgeway 2016a:§4.1)
Q D Q A N Comp Poss A Adj

tutto  chidd> tanda bbello mazzo de cima do colo t viordo dda
all those.PL many fine bunches.M of tops.F of your.M green.M.PL there

cauliflower

The general tendency of the Barese DP is to restrict syntactic material to occur between article
and noun, with the exception of numerals, quantifiers, and one single prenominal adjective. §2.3
provided a survey of Barese prenominal adjectives, the exceptions to the postnominal rule. Out
of the handful of Barese prenominal adjectives, only three of them prove fully productive
inasmuch as they can modify any NP referent by describing its [+positive] or [-negative]
characteristics from the speaker’s perspective. Besides these exceptions, Barese was observed to
favour the postnominal placement of most nominal modifiers, e.g. (en)clitic and tonic
possessives (immediately after the noun), and Dm- and Im-adjectives. In particular, we have
argued that most of these modifiers are ‘picked up’ by the NP on its way up across the extended
projection of N. However, we have also argued that a closed class of kinship terms, only
modifiable by enclitic possessives and Im-adjectives, moves as a head to the empty D position, a
la Longobardi (1994), rather than as a phrase. Lastly, we have observed that the Barese definite
articles and demonstratives pattern with those of Italian, inasmuch as they mainly occur in
complementary distribution. However, we do find an exception to this in the Barese D+DemP
construction, which is used to refer to topical, discourse-old information, hence, material hosted

in the ‘periphery’ of the nominal domain (§4.6).
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CHAPTER 4: PERFECTIVE AUXILIARY SELECTION AND PARTICIPIAL AGREEMENT IN BARESE

1. Introduction

This chapter examines both auxiliary selection and (metaphonetic) past participle agreement
within Barese perfective periphrases. Despite their compositional interpretation, these two
periphrastic components must be analysed independently for reasons that will become clear from
their syntactic behaviour. Indeed, the perfective auxiliary encodes the person and number
features of the subject, as well as the tense and mood features of the periphrasis. This combines
with the lexical past participle, potentially specified for gender and number. Syntactically, these
elements lexicalise positions in the (I/)TP and (v-)VP layer respectively (§3-§5).

Historically, the Latin perfectum encoded both temporal and aspectual values (cf. Harris
1982; Tuttle 1986:239), but gradual processes of reanalysis and grammaticalisation led to the
formation of an alternative, periphrastic form to express (resultative) aspect, and then ‘present
relevance’ as a pan-Romance innovation.

Before proposing a syntactic analysis in (§3)-(§5.2), I shall first provide some background
information on the diachronic emergence of perfective auxiliary structures in the passage from
(late) Latin to early Romance varieties (§1.1-§4.1).%° These facts will enable us to better
understand the semantico-syntactic factors behind the highly fragmented situation of auxiliation
patterns and active past participle agreement found synchronically in modern Romance varieties

(§1.2-§4.2), and ultimately in Barese (§2-§5).

1.1. Diachronic development of perfective periphrases in Romance

Classical Latin displayed a highly synthetic verbal system, where ESSE ‘be’ was possibly the
only legitimate auxiliary (Ledgeway 2012:133ff.; Adams 2013:616; i.a.) for the formation of the
perfect paradigm of passives and (semi-)deponents, e.g. NATUS EST ‘he/it has been born (lit.
‘born is’), a natural semantic class characterised by Undergoer subjects (cf. ch.2,§2.4). In
contrast, the precursor of the other perfective auxiliary, HAVE, can be found in the Latin
‘resultative’ construction object+PtP+HAVE,® the internal structure of which we illustrate in (1),

adopting a head-initial structure for expository convenience:

85 See Vincent 1982; Tuttle 1986; Loporcaro 1998,2007; Ledgeway 2012:ch.4; Adams 2013:ch.24; Roberts 2013.
% See Vincent 1982:84; Tuttle 1986:239; Ramat 1987; Salvi 1987; Maiden 1995:146; Ledgeway 2012:ch.4-5;
Adams 2013:ch.24. Note that modern Ibero-Romance and southern Italian express resultative aspect with their own
lexical variant of ‘have’, i.e. HOLD+PtP (cf. Harre 1991), e.g. Galician: Téfioche visto cousas ben mdis raras ‘I’ve
seen much stranger things from you (before)’ (Rico Verea 2004:96); Barese: ta tengha visto a tta ‘I’ve seen you
(before)’
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(1) [vp [np (LOCi)] [v> [v HABEO] [np [N [NLITTERAM] [ap  SCRIPTAM;j;]]]]]
possess.1SG letter.F.ACC. written.F.ACC

‘I’ve got a letter written (by mei/by someone else;)’

In this periphrasis, habeo still displays its full lexical meaning ‘possess, own’, selecting a
locative (LOC) subject and a theme/patient object, whereas the transitive adjectival ‘participle’
still functions as a predicative modifier of the object (Adams 2013:616). This implies that the
implicit agentive participial subject could either coincide (SCRIPTAM;), or not (SCRIPTAM;), with
the LOC; subject of habeo (Vincent 1982:84; Tuttle 1986:243; Ledgeway 2012:130). In time, this
ambiguity led to the reanalysis of the internal structure of the resultative construction which,
according to Adams (2013:§2.2), had already started in late Latin when subject co-reference

increasingly became the unmarked option:

(2) [ve [Np (LOCi)] [v’ [v HABEO] [Np  LITTERAM] [pipp  SCRIPTAM;]]]
have.1SG letter.F.ACC written.F.ACC

‘I’ve got a letter written (by me;)> I’ve written a letter’

Such a change implied that the past participle was reanalysed as the head of the verb phrase, in
turn triggering the ‘weakening’ of the overt agreement with the direct object; however,
agreement is still visible in some modern Romance varieties (cf. Smith 1995; Loporcaro
1998,2016; cf.§4). In parallel, lexical habeo undergoes a process of ‘desemanticisation’ and
‘functionalisation’ as it ‘inherits the argument structure[...] of its associated participle’
(Ledgeway 2012:132), spelling out the agreement features of the subject of the participle, as well
as the tense and mood features of the entire construction. This reanalysis is argued to have first
occurred with transitive verbs of mental acquisition with experiencer subjects, e.g. cognoscere
‘know, learn’ (Benveniste 1968:87; Vincent 1982:84-85; Adams 2013:625), where subject co-
reference was the only option. In contrast, those intransitive predicates with non-volitional
Undergoer subjects (i.e. unaccusatives), continuing late Latin (semi-)deponents, were naturally
drawn into esse periphrasis (Ledgeway 2012:133; cf. also Vincent 1982).

The gradual and discontinuous process of grammaticalisation of the resultative periphrasis ‘I
have got a written letter’ (1) into a temporal one with present relevance ‘I have written a letter’
(2) caused the recession of the latter function from the synthetic preterite in many varieties (cf.

Harris 1982; Tuttle 1986:239; Bertinetto&Squartini 1996,2016; Squartini&Bertinetto 2000).

138



1.2. Romance patterns of auxiliary selection

The type of auxiliary selection following the active/stative alignment (or ‘split intransitivity’, cf.
La Fauci 1988:51-52; see also ch.2,§2.4) permeated into every early Romance variety at
different times to different degrees. A comparative overview of the development of the (Italo-
)Romance scenario (Loporcaro 2007,2016; Ledgeway 2012:ch.7) testifies multiple, language-
specific parameters of variation of auxiliary selection, which grammaticalised differently over

time and space across the entire Romance-speaking area.

1.2.1. Active-Stative split: transitives/unergatives vs unaccusatives

The late Latin auxiliary pattern sensitive to verb class continued into early Romance®” and is
currently attested in some modern Romance varieties, namely standard Italian (Vincent
1988:301; Bentley 2006; Loporcaro 2007:187; Ledgeway 2012:321), other Italo-Romance
varieties (e.g. Cagliaritano: Loporcaro&Putzu 2013:228; Romanesco, Florentine: Loporcaro
2014:62), Occitan (Wheeler 1988:264), some Catalan dialects, (e.g. Alguerés: Loporcaro
1998:1191.; Balearic: Wheeler,Yates&Dols 1999:311) and French (Harris 1988:225; Bentley
2006:62).

