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Abstract: This article presents a case study on the differential marking of direct
objects (DOM) in Balkan Judeo-Spanish, an endangered language (sub)group that
still lacks detailed, systematic documentation of its (comparative) morphosyntax.
Countering recent claims that the phenomenon is frequently absent in Judeo-Span-
ish, I demonstrate the robust presence of so-called a-marking as a highly systematic,
multi-dimensional DOM strategy in early 20™ century fieldwork recordings from the
understudied dialect of Monastir (present-day Bitola, North Macedonia). I show that,
in our corpus, a-marking in transitive (S)V(S)O(S) structures is primarily regulated
by (grammatical) animacy/person and (syntactic) definiteness, such that indefinite
DOs are excluded and specificity plays no role. Theoretically, the empirical distribu-
tion of a-marking broadly conforms with, yet — crucially — cannot be fully subsumed
under, scale-based hierarchies that model DOM in terms of referential prominence.
Rather, our findings support the conclusion that a-marking of the DO occurs if and
only if the argument is syntactically specified for animacy/person and definiteness.
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From the typological perspective, the (non-)coincidence of Monastirli a-marking
with a co-referential accusative clitic exhibits a hitherto undescribed distribution
distinct from other patterns documented for (Balkan) Romance. The present article
thus not only advances description of, and inquiry into, the cross-linguistic land-
scape of DOM, but contributes more broadly to redressing the conspicuous absence
of empirical and theoretical investigation into Judeo-Spanish dialect syntax.

Keywords: Judeo-Spanish, differential object marking, prepositional accusative, ani-
macy, definiteness, referential prominence, clitic (doubling), differential object in-
dexing, Balkan Romance, dialectology

1 Introduction

This article examines the morphosyntactic marking of direct object (DO) arguments
in a west Balkan dialect of dZudezmu (‘Ladino/Judeo-Spanish’),' based on a hand-
annotated corpus of early 20™ century oral texts. In the Romance group, DIFFEREN-
TIAL OBJECT MARKING (DOM), a cross-linguistic grammatical strategy for differentiat-
ing subsets of DOs, has classically been understood to be realized through an adnom-
inal ‘flagging’ (Haspelmath 2005, 2019) mechanism, viz. the so-called prepositional
accusative (Diez 1882; Meyer-Liibke 1899; Spitzer 1928; Rohlfs 1971), that morphosyn-
tactically distinguishes highly-referential, animate DOs to the general exclusion of
inanimate arguments. Since the prepositional status of this prenominal element has
been contested (Torrego 1998; Ormazabal/Romero 2013; Hill/Mardale 2021, i.a.), in
this article I will henceforth use the term adnominal DOM or a-marking (where a <
Latin ap ‘to(wards), at’), instead of prepositional accusative. This animacy-based
marking mechanism can also optionally co-occur with a co-referential clitic, a pat-
tern sometimes referred to as DIFFERENTIAL OBJECT INDEXING (DOI, following Iemmolo
2010), although the distribution of DOI in Romance is much more restricted, typically
occurring only in a subset of contexts in which adnominal DOM is available.

1 In this article, and following common practice in the academic literature, I primarily use the term
‘Judeo-Spanish’ to refer to Jewish varieties of Central Ibero-Romance from the post-expulsion (i.e.
1492-present) period. At the same time, it should be noted that Ladino — one of many endonyms for
this dialect group — is increasingly the glottonym of choice amongst its speakers, and some scholars,
today; it was not, however, a term used by the linguistic community of Monastir, whose variety is the
focus of the study reported here. Kolonomos (1979, 69), a member of the speech community herself,
clarifies that local designation for their language, amongst Jews and non-Jews alike, was ‘Jewish’,
never ‘Spanish’, ‘Ladino’, nor ‘Judeo-Spanish’; and that the community “simply said favlar in dZudez-
mu (to speak Jewish)” (ibid.).
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In the Ibero-Romance group, the robust system of DOM attested in Castilian/
Spanish (Central Ibero-Romance)* is considered to be a distinguishing grammatical
characteristic of these varieties, especially vis-a-vis Western and Eastern Ibero-
Romance varieties (e.g. Catalan, Portuguese) in which the availability of the phe-
nomenon is more restricted. Despite 500 years of little to no contact following the
expulsion of Sephardim from Spain in 1492, a popular and scholarly impression
persists that Judeo-Spanish and Spanish/Castilian morphosyntax remain broadly
commensurable. Yet, contrary to a productive and enduring academic interest in
the properties of Spanish DOM and its internal (both dialectal and diachronic) and
external (e.g. cross-linguistic) variation, the availability and distribution of the phe-
nomenon in Judeo-Spanish has gone almost entirely unremarked in the literature.

The overarching aim of this study is to redress the absence of empirical inves-
tigation into both the availability of DOM and its structural characterization in
Judeo-Spanish (cf. §1.1). Although adnominal DOM was well established in Old Span-
ish, and on the increase, in the centuries prior to the 1492 expulsion (Laca 2006;
Romero Heredero 2021), Bunis (2015, 403; 2021a, 402) has claimed that a-marking is
“frequently absent” in Judeo-Spanish as early as the beginning of the 17™ century.
Following up on these claims, recent fieldwork conducted by the present author
presents a different empirical picture in which DOM remains widespread amongst
today’s Ladino speakers,® albeit with a non-trivial degree of heterogeneity in the
data patterns observed.

To clarify the empirical scenario for the Judeo-Spanish group, in this article I
confine our attention to the structural profile of adnominal DOM in a single dialect
of the language in its (late) modern period (ca. 1914-present, per Bunis’s 2021b, §3.3
periodization). The linguistic material of the present article draws from a set of oral
texts collected in 1927 by the American philologist Max A. Luria during fieldwork
undertaken with the Sephardic community of Monastir (present-day Bitola), located
in the southwestern region of what is today known as North Macedonia, close to its
border with present-day Greece. Monastir (or Manastir) was a town and province in
the former Ottoman Empire in which Iberian Jews settled from the 1500s onwards
(Benbassa/Rodrigue 2000, 9; Vidakovic¢-Petrov 2011, 550; Mihajlovski 2021, 146-150)

2 For expository clarity, I deploy the labels Judeo-Spanish’ and ‘(general) Castilian/Spanish’ as um-
brella terms that distinguish, respectively, Jewish versus non-Jewish varieties of the Central Ibero-
Romance group. In the case of the latter, the modifier ‘general’ (in the sense of ‘non-specific’, ‘generic’)
isused as a catch-all term for capturing the general picture for DOM across the language grouping that
allows us to side-step commitment to a particular (i.e. variety-specific) empirical scenario.

3 The fieldwork was carried out as part of the author’s Research Project SRG1819\191358 (funded by
the British Academy and Leverhulme Trust), with research assistance from Carlos Yebra Lopez and,
latterly, the collaboration of Gigi Andriani.
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following the Jewish population’s expulsion from Spain and Portugal in the 157-17%
centuries. Amongst its speakers, the Judeo-Spanish dialect of Monastir was referred
to as dZudezmu (cf. fnl), a designation I will use here interchangeably with Judeo-
Spanish/Ladino when referring to the linguistic branch of that name, adopting the
adjective Monastirli to indicate the local variety. Once a thriving regional centre of
Ottoman Sephardim, Jewish life — and, in turn, the linguistic vitality of Monastirli
dialect — was progressively and rapidly curtailed during the Holocaust, coming to a
permanent end following the March 1943 deportation of Monastir’s Jewish popula-
tion to Treblinka death camp. As such, this study involves the examination of the
last (and only) monographic work on the dialect based on in situ fieldwork with
dZudezmu-speaking Sephardim from Monastir.*

1.1 Aims and claims

As part of a broader endeavour to advance investigation into the (comparative)
grammar of Judeo-Spanish, an endangered language (branch) which still lacks a
detailed, systematic description of its (comparative) morphosyntax (Corr 2020), the
present article reports the results of a case study into the (differential) adnominal
coding of DO arguments in a newly-compiled, manually-annotated corpus derived
from early 20 century fieldwork materials from Monastir recorded in Luria (1930).

Empirically, the goal of the present article is to establish the distribution of
Monastirli a-marking and the nominal parameters that regulate its occurrence.
Theoretically, its purpose is to evaluate in the first instance a) whether the strategy
is operative as an adnominal DOM strategy on a par with well-studied systems else-
where in Romance and cross-linguistically, and, if so, b) how this system can be
modelled in accordance with current approaches to (adnominal) DOM. Beyond
these main objectives, I further augment our study by identifying the (non-)coinci-
dence of Monastirli a-marking with a co-referential accusative clitic.

In this article, I make the following key claims. First, this study confirms the
robust presence of a-marking as a highly systematic, multidimensional DOM strat-
egy in the spoken language of Monastirli dZudezmu. Specifically, I show that a-mark-
ing in transitive (S)V(S)O(S) structures is licensed as a function of the animacy/per-
son and definiteness of the DO, such that indefinite DOs are systematically un-
marked and specificity plays no role. Second, I show that these nominal factors are

4 In addition to Luria’s (1930) monograph, Crews’s (1935) contemporaneous study on Balkan Judeo-
Spanish contains a chapter of texts obtained via fieldwork in Monastir; Kolonomos’s (1979) collection
of sayings and tales is based on postwar materials (from Skopje as well as Bitola/Monastir) first re-
ported her 1962 thesis.
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operative as DOM triggers in terms of their grammatical, rather than semantic,
properties. Despite the broad conformity of our findings with scale-based hierar-
chies that capture DOM in terms of referential prominence (cf. §2.1), the main theo-
retical claim is that the licensing of DOM in Monastirli is regulated grammatically,
and warrants modelling in those terms. Specifically, I propose that a-marking of the
DO occurs iff the argument is syntactically specified for animacy and definiteness
(respectively associated with person and D in formal frameworks, although I do not
pursue a formal account here). Finally, this study makes a typological contribution
by the attendant finding — to be developed in future research - that the (non-)coin-
cidence of a-marking and a co-referential clitic in Monastirli exhibits an empirical
distribution that is predicted, but hitherto undescribed, diverging from other docu-
mented patterns in the (Balkan) Romance group.

1.2 Structure of the article

The present article is structured as follows. Section 2 surveys the mechanisms and
regulating factors of DOM in (Judeo-)Spanish and cross-linguistically, focusing on
nominal triggers that condition a-marking in (Judeo-)Spanish. Section 3 details the
methodological procedures and data sources used in the study. Section 4 sets out a
characterization of the structural properties and distribution of DOM in our corpus
in terms of the nominal-internal syntactic-semantic features of the DO. Section 5
offers general remarks and discusses the wider implications of our findings in rela-
tion to nominal parameters, referential scales and the theoretical modelling of Mon-
astirli DOM. Section 6 concludes.

2 Background
2.1 Differential argument marking

Extensive theoretical and typological investigation has established the robust pre-
sence of differential argument (i.e. not necessarily object) marking strategies across
the world’s languages (Bossong 1982, 1985; Sinnemaki 2014; SerZant/Witzlack-Ma-
karevich 2018; Borstell 2019, i.a.). The phenomenon is nonetheless subject to consid-
erable variation both in terms of the morphosyntactic mechanisms deployed, and
the triggers of, DOM/DAM (for ‘differential argument marking’). Haspelmath (2005,
2013, 2019) identifies two major strategies for overt argument marking cross-linguis-
tically: flagging on the (nominal) argument itself via case-markers and adpositions,
and indexing at the verbal or clausal level. The majority of existing studies have
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considered DOM/DAM in terms of the former, and to the exclusion of the latter
(Haspelmath 2021, 131), although whether or not (differential) argument indexing
can or should be subsumed under the banner of DOM/DAM has not been resolved
in the literature.’ To avoid introducing further complexity into the investigation, I
will treat them separately in the present article.

In terms of triggers, it has been well established that the licensing of DOM/DAM
can be sensitive not only to the local’ (Laca 2006) semantico-syntactic properties of
the nominal expression (e.g. animacy, definiteness; nominal type and category), but
also ‘global’ syntactic properties beyond the NP/DP itself.° These include (in Spanish
and elsewhere) factors relating to the verbal event, e.g. verb class, transitivity, af-
fectedness, telicity/aspect (Bello 1847; Pottier 1968; Hopper/Thompson 1980; Torrego
1998; Naess 2004, i.a.); the complexity of the predicate/clause type (e.g. clause union
contexts, Lopez 2012); as well as information-structural/discourse-configurational
factors (e.g. topicalization) at a higher structural level (Laca 1995; Escandell Vidal
2009; Dalrymple/Nikolaeva 2011). Descriptive — and theoretical — characterizations
of DOM/DAM are further complicated by dialectal, stylistic and idiolectal differ-
ences regarding when the mechanism can, or must, be deployed.

The gradient nature of the expression of DOM/DAM has profitably been cap-
tured by theoretical models invoking scales (e.g. Aissen 2003; Silverstein 1976; cf.
Witzlack-Makarevich/SerZant 2018 for a detailed overview and references). These
model the empirical correlation between the REFERENTIAL PROMINENCE (Haspelmath
2021) of the (here) DO and (the likelihood of) its differential coding, whereby the
higher an argument places on a given scale, the greater the likelihood of DOM. The
notion of referential prominence offers an umbrella term which encompasses the
various semantico-syntactic properties identified as possible regulating factors in
DOM, including animacy, person, definiteness, specificity and topic/discourse acces-
sibility, as summarized in (la—c):

(1)  Types of scales for DOM (from Irimia/Pineda 2022, 343)
a. Animacy/person
1/2 > 3 > proper name > human > animate > inanimate
b.  Specificity/definiteness
pronoun > name > definite > specific indefinite > non-specific
c.  Topic accessibility scale
active > accessible > unused > brand-new anchored > brand-new unanchored

5 Cf, e.g., lemmolo/Klumpp (2014); Schikowski/lemmolo (2015), Witzlack-Makarevich/SerZant (2018,
1-3, 25ss.); Kabatek, et al. (2021); as well as, i.a., for Spanish; Hill/Mardale (2021, 7) for Romanian.

6 The combined label NP/DP is adopted here to avoid theoretical commitment to a particular struc-
tural analysis of the extended nominal architecture.
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These scales, while in many ways a descriptive tool, have a certain degree of pre-
dictive power, to the extent that they represent implicational hierarchies. (On the
explanatory (non)significance of these models, cf., e.g. Bickel/Witzlack-Makarevich
2008; Klein/de Swart 2011, 4.) Theoretically, functional motivations in terms of
prominence and/or disambiguation predominate in the scholarship on DOM,
although an alternative treatment is favoured in the formal literature, in which
explanation for the phenomenon is sought in terms of its formal structural proper-
ties (for an overview of competing models of DOM under functional, typological and
formal frameworks, cf. Bardny/Kalin 2020).

2.2 Adnominal DOM in general Spanish

In Spanish, as with a number of other Romance varieties which license DOM,’ differ-
ential marking of the DO is realized through a reflex of the Latin preposition ap ‘to
(wards), at’, a prenominal (case-)marker® which is homophonous in many Romance
varieties with the dative preposition. In general Spanish, the precise conditions re-
sponsible for regulating DOM continue to be debated in the literature. As a rule, the
realization of a-DOM correlates with nominal-internal features of the DO; namely, (i)
animacy, conventionally characterized as an intrinsic property of nominals (e.g.
Klein/de Swart 2011, although cf. §5.2.1); and (ii) properties associated with a high
degree of referentiality or individuation (Timberlake 1975, 124), as modelled via the
prominence scales for animacy/person (1a) and specificity/definiteness (1b) (cf. also
Aissen 2003, 459; Romero Heredero 2022, 2). For our purposes, definiteness will be
treated as a syntactic property of nominals, linked on formal theoretical treatments
with the syntactic feature D (cf. §5.2.2), although from an interpretative point-of-view
it is prototypically associated with uniqueness (i.e. it denotes an entity which is pre-
supposed to exist, where that entity is unique) and object-reference.® Specificity is
conceptualized here primarily as a discourse-pragmatic property or effect having to
do with the recoverability of a referent (cf. Eng 1991, 24), or, more broadly, referential
anchoring (von Heusinger 2019, 98-102). Following Leonetti (2004, 77), a specific
reading is obtained “when the choice of referent is presented as heavily constrained”
whilst a non-specific reading occurs “when the choice is presented as being rela-

7 There is a considerable literature on DOM in Romance. Cf., amongst many others, Kabatek, et al.
(2021); Ledgeway (2023); Irimia/Mardale (2023) for state-of-the-art and bibliography.

8 Cf. Hill/Mardale (2021, 3) on the relationship between (Romance) adnominal DOM and case mark-
ing.

9 On the semantics of (in)definiteness, cf., i.a., Lyons (1999); Abbott (2004); Heim (2019).
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tively free”.*® Thus, whilst definiteness and specificity are interpretatively close (cf.
e.g. Enc 1991), they are taken here as distinct, mutually independent properties.

Adnominal DOM in Spanish is understood to have developed out of an earlier
topic-marking strategy (Pensado 1995), which, by the time of the 1492 expulsion, had
developed into a two-dimensional DOM system combining person/animacy with
(optional)" definiteness and (incipient)™ specificity. Modern-day varieties of Casti-
lian/Spanish have extended further along the (person/animacy) and definiteness/
specificity scale, albeit to varying degrees. The general observation for Spanish/Cas-
tilian is that definite and/or specific, human DOs are invariably a-marked (2a—d),
whereas as the individuation of an animate DO decreases, the requirement for DOM
declines in step (2d-1).

(2) a. La profesora te conoce *(a) ti.
the teacher you=knows Dpom you
‘The teacher knows you.’

b. La profesora conoce *(a) {Eliezer/ estos (alumnos)/ los alumnos}.
the teacher knows pom Eliezer these students the students
‘The teacher knows {Eliezer/these students/the students}.’

c. La profesora conoce *(a) todos (los estudiantes).
the teacher knows pom all the students
‘The teacher knows all the students.’

d. La profesora busca (a) {varios/unos/dos}  alumnos.
the teacher knows pom several/some/two  students
‘The teacher is looking for {a number of/some/two} [tspecific] students.”

e. La profesora busca (a) estudiantes con buen expediente académico.
the teacher knows pom student with good record academic
‘The teacher is looking for [non-specific] students with a good academic record.’

f.  La profesora busca (*a) estudiante con buen expediente académico.
the teacher knows pom student with good record academic
‘The teacher is looking for a [non-specific] student with a good academic record.’

10 The involvement of specificity and/or its relevance to DOM in Spanish is contested in the literature
(i.e. Bruge/Brugger, 1996; Leonetti 2004, 2008; Rodriguez-Mondofiedo 2007; Lépez 2012). For an over-
view of specificity and its relation to Spanish, cf. Fabregas (2013, 17-23).

11 Diachronic studies (Laca 2006; Romero Heredero 2021; Caro Reina 2022) converge on an average
between 50-62% for the relative frequency of adnominal DOM with definite common nouns in 14™
century texts.

12 Whilst Laca (2006, 444) claims that a-marking of non-pronominal indefinite nominals is virtually
inexistent in Spanish/Castilian until the 161 century, more recent studies (e.g. Romero Heredero 2021)
have shown that adnominal DOM was indeed present with a non-trivial minority of indefinite DOs in
earlier stages of Spanish (28% of non-pronominal indefinites in the 14™ century, ibid.), a finding con-
firmed by informal corpus searches conducted by the present author for tokens of a-marked indefi-
nites in texts (n=261) from 1200s-1400s in the online Corpus del Espafiol (<https://www.corpusdelespa
nol.org/hist-gen/> [last access: 21.03.2023]).
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The referentiality/individuation condition also manifests itself in quantified expres-
sions, insofar as the ‘weak/strong’ distinction (Milsark 1974; McNally 2020) appears
to be at work in the licensing of Spanish a-marking with animate DOs, as illustrated
by obligatory a-marking of nominals introduced by ‘strong’ universal quantifiers
(20), versus its optionality with ‘weak’ existential quantifiers (2d). Notably, the inter-
pretation of unmarked DOs is restricted to a non-specific, or ‘weak’ reading, but the
reverse does hold; that is, a-marking, although it correlates with specificity, does not
guarantee a specific, or ‘strong’, reading.