The syntactic mechanism of auxiliary selection in these varieties operates according to an
active vs stative split. Unlike the nominative-accusative split, in which any type of subject
(whether Agent or Undergoer: A/SA/So) is marked differently from direct objects, the active-
stative split operates a finer-grained distinction among intransitive subjects: agentive intransitive
subjects (Sa) are marked like Agents of transitive predicates (A), while Undergoer subjects (So)
align with direct objects/passive subjects (O) (cf. Rosen 1982; La Fauci 1984:224-229,1988;
Loporcaro 1998,2007:189-192; Mithun 1999:326; Ledgeway 2012:ch.7). Hence, argument
structure dictates the choice between the two auxiliaries: transitive/unergative predicates with
[+agent] subjects select HAVE, whilst unaccusatives with [-agent] subjects select BE (cf.
ch.2,§2.4), regardless of TAM values. The pronominal variants of such unaccusative vs.
unergative/transitive splits constitute the intermediate levels in which the stative-to-active
continuum is organised; pronominal verbs can thus be mapped onto an implicational hierarchy

which reflects the varying degrees of subject [+agentivity], witness the Italian facts in Table 4.1:

7 Cf. old Castilian: Benzing (1931); Aranovich (2003); old Catalan: Tuttle (1986:264.fn.61); Mateu (2009); old
Portuguese: Huber (1933:221); old Sicilian: La Fauci (1992:2021F.).
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Table 4.1. Stative-to-active hierarchy in Italian auxiliary selection

—/+ active Predicate Perfective paradigm Auxiliary
-active  unaccusative Sono arrivato B
‘I’ve arrived’
inherent unaccusative refl. ~ Mi sono pentito B

‘I’ve repented myself’

direct (monadic trans.) refl.  Ci siamo guardati B
‘We’ve looked at each other’

indirect unergative refl. Mi sono risposto B
‘I’ve answered myself’

indirect (dyadic trans.) refl. ~ Mi sono messo il cappello B
‘I’ve put the hat on (myself)’

+active  unergative/(transitive) Ho mangiato (un panino) H

‘I’ve eaten (a sandwich)’

Hence, systems like that of Italian have ‘preserved’ intact the active-stative alignment, inasmuch
as every reflexive predicate, be it unaccusative, unergative or (monadic/dyadic) transitive,
‘conservatively’ aligns with BE on a par with pure unaccusative predicates with So. In contrast.
transitives/unergatives selecting A/Sx align with HAVE to mark active syntax.

This ‘default’ auxiliary selection functioned as a common departure point for redetermination
of a number of auxiliation patterns in different Romance varieties. The most prominent tendency
consists in the gradual generalisation of HAVE/recession of BE into the four classes of
(monadic/direct/indirect/dyadic) pronominal predicates, and even among unaccusatives (cf.
§1.2.7). Indeed, pronominal predicates represent the transitional area where most language-
specific variation in auxiliary selection is found. For instance, in the Pugliese dialect of Mattinata
(Granatiero 1987:81), north-Calabrese Cosentino (Lombardi 1997; Ledgeway 2012:322),
Logudorese Sardinian (Loporcaro 2007:190-191; cf. also Jones 1988:334,1993:131; Remberger
2006) and Gascon (Rohlfs 1970:§546; Tuttle 1986:264.fn.61), we find the permeation of HAVE
exclusively into the indirect transitive reflexive class of predicates, whereas the rest of the

continuum retains stative syntax, selecting BE:

3) a. m’ hé sciaquéte la  facce (Mattinatese: Granatiero 1987:81)
self have.1sG rinsed the face

‘I have washed my face’
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b. Maria z a ssamuna:0ou zal ma:nos (Logudorese: Loporcaro 2007:191)

Maria self has washed the hands
‘Mary has washed her hands’
c. que m’ ey labat las mas (Gascon: Rohlfs 1970:224)

that self have washed the hands

‘that I’ve washed my hands’

This diachronic ‘instability’ among auxiliary selection of pronominal predicates can already
be observed in some early Italo-Romance varieties. In Old Romanesco (Formentin 2002:236-
237; Ledgeway 2012:322; Loporcaro 2014:53), HAVE had further spread to indirect (unergative)

reflexive predicates (4), formally distinguishing them from direct reflexives.