Traditional grammars formulate the animacy trigger in Spanish as a (loose)
humanness restriction that allows for DOM with nonhuman referents on a case-
by-case hasis (e.g. personification of inanimate entities), involving a complex cluster
of subjective criteria in the case of non-human animates (e.g. proximity-to-human-
ness, domestication, speaker affect for the referent and/or its class). Note, however,
that this characterization overlooks various (other) semantico-referential and struc-
tural factors that interact with animacy in the licensing of DOM in general Spanish.*®
Amongst nominal triggers, for example, animacy properties seemingly override
(in)definiteness/(non-)specificity with indefinite Q(uantifier)-pronouns (although
the pronominal status of the DO is also a factor, cf. Lopez 2012, 13-14, 63-64):

(3 a No he visto *(a) nadie en todo el dia
not havelsc seen pom nobody in all the day
‘T've not seen anyone all day.’
b. Quiero conocer *(a) alguien que me trate bien.
want.lsc know.NF Dpom someone that me=treats.ssjv well
‘I want to meet someone who treats me well.’

By contrast, wider structural factors outside the direct object NP/DP can overrule
the animacy generalization, as illustrated for general Spanish by the suppression of
a-marking on animate DOs in possessive tener constructions (4a-b), and the licens-
ing of a-marking with the same verb (4c) and with inanimates (4d) in secondary
predication environments:*

13 Cf. Fabregas (2013, 11-17) and Zdrojewski (2023, §3.3) for discussion, as well as counterexamples to
the animacy generalization; also, Irimia (2020b) and Hill/Mardale (2021) for further perspectives and
data on the importance of animacy as a DOM trigger in the wider Romance context.

14 Insecondary predication contexts, however, tener cannot be said to involve the same possession
relation of the type illustrated by (4a-b); rather, it denotes “some locative association temporally re-
stricted or circumscribed to a particular environment” (Bosque 2021, 355).
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(4) a. Tengo (*a) una mujer maravillosa.
havelsc pom a woman  marvellous
b.  Tengo (@) la mujer mas  maravillosa del mundo.
havelsc pom the woman most marvellous of.the world
c. Tengo *@ la mujer mas maravillosa aqui conmigo.
havelsc pom the woman most marvellous here with.me
d.  Veo al avién aterrizar.
see.lsc  pom.the aeroplane land.nr

Adnominal DOM can also co-occur, under varying conditions, with a co-referential
clitic (i.e. DOI, as introduced in §1). The licensing conditions for the indexing clitic
are different from a-marking, and are typically understood to involve a dependency
whereby the co-referential clitic is realized iff a-marking is already present on the
object argument itself.”® For example, clitic indexing of the DO is required alongside
a-marking with personal pronouns (5a), whereas with proper names its availability
varies dialectally (5b), such that it is considered ungrammatical in general Spanish,
but permitted in many contemporary American Spanish varieties:

(5) a. (*Lo) vi a éL
Acc.m = saw.Is¢ pom him
‘I saw him.’
b. (%Lo) vi a Mario.
Acc.Mm = saw.Is¢  pom Mario
‘I saw Mario.’

The strategy developed in Spanish/Castilian from the 16" century onwards, thereby
postdating the emergence of a-marking by several centuries (Melis 2018, 106, and
references therein), and, crucially for our purposes, the watershed date of 1492, i.e.
it would not have been a feature of the pre-expulsion dialects spoken by Iberian
Jews.

15 This dependency, formally characterized as Kayne’s Generalization (cf. Jaeggli 1982, 20), has been
argued to hold in Romance even for apparent exceptions (e.g. Di Tullio, et al. 2019). Strictly speaking,
Kayne’s Generalization applies to clitic doubling, such that clitic-right dislocated constructions (which
produce strings linearly identical to those of clitic doubling) would not be subject to this requirement.
In this article, we have deliberately eschewed the label of clitic doubling to describe the clitic indexing
patterns attested in the Luria dataset, opting for a term from the typological literature which does not
commit us to a particular formal analysis of the co-referential clitic’s syntax (although cf. Corr 2023 for
such a proposal).
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2.3 Judeo-Spanish DOM

In Judeo-Spanish, adnominal DOM is morphologically realized, like Spanish, by a
reflex of Latin ap. In most cases, it takes the form of the prenominal marker a, but
also (unlike Spanish, though like Catalan) occurs as an before vowels (cf. also Quin-
tana Rodriguez 2006, 130ss.). In Monastirli, it may also undergo vowel raising (from
[a] to [e], and occasionally [i]), a phonological process characteristic of the variety in
general (cf. e.g. Romero 2011, 91). Unlike the extensive investigation of DOM in (non-
Jewish) Spanish dialects, the presence and behaviour of DOM in Judeo-Spanish has
garnered little attention in the scholarly literature, and is rarely afforded more than
passing mention (e.g. Fischer, et al. 2018, 90ss.; Gabriel/Griinke 2022, 262). This con-
spicuous lacuna is plausibly explained by the prevailing popular and scholarly im-
pression that the grammar(s) of Judeo-Spanish and (Old) Castilian/Spanish have re-
mained, to all intents and purposes, one and the same (e.g. Crews 1935, 28; Agard
1950, 204; Benaim 2011, 71; Cardenas 2004, 1; Ciprut 2020, 11), with the result that
Judeo-Spanish syntax has not been deemed a priority for further academic study.
This investigatory inattention to Judeo-Spanish sentence-level grammar (and its
(non-)coincidence with Castilian/Spanish) may also explain the discrepancy, identi-
fied in Section 1, between Bunis’s (2015, 403; 2021a, 402) claims that a-marking is
“frequently absent” in the language from the 1600s onwards, versus the finding that
it remains widespread in my 21°' century fieldwork data.

On the occasions that the phenomenon is described in the literature on the
language, Judeo-Spanish a-marking is invariably portrayed — in academic (e.g. Bunis
2015, 403; 2021a, 402; Joseph 2019, 269), descriptive (e.g. Marin Ramos 2018, 27) and
instructional (e.g. Koen-Sarano 2002, 28; Markova 2008, 62; Varol 2008, 69) materials
alike — as a preposition that marks ‘personal’ or human’ DOs. Whilst the character-
ization of DOM in these texts is presumably not intended to be comprehensive, it is
striking that none accurately describes the empirical generalization for general
Spanish (i.e. all omit the crucial restriction of Spanish adnominal DOM to referen-
tial/specific animate DOs), especially given that the extension of the Spanish pattern
to Judeo-Spanish DOM is often either implicitly assumed (e.g. Bunis 2015, 403) or
explicitly articulated (Joseph 2019, 269). The assumption of morphosyntactic com-
mensurability between the two groups — both in general and in relation to DOM -
seems premature at best, considering the (uncontroversial) empirical claim that
Spanish syntax is anything but monolithic. Moreover, it puts the Judeo-Spanish lit-
erature at odds with the specialist literature on Ibero-Romance DOM, where it is
shown that the branch exhibits extensive dialectal variation. It is also at odds with
my ongoing investigation (cf. fn3) into the comparative landscape of Judeo-Spanish
DOM, whose results present a heterogeneous picture for the branch (and externally,
vis-a-vis Spanish/Castilian) across synchronic and diachronic dimensions.
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3 Methods and materials

Our primary source in the present investigation is Luria (1930), one of the more
substantial (single-dialect) works of early 20™ century Judeo-Spanish dialectology
studies, and only monographic work, on Monastirli dialect. His study collates n=33
oral texts (n=23 prose; n=4 dialogue; n=6 romances/ballads), plus a collection of rid-
dles, and another of proverbs, obtained from n=13 interviewees fitting the tradi-
tional profile of the dialectology informant (e.g. born in Monastir, raised by Monas-
tir-born parents). For the study reported here, I examined a subset of Luria’s (1930)
interview data, producing a hand-annotated corpus comprising tokens drawn from
the first 23 prose texts of the oral material (henceforth, ‘the Luria corpus’). The dia-
logues (all fictional, and composed by a single speaker) were also manually in-
spected for tokens of DOM, but yielded no results. The remaining primary material
was excluded from the present analysis to control for stylistic/register variation.

In order to investigate the regulating factors of Monastirli DOM with respect to
the semantic-syntactic properties of the DO, the Luria corpus was analyzed for oc-
currences of DOs in (S)V(S)O(S) structures, which were concurrently filtered accord-
ing to the grammatical category/structural status of the nominal argument (full NP/
DP; strong/tonic, i.e. non-clitic, pronouns; clitic-only tokens). Owing to the well-es-
tablished effects of verbal/clausal factors such as valency and information-structur-
al dislocations on the (non-)licensing of DOM, I controlled for these variables by
constraining the main analysis to (S)V(S)O(S) structures, i.e. transitive structures,
where the DO occurs to the right of V, a position I will refer to as postverbal, a
descriptive term referring to its linear position.”® I did not otherwise control for the
verbal predicate, with the exception of existential HABERE and possessive TENERE
constructions, which preliminary analysis had also confirmed as obligatory [-DOM]
contexts. No restrictions were imposed on the (non-)realization of the subject argu-
ment, nor its position.

4 Adnominal DOM in Monastirli

In what follows, I divide the presentation and discussion of the Monastirli data in
terms of the [tdefiniteness] status of the DO argument, an organizational structure
which corresponds, virtually without exception, to the presence versus absence of

16 Since a configurational analysis is not a goal of the present study, I favour this descriptor as it does
not commit us to a particular theoretical claim regarding the ‘underlying’ structural position(s) of the
postverbal DO.
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DOM in this variety. Unless otherwise stated, the clausal environment for all tokens
discussed are (S)V(S)O(S) structures (cf. §3). Similarly, all DO tokens discussed are
animate unless otherwise specified.

We start by considering highly-referential, definite(-like) expressions (which
invariably trigger DOM in Monastirli), proceeding heuristically along the scalar
ranking of referential prominence (Haspelmath 2021) in the following order: perso-
nal pronouns (§4.1); pronominal (§4.2.1) and non-pronominal demonstrative expres-
sions (§4.2.2); common nouns with a definite article (Art+NP) or possessive deter-
miner (Poss+NP) (§4.3); and strong quantifier expressions (§4.4). Absent from this
presentation are proper nouns, since these were unattested in DO position in the
Luria corpus, a matter I address in Section 5.3. Finally, Section 4.6 presents the find-
ings regarding indefinite(-like) DOs.

Whilst the main purpose is to provide a qualitative structural characterization
of Monastirli DOM, I include numerical information where these data are particu-
larly instructive and have a bearing on the qualitative analysis; generally, my re-
porting of quantitative data is included in instances where tokens for a particular
condition are few, and thus wider generalizations cannot be reliably drawn, or
should be treated with caution.

4.1 Personal pronouns

Personal pronouns are grammatical items lacking in descriptive content which sin-
gle out uniquely identifiable individuals from the wider (endophoric and/or exo-
phoric) discourse environment. Moreover, first and second person forms of refer-
ence are canonically used to denote speech participants in the non-linguistic (i.e.
necessarily exophoric) context, and are thus conceptualized as human/animate by
default (cf. e.g. Harley/Ritter 2002). As such, personal pronouns rank highly in terms
of their referential prominence.

In the Monastirli data, a-marking is obligatory with personal pronouns in (S)V
(S)O(S) structures:?’

(6) a. Purque mi cunesin toduz a mi.
because  me=know.3s¢  all DOM me
‘Because everybody knows me.’

17 Monastirli retains morphologically differentiated accusative and dative clitics in the third person,
which are also marked for number; gender marking occurs only on third person DO clitics (lu/s for
masculine accusative clitics; la(s) or le(s) for feminine counterparts, the vowel of the latter rising
sporadically to [i]).
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b. para ti cumer a ti  vini
in.order.to you=eat.nr DOM you came.lsc
‘I came in order to eat you’

c. la vaz Aafirrar an eye sole
her=go.2s¢ catch.inr DOM her alone
‘You're going to catch her alone’

d Y ¢é mus cumande a muzotrus.
and he us=rule3sc DOM us

‘And he rules us.’

In the Luria corpus, tokens of strong pronominal DOs are overwhelming singular in
number; second- and third-person plural tokens are unattested. Interpretatively, all
tokens for this condition denote animate referents, such that inanimate referents
are unattested with (strong) pronominal DOs in the Luria corpus. Furthermore, all
tokens of postverbal personal pronouns (as exemplified above) are obligatorily in-
dexed by a co-referential clitic.

4.2 Demonstrative DPs

Demonstrative expressions are another context highly propitious for DOM marking.
Despite notinvolving person reference like the pronominal tokens in §4.1, demonstra-
tive DPs are a highly referential class of nominal expression that fix reference via non-
descriptive content to a single demonstratum within certain contextual parameters
anchored to a deictic centre. In Monastirli dZudezmu, demonstrative expressions in
the nominal group can function as pronouns (e.g. aqueye ‘that.rsc [one]’) or as XPs
formed by a prenominal determiner and lexical NP (e.g. aqueye mujer ‘that woman’).*®
Since the pronominal/non-pronominal distinction is known to be relevant to the licen-
sing of DAM/DOM cross-linguistically (Comrie 1989, 195, cit. Andriani 2023, 28), I will
deal with demonstrative pronouns (§4.2.1) and full lexical DPs (§4.2.2) in turn.

4.2.1 Demonstrative pronouns
In our corpus, all instances of demonstrative DO pronouns in (S)V(S)O(S) clauses

involve human referents, and all are flagged by the prenominal marker in this en-
vironment:

18 DPswith a postnominal demonstrative adjective (e.g. la mujer aqueye ‘the woman that’) are absent
from the Luria corpus, although they are not unknown elsewhere in Judeo-Spanish (e.g. Haketia).
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(7) a. ¢Qué lu queris matar a ésti?
why him=want2s¢  killiny  pom this.msc
‘Why do you want to kill this man?’
b. Yamé an aquel qui 1li vindié il mijoyu.
called.3sc¢  pom thatmsec who tohim=sold.3s¢c the advice
‘He called the man (lit. ‘that one’) who sold him the piece of advice.’

The restriction of a-marking to human referents in these data suggest that pronom-
inal forms are avoided for, or are otherwise incompatible with, inanimate entities
for the purpose of demonstrative reference in Monastirli, analogous to our findings
regarding the animacy criterion observed with strong personal pronouns in object
position (§4.1). Unlike with personal pronouns, however, clitic indexing with pro-
nominal demonstratives appears to be optional, albeit possibly preferred, inasmuch
n=3 tokens (of a total n=4 animate DOs) involve a co-referential clitic.

4.2.2 Dem+NP

The relevance of the animacy criterion to the licensing of adnominal DOM in
Monastirli is further underscored once non-pronominal DO expressions are consid-
ered. As exemplified in (8a-b), animate (human) lexical DOs introduced by a de-
monstrative determiner are obligatorily flagged by DOM in transitive structures:

@ a La maté an  este mujer.
her.acc=killed.3sc  pom this.r woman
‘He killed this woman.’
b. Antiz di matar an esti ombri [..]

before of kill.ine poMm this.m man
‘Before killing this man [...]’

With inanimate demonstrative Dem+NPs, by contrast, adnominal DOM in the same
environment is systematically absent:

9 a In no yivandu aqueyus maderus [..]
in not bringing those.mpL logs
‘By not bringing those pieces of wood [...J
b. Tumandu aqueyes paras[..] y dalez a lus provis
take.pcp those.rpL coins and givearmp=them  to the poor.rL

‘Take those coins and give them to the poor!”

Like their pronominal counterparts, no tokens of non-human animate Dem+NP ex-
pressions occur in the Luria corpus, such that the (ir)relevancy of the humanness
criterion to the licensing of a-marking of demonstrative DOs in Monastirli cannot be
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ascertained. Notwithstanding this gap in our data, the foregoing empirical results
nonetheless robustly confirm that animacy is the key regulating factor in the licens-
ing of a-marking with (postverbal) demonstrative DOs in Monastirli transitive
structures across pronominal and non-pronominal items alike. Finally, as with the
pronominal DOs of §4.2.1, we can observe that the co-occurrence of the indexing
clitic with human/animate Dem+NP expressions is optional.

4.3 Definite and possessive lexical DPs (Art/Poss+NP)

Moving down the animacy/definiteness scales, we now consider argumental expres-
sions composed of a prenominal definite determiner (here, the definite article or
possessive determiner) and a lexical N. Given their commensurability, both in gen-
eral and in our findings in relation to DOM, I treat definite (Art/Poss+NP) common
nouns together for the purposes of exposition.

In the Romance group, the licensing of DOM with common nouns headed by
definite determiners is subject to considerable variation (cf. fn7). Yet the picture for
Monastirli appears to be broadly similar to the general (Modern) Spanish pattern.
(Recall from §2.2 that, in Modern Spanish, the licensing of DOM with lexical NPs
introduced by a definite or possessive determiner is primarily contingent on the
humanness/animacy of the DO.) Thus, in Monastirli, DOs involving human referents
in transitive (S)V(S)O(S) clauses are obligatorily flagged by DOM (10a-b), in contrast
to the (apparent) optionality of DOM with nonhuman animate DOs (10c—d), and its
generalized absence with inanimate DOs (10e):

(10) a= 11 turcu ’st4& comu un locu buScandu al gidio
the Turk is  like a crazy searching pom.the Jew
‘The Turk is searching like crazy for the Jew’
b. Queru ver a tu mujer
want.lsc seeaNF DpoM your wife
‘I want to see your wife’

c. no lu matarun al lion
not it.m.acc=Kkilled.3rL powm.the lion
‘they didn’t kill the lion’

d. Dispués tumé il curdiricu para si  yivar
then took the lamb.oim  in.order.to RerL=take.INF

‘Then she seized the lamb in order to take it away with her’

e. [vlamuz a tumar las pards y impués muz vinimuz in caze.
golr.  to takeinr the money and then REFL=come.lpL in home
‘We are going to take the money and then return home.’

At first blush, the Monastirli data coheres with the corresponding pattern in general
Spanish, in which a-marking of definite Art/Poss+NPs is obligatory for human refer-
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ents but available (per traditional grammars) with non-human animates according
to the degree of anthropomorphism subjectively ascribed to the DO in question. The
empirical situation, however, is subject to further fine-grained variation - both
within Monastirli and with comparative respect to Spanish — than the foregoing
generalizations suggest, as I discuss below in relation to (i) the parameter of ani-
macy (§§4.3.1-4.3.2) and (ii) the availability of a co-referential clitic (§4.3.3).

4.3.1 Adnominal DOM with human referents

Firstly, whilst the obligatoriness of DOM with human referents in Monastirli is an
extremely robust pattern, it is not exceptionless. In our corpus, n=2 tokens of (non-
coordinated) animate DOs involving definite lexical NPs with a prenominal deter-
miner appear in unmarked form:

(11) a. Arricujendu las criatures para liz mandar a la scolie
pickuprrce  the children in.order.to them=send.nr to the school
‘Pick up the children to send them to school’
b. Lafalagé [..] qui si tomi il muertu

her=flattered that RrerL= take.sBjv.3sG the dead
‘She charmed her into taking the dead child’

Whilst broader generalizations cannot be inferred from a sample of this size, it is
striking that the two exceptions involve non-adult referents, and, in the case of
(11b), a non-living referent, since both the adult/non-adult and living/non-living dis-
tinctions are relevant to (linguistic) animacy, and are distinctions that can be en-
coded grammatically in languages cross-linguistically (including, notably, suppres-
sion of a-marking in Modern Spanish in a small minority of highly-restricted con-
texts, cf. Ormazabal/Romero 2013, 224).