(4) secun(d)o ch(e) se 4o lassato (O.Romanesco: Ledgeway 2012:322)
according that self has Ileft

‘in accordance with what he has left for himself (in his will)’

However, (4) must represent a transitional stage, since a similar extension of HAVE into indirect
reflexives is not attested in any modern varieties (Loporcaro 2007:190; Loporcaro 2014:53,57).
Two (partial) exceptions to this claim have been found in the Gallo-Italic dialect of Picerno (PZ;
Loporcaro 2014:68;2016:815), and in Agnone (IS; Manzini&Savoia 2005:11.706,2007;
Loporcaro 2014:64): both show HAVE for indirect unergative predicates, albeit in alternation with

BE, e.g. (52)-(5b), typical of mixed auxiliation systems (§1.3.2):

(5) a. md so ddofpofto/ m add3d rofpofto ra solo
me am replied me have.1SG replied by alone

‘I’ve answered myself’ (Picernese: Loporcaro 2014:68)

b. m ai rediute/ md so  rrediute mbattfo
me have.1SG laughed me am laughed in-face

‘I’ve laughed at myself (Agnonese: Loporcaro 2014:64)

Another transitional stage testifying to the further expansion of HAVE into (pronominal)

stative syntax can be found in old Florentine (La Fauci 2004; Loporcaro 2011:77-

141



81,2014:57,2016:814-815; Ledgeway 2012:322), where HAVE had spread to dyadic transitive

reflexives (6), leaving BE with inherent reflexives and pure unaccusatives:

(6) la  donna che[...] ci s hae mostrata (Ledgeway 2012:322)
the woman that to-us self has shown

‘the woman that showed herself to us’

The last pronominal predicates into which HAVE extended — until complete generalisation to
pure unaccusative syntax — are inherent reflexives, prototypically associated with unaccusativity
for the lower agentivity of their subjects. Hence, varieties such as Salentino (Loporcaro 1998:73;
Ledgeway 2012:322), as well as the Engadine and Surmiran Raeto-Romance varieties, e.g
Vallader (Loporcaro, 2007:187-189; Ledgeway 2012:322) retain BE only with genuine

unaccusatives.

(7) a. m’ aggiu lavatu (Scorrano: Presicce 2011)
self have.1sG washed

‘I have washed myself’

b. ella s ha lavada (Vallader: Ledgeway 2012:322)
she self has washed

‘she has washed herself’
Table 4.2 (adapted from Ledgeway 2012:321) summarises our (Italo-)Romance overview,

showing that HAVE has spread gradually following a semantically motivated hierarchy, until its

generalisation as the universal auxiliary of many Romance varieties (cf. §1.2.7):
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Table 4.2: The expansion of HAVE into stative syntax

Stative Active

unaccusatives reflexives trans./unerg.

inherent dir.trans. ind.unerg. ind.trans.

Italian

Cosentino

Picernese

OFlorentine

W W ® W W

Salentino

T T & T T =T

Neapolitan

However, this gradual pan-Romance extension of HAVE across the predicate hierarchy was
actively counterbalanced by the ‘resistance’ of BE in the intermediate pronominal area with
stative syntax. We find an instructive example of this when comparing old and modern
Florentine. In the former, the ‘innovative’ HAVE had already extended to some pronominal
predicates (i.e. Tuttle 1986; La Fauci 2004; Loporcaro 2014; a.0.), whereas in modern Florentine,
auxiliary selection operates as in modern Italian/Occitan in Table 4.1 (cf. Loporcaro 2016:814-
815). However, in the 13" century BE already showed alternation with the less frequent HAVE in
both direct transitive and inherent reflexives (Loporcaro 2014:57-58), until the ‘default’
paradigm was re-established by the 16™ century (Loporcaro 2014:61), lasting until today.

1.2.2. Nominative-Accusative split: person-oriented auxiliary systems

In a 