With regard to the question of adult/non-adult referents, it is of particular in-
terest that the only other definite token of the lexeme criature(s) ‘child(ren)’ in DO
position is also unmarked by DOM in the Luria database:*

(12) DéSimi y  yiré a ver a mi mujer y mis sieti criatures
leave.ump=me and go.rur.1s¢ to see.nr pom my wife and my seven children
‘Leave me be and I will go and see my wife and my seven children’

19 It may not be coincidental here that the grammatical gender of child(ren) is neuter in the tripartite
(masc-fem-neuter) systems of areally proximal Balkan languages (e.g. Macedonian, Greek).
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It is unclear what we can infer from this token, however. On the one hand, the token
involves two conjoined DOs, where the non-adult referent (i.e. criatures ‘children’)
is the second conjunct, and we know that, in general Spanish, DOM-marking is sym-
metric for co-ordinated DOs (Saab/Zdrojewski 2021, 864). On the other hand, it is
unknown whether the symmetric requirement of Spanish/Castilian extends to
(Monastirli) Judeo-Spanish. Consideration of quantitative data for this condition
does not provide further insight, insofar as there are only n=3 other tokens of con-
joined definite human DOs in our corpus, n=2 of which involve the overt flagging of
DOM on both constituents (13a-h), whereas n=1 patterns like (12) in a-marking only
the first conjunct (13c):

(13) a. 11 padri las tumé a laz fijes y a la mujer y camind
the father acc.rr=took.3s¢ pom the daughters andpom the wife and walked
inadilantri
forward
‘The father took his daughters and wife and set off ahead’

b. Esti patu mi queri cumer a m y a la  guerfanique

this duck me=wants eatine poMm me and pom the orphan.pim
‘This duck wants to eat me and the orphan’

c. Mi trusitis un patu qui me queri cumer a miy la guerfanique
me=brought.2s¢ a duck that me=wants eatinr poMm me and the orphan.nim
‘You've brought me a duck that wants to eat me and the orphan’

Interpretatively, it is nonetheless conspicuous that the a-marked DOs involved in
(13a—c), viz. daughters (fijes) and (female) orphan (guerfanique), are lexically close
to criatures (‘children’), and often pick out (as is the case here) non-adult referents,
although only the unmarked criatures denotes a non-adult referent by definition.

Note that the licensing of DOM in such examples is not a matter of kinship,
since DO tokens of kinterms introduced by possessive (14a) and definite (14b) deter-
miners in the corpus share the same pattern as common nouns:

14) a. lu mato a mi irmanu
acc.msG= killed.3s¢ pom my brother
‘he killed my brother’
b. 11 provi impis6 a cafrar al rey, al padri,
the poor began.3s¢ to curseinr  pom.the king  powm. the father
a la mujer, al papuy, a la mana

pom the wife  pom.the grandfather pom the grandmother
‘The impoverished man began to curse the king, his [own] father, his wife, his grand-
father, his grandmother’

(Bare kinship terms, which typically pattern with proper names, are unattested in
DO position in the Luria corpus.)
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4.3.2 DOM with non-human animate referents

With respect to the licensing of a-marking with non-human animate common nouns,
we initially observed that its usage with definite (Art/Poss+NP) expressions appears to
be optional in Monastirli in light of examples such as (10c—d). Closer inspection of the
source material, however, suggests that it is doubtful whether there is, in fact, any
optionality for this condition. This is because the only tokens where non-human ani-
mate DOs are regularly flagged by DOM pertain to animal stories where the creatures
involved are treated as sentient and attributed fully human-like qualities (15a). By con-
trast, tokens of non-human animate DOs in human-centered narratives (where ani-
mals are not subject to anthropomorphism) remain systematically unmarked (15b):

(15 a. Fl dainde no lu vidu al Lion
he still not ACC.MSG=Saw.3sG pom.the lion
‘He still didn’t see the lion’
b. Busco il hamér

searched.3s¢c  the donkey
‘He searched for the donkey’

With these observations in mind, it seems appropriate to characterize the animacy
restriction on Monastirli a-marking as a humanness requirement, with the proviso
that we cannot determine, based on the available data, whether this characteriza-
tion applies only to cases of non-human referents whose animacy is lexically speci-
fied (i.e. by the descriptive content of lexical N), as with (15a-h), or whether it also
extends to referents whose (non-human) animacy status is contextually derived
from the wider discourse, such as those in (16a-b):

(16) a. Reyis ez i qui cumande a todus
kings is he who  rules DOM all.mpL
‘Kings are the one[s] who rule over all [creatures]’
b. Y no ay maz grandidi muzotrus qui mus cumande a muzotrus?
and not there.is more big  of us that us= rule3sc pomus

‘And there’s no one greater amongst us [animals] to rule over us?

4.3.3 Postverbal DOs with co-referential clitic

A further property characterizing Monastirli DOM is the role of the co-referential
accusative clitic in the marking of DOs in the Luria corpus. The first empirical ob-
servation is that the indexing clitic is possible with Art/Poss+NPs in Monastirli irre-
spective of animacy, as illustrated for human (17a-b) and non-human (17¢) animate
referents, as well as inanimate DOs (17d):
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(17) a. Agore yo voy ir y lu tupar al azeiteru
now I golsec goune and him.acc=find.inr poM.the oil.seller
‘Now I'm going to go and find the oil-seller’

b. La yam6 a la vieje i disp6t
her.acc=called pom the oldwoman the bishop
‘the bishop called the old woman’

c. La vidu la gayine il irmanu
it.FsG.acc=saw the hen the brother
‘The brother saw the hen’

d Tumé la piedre y lu tapé il podzu
took the stone and itmsc.acc= covered the  well

‘He picked up the stone and covered up the well’

Informal inspection of the dataset confirms that the relative incidence of the indexing
clitic is much higher for animate DOs than inanimate DOs, with which it is overall
infrequent (cf. also fn20). What’s more, the occurrence of the co-referential clitic is not
reliant on the presence of adnominal DOM, as verified by its optional but frequent
recurrence intokens of unmarked non-human animate DOs (17c), aswell its occasional
appearance with inanimate DOs (17d), which do not admit a-marking in Monastirli.

4.4 Strong quantifier expressions

Since Milsark (1974), quantifier expressions can be subdivided according to a ‘weak/
strong’ distinction, which, as already observed in §2.2, bears on the licensing of flag-
ging DOM in general Spanish. Namely, ‘strong’ quantifiers — associated with refer-
ence to (sets of) individuals whose existence is, e.g. presupposed or retrievable from
the discourse — obligatorily trigger a-marking on animate DOs (e.g. Sp. veo *(a) cada
mujer ‘see.1sc poMm each woman’) in general Spanish, a pattern in line with a wider
tendency observed elsewhere in Romance.

In the Luria corpus, strongly-quantified animate DOs are attested (only) with
the universal quantifier todo(s) ‘all’, occurring both in pronominal form (with an
animacy restriction) and as the head of a full lexical DP:

(18) a. Dispués qui luz yivarun imprezuz in todus [...]
after that them.acc=took imprisoned.MpL.  DOM all.mpL
‘After they took them all prisoner [...]’
b. 1 rey agunté un dia a toduz luz grandis dil riinadu.

the king assembled one daypom all.mpL themprL greatmpL ofithe kingdom
‘One day, the king assembled all the vizirs of the kingdom.’

In all such cases, the presence of the differential marker is exceptionless, and con-
trasts with the obligatory absence of adnominal DOM with inanimate DOs:
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(19) a. Ya ti lo Vo a mircar todu T azeiti
already  you.nat=it.acc.MsG= g0.1sc to buy.unr allmsc the oil
‘I'm going to buy all your oil off youw’
b. Yo cun este cavese pidri tode la munede
I  with this head lostlsc all  the money
‘I, with this head [of mine], lost all the money’

Finally, we observe that an indexing clitic is possible with (pronominal/non-pro-
nominal) strong quantifier expressions in Monastirli, and, like the lexical DPs in
§4.3.3, is not subject to an animacy restriction.

4.5 Interim summary: Monastirli DOM with highly referential
DOs

In the preceding subsections, I have examined the distribution of adnominal DOM
in transitive clauses with a postverbal DO, describing its occurrence in relation to
the syntactic-semantic properties of the a-marked DO. We have seen that the overt
flagging of ‘highly-referential’ nominals such as personal pronouns, demonstra-
tives, definite DPs, and strong quantifier expressions in Monastirli is strongly corre-
lated with the humanness/animacy properties of the DO. Thus whereas human re-
ferents invariably require DOM (with a highly limited set of exceptions, cf. §4.3.1),
adnominal DOM is systemically ruled out with inanimate entities, and is restricted
with non-human animate (lexical) DOs, which generally incur a-marking only in
highly anthropomorphized contexts (§4.3.2). Although our principal focus has been
to establish the empirical distribution of adnominal DOM, I have also made note of
its (non)coincidence with DOI. We find that the co-occurrence of an indexing clitic is
obligatory only with (non-dislocated) personal pronouns, but is otherwise optional
in all other environments surveyed. Crucially, moreover, I have shown that clitic
indexing occurs with non-human animate DOs and, occasionally, inanimate DOs,
even in the absence of a-marking.*

20 Determining the numerical incidence of the indexing clitic across all DOs in our database lies
beyond the scope of the present investigation. However, the imbalance between the informally-ob-
served frequency of the indexing clitic with non-human animates versus its infrequency with inani-
mate DOs will require explanation. One possibility, to be pursued in future research, is that animacy,
or an animacy-adjacent property such as individuation, might still govern, alongside definiteness, the
occurrence of the indexing clitic in Monastirli.
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4.6 Indefinite(-like) expressions

Having established the occurrence of a-marking with ‘highly referential’ nominals
in the Luria corpus, this section now turns to consider Monastirli DOM in relation to
indefinite(-like) expressions, dealing with non-pronominal (§4.6.1) and pronominal
(§4.6.2) indefinites in turn. Indefinite nominal expressions are a heterogeneous
grouping of nominal items with distinct semantic and syntactic properties which,
following Leonetti’s (2012) taxonomy for Modern Castilian/Spanish, includes lexical
NPs introduced by an indefinite determiner, as well as bare nouns (with indefinite-
like readings) and indefinite pronouns. The label ‘indefinite determiner’ is deployed
here as a pre-theoretical term for items also known as ‘weak’ determiners (Milsark
1974; cf. also §2.2), including indefinite articles, cardinal numerals and indefinite
quantifiers (cf. also Leonetti 2012, 292—6; Brasoveanu/Farkas 2016, 257-67).

4.6.1 Non-pronominal indefinite expressions

The headline finding from our empirical investigation of indefinite expressions in
the Luria corpus is that DOM is systematically ruled out in non-pronominal indefi-
nite expressions in Monastirli, irrespective of whether the lexical NP is introduced
by an indefinite article (as with (20a—c)) or another indefinite determiner with more
specialized readings (e.g. algtin ‘some’, otru ‘(an)other’, (20d—e)), all of whose coun-
terparts in Modern Spanish are compatible with adnominal DOM.

(20) a.  Un die la mujer vidu un azejteru.

one day the woman saw.3s¢ an oil.seller
‘One day, the wife saw an oil-seller.’

b. Si tumé otrevesune mujer la cuale ere firmoze, bueney uneste
reFL=took.3s¢ again a  womanthe which was beautiful, good and honest
‘He once again took a wife who was beautiful, good and honest’

c. ¢Cuandu yo vo tiner il mazdl di cumermi unben adam?
when I golsc haveunr the luck of eatinr=me a human being
‘When am I going to be lucky enough to eat a human being?’

d. ¢(Nunque muzotrus pudemus matar algin ben adam?

never we can killine  some human being
‘We can never kill a human being?’
e. Al die mircé otru patu.

on.the day bought.3s¢c other  duck
‘The next day he bought another (live) duck.’

As the specific (20a-b, e) and nonspecific (20c—d) readings of the unmarked DO in
the examples above show, specificity has no bearing on the licensing of adnominal
DOM in Monastirli with indefinite expressions.
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Moreover, the incompatibility of Monastirli DOM with indefinites even extends
to structural environments which in Modern Spanish can override semantics fac-
tors regulating DOM, such as with secondary predicates (21a-h):*

(21) a. Vidu imfrenti um ombri pinsandu
saw opposite a man  think.prce
‘He saw a man opposite thinking’
b. Si disé di  pasar una bufne
REFL= let.3sc of passiNF a buffalo
‘They let a buffalo pass by’

Crucially, these structures do trigger a-marking of definite DOs, both human (22a)
and nonhuman (22b), in Monastirli, as well as with personal pronouns (22c):

(22) a. 11 haver dil maridu [.] la veyli a la mujer diznude.

the friend of.the husband acc.3sc=sees pom the wife  naked
‘The husband;’s friend saw his; wife in the nude.’

b. Vierun al cavayu vinir
saw.3r. pom.the horse COME.INF
‘They saw the horse arrive’

c. Qui mi di%és vuzotruz a mi favlar.
that me=let.sBjv.2prL yourL DpoM me speakinr
‘Let me speak.’

That is, the availability of DOM with definite DOs in (22a—c) underscores that sec-
ondary predicate contexts are (potential) environments in DOM for Monastirli.

Finally, the absence of a-marking with indefinite expressions also extends to
determiner-less lexical NPs, e.g. bare nominals, which are systematically unmarked
by DOM irrespective of plurality in Monastirli (cf. Fabregas 2013, 20 for general
Spanish DOM and its behaviour with bare indefinites):

(23) a. Ningune ves no mirquimus cavayu
no time  not bought.lrr.  horse
‘We have never bought a horse’
b. In meyu caminu iscuntrarun ladrunim.
in middle way found.3rL robbers
‘En route, they came across robbers.’

21 On DOM with secondary predication in Spanish, cf., i.a., Laca (1995); Leonetti (2004, 88); Fabregas
(2013, 34ss.); §2.2.
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4.6.2 Indefinite(-like) pronouns

Our final parameter for consideration within the referentiality scale is the be-
haviour of Monastirli DOM with respect to animate indefinite(-like) Q-pronouns.
Our investigation of the Luria corpus, however, only yields n=2 such tokens in
(S)V(S)O(S) structures, both of which pattern differently with respect to a-marking.

The first finding is that, contrary to the expected behaviour for a Romance vari-
ety, the negative animate pronoun (ningunu(s) ‘nobody’) does not require a-marking
in postverbal position (24a) in Monastirli:

(24) a. No veyi ningunus.
not saw.3s¢ nobody
‘He did not see anyone.’
b. yir al cazal  sin mircar nade
go.unr  to.the village without buy.unr nothing
‘go [back] to the village without having bought [lit. buying] anything’

Thus in (24a-b), both negative pro-forms appears unmarked with respect to DOM,
despite the animacy of the referent in (24a), which is especially striking considering
that this is an (obligatory) environment for DOM even in Ibero-Romance varieties
that are otherwise considered ‘non-DOM’ languages (e.g. European Portuguese Ndo
vi ¥(a) ninguém ‘not saw.1sG pom nobody’).

By contrast, we do find DOM with the animate relative/wh-pronoun ‘who’ in n=1
token (25a) from the Luria corpus, yielding a contrast with its non-animate counter-
part (25b):

(25) a. Mete agore a quen queris .
putivp  now poM who want.2s¢  you
‘Now put who you want [to work]’
b. Sintiendu il rey lu cue il gidi6  dizie

hearing the king the what the Jew said
‘The king, on hearing what the Jew said’

In Castilian/Spanish, (25a) constitutes a compulsory environment for DOM, even
with non-specific DOs (thus patterning with the quantified expressions of §4.4). The
presence of the differential marker in (25a), which likely has a non-specific reading
(‘whomever you want’),” suggests that the same characterization may extend to

22 It is common for the indicative/subjunctive contrast to be (functionally and/or morphologically)
neutralized in Monastirli, such that the mood of the relative clause is not a reliable indicator for
specificity in the dialect, as it would be in Spanish/Castilian. In the case of (25a), widespread raising of
unstressed post-tonic vowels in Monastirli (cf. §2.3) obscures the mood alternation normally realized
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Monastirli also. However, contextual ambiguity remains such that the alternative
reading for this token (i.e. ‘the [specific] person you want’) cannot be ruled out.
Nevertheless, the general findings of the present study in relation to the irrelevance
of specificity contrasts to Monastirli DOM cast doubt on the possibility that specifi-
city should exceptionally play a role in the differential marking of quen ‘who’ in
(25a).

5 Discussion

In what follows, Section 5.1 opens our discussion with a brief synthesis of the study
and some general reflections on the comparative implications of our findings with
respect to Castilian/Spanish and in the typological context of the Romance and Bal-
kan groups. Section 5.2 is dedicated to a closer consideration of the key nominal
parameters relevant to Monastirli DOM. Discussing animacy and definiteness in
turn, I identify for both parameters an asymmetry between interpretative and
grammatical factors, and I argue that only the latter operates as DOM-triggering
properties in Monastirli dZudezmu. The case for a syntactic treatment of these data
is further developed in Section 5.3’s discussion, in which I consider at length the
suitability of the scale-based approach as a theoretical framework for modelling the
findings of our case study. Despite the latter’s broad descriptive compatibility with
our empirical scenario, I ultimately conclude in favour of the benefits of a formally-
oriented, configurational account for Monastirli DOM.

5.1 General remarks

In the preceding sections, I have set out a structural characterization of adnominal
DOM in Monastirli with respect to the semantico-syntactic properties of differen-
tially-marked postverbal DOs. Table 1 summarizes the empirical distribution of ad-
nominal DOM in (S)V(S)O(S) clauses in terms of the nominal category/type and de-
scriptive animacy status of the DO in Table 1 (the annotation n/a is used for non-
attested conditions).

via the thematic vowel; that is, whilst the thematic vowel /e/ of the Judeo-Spanish verb querer becomes
/a/ in the present subjunctive in most varieties, Monastirli’s generalized vowel raising entails that /a/
may be pronounced either [e] or, sporadically, [i] (i.e. its pronunciation in the latter case is indistin-
guishable from the indicative form queres, systematically realized as [keris] in Monastirli).
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Table 1: Availability of adnominal DOM with postverbal DOs in the Luria corpus

Nominal category/type [+ANIMATE] [-ANIMATE]
[+HUMAN] [-HUMAN]

15t / 2" personal pronouns (strong) Obligatory Obligatory n/a

3" personal pronouns (strong) Obligatory Obligatory n/a

Proper names (bare / Artoer + NP) n/a n/a n/a

Demonstrative pronouns (Dem + @) Obligatory n/a n/a

Demonstrative Dem + NP Obligatory Optional Absent

Artoer + lexical NP Obligatory* Optional Absent

Poss + lexical NP Obligatory n/a Absent

Universal quantifier (todos + @) Obligatory n/a n/a

Universal QP (todos + NP) Obligatory n/a Absent

Relative/wh-pronoun Attested n/a Absent

Negative pronoun Absent n/a n/a

Artinper + lexical NP [+specific] Absent

ArtinpEer + lexical NP [-specific] Absent

Bare lexical NP Absent

From our analysis, it emerges that animacy (§5.2.1) and definiteness (§5.2.2) are de-
fining nominal properties of Monastirli DOM that go hand-in-hand in the licensing
of a-marking in this variety. In this regard, Monastirli a-marking behaves in line
with the typological type observed in Castilian/Spanish, and associated with the Ro-
mance group more broadly, in which a-marking is harnessed as an animacy-based
strategy (Hill/Mardale 2021) for the differential marking of highly-referential DOs.
This pattern corresponds to a two-dimensional DOM system combining the implica-
tional hierarchies of animacy/person (1a) and specificity/definiteness (1b) within the
scale-based framework (although cf. §5.3).

With respect to the (comparative) grammatical landscape of Judeo-Spanish, the
attestation of widespread a-marking as the mechanism of adnominal DOM in our
20" century corpus is consistent with my recent fieldwork findings (cf. §1, §2.3) in-
dicating that a DOM system is maintained across the language branch to the present
day. By contrast, the suggestion that (Monastirli) Judeo-Spanish should be differen-
tiated from general Castilian/Spanish owing to absence of a-marking in the former
finds no empirical support. However, our investigation has shed light on various
areas of divergence with respect to general Spanish. Notably, the licensing of ad-
nominal DOM in Monastirli diverges from general Spanish in its insensitivity to,
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i.a., specificity, secondary predication environments; and (pace Friedman 2008, 38)
in the distribution of a co-referential clitic, whose occurrence we have documented
with a wider range of nominal expressions vis-a-vis those permitted in general
Spanish, and in the absence of both a-marking and animacy. Moreover, although
our focus has been on nominal factors (cf. §5.2 below), I have not found any evi-
dence in the present case study to suggest that properties relating to the verbal/
event domain had an effect on the (non-)expression of Monastirli a-marking,” un-
like what has been shown for Spanish/Castilian (e.g. Torrego 1998; Garcia Garcia
2018; Romero Heredero 2022).

From the typological perspective, the (non-)coincidence of Monastirli a-mark-
ing with a co-referential accusative clitic exhibits a hitherto undescribed distribu-
tion distinct from other patterns documented for Romance. Whilst Monastirli ad-
mits a-marking without clitic indexing, and vice versa, elsewhere in the Romance
group clitic doubling (cf. fn15) is only permitted iff a-marking (the majority pattern),
or is otherwise the only differential mechanism available (as seen in, e.g. Aroma-
nian, Megleno-Romanian, which exhibit DOI characteristic of the Balkan group).
Indeed, the decoupling of a-marking from clitic indexing in Monastirli yields an
empirical pattern redolent of Balkan object reduplication (Tomi¢ 2006; Friedman
2008, i.a.), displaying parallels in particular with the definiteness-based system
found in Macedonian. Whilst the correspondence is not total,** the empirical simi-
larities are nonetheless indicative of areal influence on Monastirli dZudezmu (and,
thus, Judeo-Spanish morphosyntax more broadly). These comparative considera-
tions provide clear avenues of investigation for future research (as I have begun to
develop in research currently in progress).

5.2 Nominal triggers of adnominal DOM

5.2.1 Animacy

In line with the orthodox (though not uncontested) characterization of Romance a-
marking as an animacy-based strategy for the realization of DOM (cf. fn13), our

analysis confirms the centrality of the animacy status of the DO in regulating the
appearance of adnominal DOM in Monastirli. Without exception, inanimate DOs are

23 Recall, however, from §3 that existential HABERE and possessive TENERE constructions were ex-
cluded from our main analysis.

24 Note also that the innovation of an animacy-sensitive ‘analytic’ (e.g. adnominal) DOM strategy in
the wider geographic region (as discussed in, i.e. Buzarovska 2020, amongst others) coincides neither
in geography nor in empirical behaviour with Monastirli DOM.
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never g-marked in our dataset, a strong empirical claim circumscribed only by the
caveat that certain contexts in which inanimate DOs are a-marked in Spanish were
absent from our corpus (i.e. without the relevant data, we cannot rule these out as
possible a-marking environments for Monastirli). Dataset limitations notwithstand-
ing, the analysis of the Luria dataset strongly points to animacy as a necessary con-
dition for the occurrence of adnominal DOM. Note, however, that it is not a suffi-
cient one: rather, adnominal DOM is strongly correlated with humanness, insofar as
a-marking is systematic only for (definite) DOs with a human referent. By contrast,
the licensing of adnominal DOM with non-human animates occurs as a function of
the anthropomorphism attributed to the referent in question, an alternation which
reveals itself in the Luria corpus in the regularity of a-marking with non-human
animate DOs in animal tales, versus the opposite tendency in texts with human-
centred narratives. In other words, although I have described the Monastirli data
thus far in terms of a tripartite taxonomy (human/non-human animate/inanimate),
our findings suggest that animacy is operative as a binary category in regulating the
(non-)expression of (adnominal) DOM in this variety. Significantly, neither descrip-
tive/lexical information nor extra-linguistic knowledge of a referent’s animacy is
sufficient for a DO to be assigned a positive value for animacy.

From a theoretical perspective, the insensitivity of a-marking to biocultural/
conceptual animacy challenges approaches to DOM that treat the category as a (se-
mantically) ‘inherent’, unvarying property of nominals (e.g. Klein/de Swart 2011).
However, the Monastirli data clearly demonstrate a difference between ‘intrinsic’
(e.g. lexico-semantic, real-world) animacy, and animacy as a DOM-triggering prop-
erty. Crucially, theoretical treatments which conflate the two would not be able to
model the empirical patterns of Monastirli, since ‘intrinsic/inherent’ animacy is not
a sufficient predictor of adnominal DOM (where all other conditions, e.g. definite-
ness, are met) in the dialect. These facts, I contend, strongly indicate that the licens-
ing of adnominal DOM in Monastirli involves grammaticalized animacy. This con-
clusion is also supported by the data from functional items with grammatically-en-
coded animacy, such as strong 1°/2"% personal pronouns (cf. §4.1), since these
always mandate (adnominal) DOM in Monastirli. In other words, whereas lexi-
cally-supplied animacy or contextual knowledge may favour — but cannot, crucially,
guarantee — a referent’s categorization as [+animate], (morpho)syntactically-
supplied animacy seemingly triggers an a-marking requirement.

Key corroboration that adnominal DOM’s sensitivity to animacy in Monastirli is
best captured as a grammatical property (rather than in terms of semantic or lexical
intrinsicness, vel sim.) comes from the rare tokens in our corpus of unmarked DOs
involving definite human referents. These cases (previously discussed in §4.3.1) cor-
respond to a small number of definite lexical expressions whose humanness/
animacy is supplied via the descriptive content of N (e.g. criatures ‘children’) and
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which, apparently exceptionally, undergo a process of ‘de-animation’ (Ormazabal/
Romero 2013, 224) that renders them non-animate/non-sentient for the purposes
of animacy-triggered a-marking. Importantly, the items subject to ‘demotion’ in
Monastirli form a lexically-coherent grouping not only in the context of our dataset,
but correspond to a restricted range of animate NPs exhibiting analogous gramma-
tical behaviours with respect to incorporation and other deanimation processes
cross-linguistically (cf. Ormazabal/Romero 2013, 224 and references therein).

The significance of these ‘de-animated’ items —i.e. lexically human definite DOs
that are unmarked for DOM - is twofold. On one level, these tokens further under-
score that ‘semantic’ animacy (as with non-human animates) does not necessarily
translate into a positive value for grammatical [+animacy] in Monastirli. On a sec-
ond level, the coincidence of these apparent exceptions with an independently iden-
tified, cross-linguistic grouping indicates that their atypical behaviour with respect
to a-marking in Monastirli cannot be dismissed as mere language-specific idiosyn-
crasy. Moreover, that this cross-linguistic grouping is unified on the basis of shared
grammatical behaviours is an especially compelling, albeit subtle, piece of evidence
that further underscores the likelihood that the absence of a-marking in their
Monastirli counterparts has grammatical origin.

On our approach, then, a¢-marking as a function of animacy is not the result of a
gradient assessment of the referent’s animacy status (in Monastirli), but is deter-
mined by a syntactic dyad that assigns DO arguments as [tanimate] (and thus
visible/invisible for the purposes of a-marking in accordance with the positive/
negative value for that property).” Although my purpose is not to pursue a (formal)
theoretical implementation here, configurational treatments of animacy-based
DOM in terms of syntactic Person-related features (e.g. Cornilescu 2000; Rodriguez-
Mondofiedo 2007; Irimia 2020a, 2020b i.a.) offer a plausible candidate for the rele-
vant syntactic correlate of animacy that is consistent with the grammatical ap-
proach to Monastirli a-marking proposed here.

5.2.2 Definiteness

We have observed that definiteness is a definitional property of (adnominal) DOM
in Monastirli dZudezmu. In our study, the definiteness of tokens has primarily been
assessed heuristically on the basis of the presence of formal marking conventionally
associated with this property (e.g. definite determiners and other relevant mor-

25 Iremain agnostic on how this dyad might be modelled in (e.g. binary vs. privative) featural terms.
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phoyntactic indicators), as opposed to the semantic content of the NP/DP. Nonethe-
less, our examination of the Monastirli data shows that, whilst a-marking of DO
tokens positively correlates with (morpho-)syntactic indicators of definiteness, we
find no equivalent correspondence with semantic notions of definiteness (fn9; cf.
§5.3 for discussion). I interpret this finding as key evidence that Monastirli DOM’s
definiteness requirement concerns a syntactic (rather than semantic) property.

On this basis, I propose that (adnominal) DOM is licensed in Monastirli if and
only if the DO argument is syntactically specified for definiteness. In formal syntac-
tic theory, this corresponds to the structural projection of the functional category D
(conventionally lexicalized by a determiner),” whose presence in the extended
nominal architecture is responsible for turning NPs into individual-denoting argu-
ments, following Longobardi (1994, 2005) and related work. Nominal constituents
projecting D-level structural architecture include pronouns, demonstratives, and
lexical expressions headed by the definite article or possessive determiner (cf,, e.g.
Postal 1969; Longobardi 1994; Abney 1987): in other words, the class of ‘highly refer-
ential’ nominals that systematically incur a-marking in DO position in the Luria
corpus.

Definiteness is a thus necessary condition for a-marking of DOs in Monastirli —
indefinite expressions are systematically unmarked for DOM - but, as with ani-
macy, not a sufficient one, since adnominal DOM is only available with DOs that
fulfil the animacy conditions outlined in §5.2.1. The persistence of the definiteness
restriction seemingly extends to at least some indefinite(-like) animate pronouns in
Monastirli, at least when these occur postverbally in transitive structures: recall
that the negative pro-form ningunu(s) ‘nobody’ remained unmarked for DOM in
(24a), contrasting with the obligatory a-marking of its counterpart in Spanish/
Castilian (where, it is typically assumed, the animacy of the pronoun suffices to
trigger compulsory a-marking, cf. e.g. Rodriguez-Mondofiedo 2007; Lépez 2012). The
conclusion that definiteness ‘trumps’ animacy in this environment, however, can
only be tentative, pending further investigation with a more sizeable sample of
[+animate] pronominal quantifiers than the n=2 tokens of postverbal DOs corre-
sponding to this condition retrieved from the Luria dataset.

26 Cf. Ghomeshi, et al. (2019, 2-3, 5-6) for the necessary separation of determiners as a word class
from the syntactic head (and functional category) D, i.e. the structural position occupied by items of
said word class.
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5.3 Modelling Monastirli DOM: (beyond) referential scales

A further outcome of our study is the finding that the Monastirli data display com-
patibility with the implicational hierarchies of animacy/person (1a) and specificity/
definiteness (1b), in line with scale-based frameworks that model DOM in terms of
referential prominence (cf. §2.1). On this approach, the ‘cut-off for a-marking in
Monastirli lies between animate/inanimate for the first scale (26a), and between
definite and (specific) indefinite for the second (26b):*

(26) a. Animacy/person
1/2 > 3> proper name > human > animate > *inanimate
b.  Specificity/definiteness
pronoun > name > definite > *specific indefinite > *non-specific

With regard to the first scale, a noticeable gap in our dataset is the absence of prop-
er nouns as DO arguments. Based on our findings, our expectation is that these
would incur DOM (for human referents at least) in Monastirli, in line with the im-
plicational scale for animacy/person in (1a)/(26a). Data retrieved from (broadly con-
temporaneous) sources beyond our corpus provide empirical support for this pre-
diction:

27) Yo no lo vide a Yoseph (C19, Monastir)
I not himacc= saw.lsc pom Yoseph
‘I did not see Yoseph’ (Hadar 2016, 148)

Given that toponyms could be a-marked in Old Spanish, and, to a certain extent,
today (Fabregas 2013, 40ss.), an outstanding empirical question is whether this holds
of Monastirli too (and, if so, how such a finding would fit with the foregoing char-
acterization of adnominal DOM as a binary parameter constrained by descriptive
humanness/grammatical animacy).

With regard to the second scale, a crucial result is that definiteness, not specifi-
city, emerges as the key property relevant to Monastirli DOM. That is, whilst all
(non-quantified) a-marked DOs in our dataset are indeed specific, the wholesale
absence of adnominal DOM with indefinite DOs confirms that the specificity status
of the DO argument is ultimately orthogonal to the possibility of its differential cod-
ing in Monastirli dZudezmu. From a typological and theoretical perspective, the
separation of definiteness and specificity in the Monastirli data is instructive. At the
broadest level, their decoupling underscores the conceptual and empirical necessity
of disentangling semantic and syntactic notions of referentiality (Klein/de Swart

27 Inthe schematization of (26a-b), the asterisk designates conditions beyond the ‘cut off’ point.
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2011, 4), or, indeed, definiteness, both in general, and in relation to DOM (e.g. Danon
2001).

Notably (as far as our study is concerned), because all a-marked DOs in our
corpus are both morphosyntactically-specified for definiteness and referentially
specific, syntactic definiteness cannot be separated from semantic definiteness (fn9)
in a-marked tokens. However, the reverse does not hold with indefinite DOs, since
these can be referentially specific (i.e. semantically ‘definite’) in the absence of syn-
tactic definiteness. As indefinite DOs are systematically unmarked for DOM, we can
infer that a-marking in Monastirli is insensitive to semantic criteria for definite-
ness, allowing us, in turn, to corroborate our proposal (cf. §5.2.2) that definiteness
operates as a syntactic property in relation to Monastirli DOM.

The divorcing of definiteness/specificity in Monastirli is also revealing in terms
of the contested status of specificity in relation to Spanish/Castilian DOM. Although
the empirical facts between the two are different, the insensitivity of Monastirli
DOM to specificity and/or absence of specificity effects in the dialect are consistent
with theoretical hypotheses that reject a role for specificity as a factor in the licens-
ing of DOM in Spanish/Castilian (cf. fn10) and elsewhere (e.g. Irimia 20204, §3).

5.3.1 Beyond scales

Despite the appeal of the scale-based framework for modelling the differential
marking of DO arguments in Monastirli, our data also highlight the limitations of
the approach. One major issue for scale-based models is how to account for the
activation and interaction of the two hierarchies relevant to Monastirli a-marking.
Notably, the occurrence of a-marking in Monastirli generally requires the conjunc-
tion of two scales for most, but — crucially — not all, cases. For example, the attesta-
tion of the prenominal marker on a non-specific animate wh-pronoun (24a) impli-
cates the activation of the animacy/person scale, but not the definiteness/specificity
one. That in some circumstances only one scale suffices, whereas other scenarios
require both, is not readily accommodated on a scale-based treatment (cf, e.g.
Irimia/Pineda 2022, 346, and elsewhere).

The problem is made only more prominent if we treat the co-occurrence of the
accusative clitic with its associate as a form of differential marking (operative in
parallel or in concert with the adnominal strategy). Here again, the indexing clitic
mostly involves both scales, yet its availability in Monastirli with unmarked non-
human animates and inanimates implicates the involvement of the definiteness/
specificity scale without animacy/person (i.e. the reverse scenario to the previous
one). The challenge for the scale-based framework is thus exacerbated because the
approach must now account not only for the issue of asymmetric activation in the
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first place, but also for the empirical observation that two DOM mechanisms with
broadly the same triggers (cf. fn20) show opposite behaviours with respect to single-
scale licensing (here, animacy-only a-marking vs. definite-only DOI). The absence of
a dependency between a-marking and clitic indexing in Monastirli further compli-
cates the matter.

A more basic challenge that Monastirli presents for the scale-based approach is
that the framework is a) founded on the assumption that DOM is fundamentally
gradient in nature, and is b) designed to account for the phenomenon in those terms
(e.g. Aissen 2003; von Heusinger/Kaiser 2007). However, the ascription of gradience
does not cohere with the empirical facts for Monastirli a-marking (although it is
arguably more applicable to clitic indexing as a differential strategy), insofar as the
properties pertinent to adnominal DOM operate as obligatory triggers of the pre-
nominal marker in the variety. More precisely, adnominal DOM is not merely made
available but is systematically guaranteed in Monastirli by the combination of syn-
tactically-specified animacy/person and definiteness as nominal-internal properties
of the DO, the joint presence of which admits neither optionality nor exceptions
with respect to the licensing of a-marking in the variety. (Indeed, apparent excep-
tions, as with a-marked anthropomorphized DOs or unmarked deanimated human
referents, have ultimately been shown here to prove the rule.) In short, the chief
advantage of the scale-based model, viz. its ability to handle gradience, is neutral in
benefit to a theoretical treatment of a-marking in our dataset.

Conversely, a syntactic approach (along the lines set out in §5.2) is well suited to
account for the kind of systematicity observable in the Monastirli data reported
here. Pursuing a formal account of Monastirli DOM in terms of the complexity of
the internal structure of differentially-marked DOs (Cornilescu 2000; Lépez 2012;
Irimia 2020a, 2020b; Hill/Mardale 2021; Irimia/Pineda 2022; Corr 2023, i.a.) will be a
productive line of enquiry in future investigative endeavours. Examination of ‘glo-
bal’ (clausal/verbal) factors (cf. §2.1) afforded less attention in the present article,
particularly cases of information-structural displacement (a variable undiscussed
here), should also be undertaken in order to determine their effect on the licensing
of DOM in Monastirli dZudezmu.

6 Conclusions

This article has contributed new empirical data from an understudied dialect
(Monastirli) of an understudied language (Judeo-Spanish), enriching our under-
standing of microvariation in the morphosyntactic coding of core arguments in this
language branch, and against the wider cross-linguistic backdrop concerning the
mechanisms and triggers of DOM. First, the study has demonstrated the unequivo-
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cal presence of a robust, rule-governed DOM system in Monastirli Judeo-Spanish,
the occurrence of which I have shown to be predictable as a function of the nominal
properties of the DO argument. Restricting attention to adnominal marking of DOs
in transitive (S)V(S)O(S) structures, I have proposed that Monastirli a-marking
aligns typologically with the general trend in Romance, in which an (erstwhile) pre-
position — here, a reflex of Latin ap - is exploited as the mechanism for an animacy-
based (Hill/Mardale 2021) DOM strategy that flags subsets of DO, regulated by a two-
dimensional system combining (grammatical) animacy/person and syntactically-
specified definiteness. Whilst the empirical distribution of a-marking in Monastirli
can broadly be modelled in terms of referential prominence via implicational hier-
archies known as scales (Aissen 2003, i.a.), the key finding that the licensing of DOM
in our corpus is determined by grammatical, rather than semantic, properties,
strongly suggests that a satisfactory account of Monastirli’s DOM system is bhest
achieved by a syntactic treatment of the phenomenon. In favour of that conclusion,
I have shown, amongst other findings, that (i) lexico-semantic and/or contextually-
derived animacy/humanness correlates with, but is not a sufficient predictor of, a-
marking in Monastirli (where all other conditions, e.g. definiteness, are met), and
(i) indefinite NP/DPs are systematically unmarked for DOM, irrespective of its spe-
cific/referential interpretation. Although a formal analysis is not a goal of the pre-
sent article, I have situated our findings theoretically through the proposal that
Monastirli a-marking is licensed iff the DO is syntactically specified for animacy and
definiteness, corresponding in formal terms to the presence of [+PErson] and [+D] in
the nominal structure. Finally, I have augmented the paper’s contribution by re-
porting attendant findings arising from our study, such as the (novel) distribution
of clitic indexing in Monastirli vis-a-vis a-marking, and offered comparative obser-
vations with respect to Spanish/Castilian, Romance and the Balkan group, consid-
erations I have begun to address in research currently in progress.

7 Abbreviations

* ungrammatical form or usage

% form or usage not universally accepted as grammatical
= cliticizes to

AcC accusative

Art article

DAM  differential argument marking

DAT dative

DEF definite

Dem  demonstrative
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DIM diminutive
DO direct object
DOM  differential object marking, differential object marker

DP determiner phrase
F feminine

FUT future

iff if and only if
IMP imperative
INDEF  indefinite

INF infinitive

M masculine
N(P)  noun (phrase)
0 object

PL plural

Poss  possessive

PTCP participle

Q(P)  quantifier (phrase)
REFL reflexive

S subject

SBJV subjunctive
SG singular

\Y verb

XP unspecified phrasal category
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