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The syntax of middle-reflexive and object clitics:

a case of  parametrization in arbëresh dialects.

M.R. Manzini and L.M. Savoia

In this article we shall review several phenomena relating to the placement of clitics in a number of

arbëresh dialects, i.e. Albanian dialects spoken in Southern Italy. We shall be considering in particular

four environments defined by the presence respectively of: a lexical verb; an auxiliary + participle

construction; an imperative; a negative imperative. The structure of the subjunctive will also be reviewed

in connection with our discussion of the negation system in these languages. As we shall see immediately

below, there is considerable variation, both with respect to object clitics (section 1) and with respect to

the u clitic associated with middle-reflexives (section 2). Within the empirical domain just defined

several interesting generalizations emerge, such as the following:

(i) Person and middle-reflexive clitics do not appear in enclisis in the 2pp imperative;

(ii) 1pp clitics do not appear in mesoclisis;

(iii) accusative and dative clitics do not appear in mesoclisis.

There are furthermore certain respects in which two of dialects reviewed, namely those of

Portocannone and S.Marzano differ from the generally attested situation:

(iv) in the Portocannone dialect, all clitics appear in enclisis after the auxiliary;

(v) in the S.Marzano dialect, accusative and dative clitics are doubled with the auxiliary, appearing

both in enclisis and in proclisis, while the u clitic appears both in proclisis and in mesoclisis;

(vi) in the S.Marzano dialect, accusative and dative clitics are doubled in the negative imperative,

appearing both in enclisis and in proclisis, while the u clitic appears in mesoclisis.

These facts will be discussed with a view to maintain a restrictive theory of variation (parametrization) in

which the only open options are lexicalization ones.

1. Object clitics

1.1 The empirical questions

An interesting parameter of variation among arbëresh dialects is represented by the position of the

accusative and dative clitic. In all dialects these clitics precede the inflected lexical verb, as illustrated in

(1); the dative furthermore precedes the accusative, as in standard Italian and many of its dialects. We

note that the 1st and 2nd person clitics, that are not differentiated by case, also occur before the

inflected verbs, and they precede the accusative when they combine with it. The examples in (1)

illustrate the position (a) of the accusative, (b) of the dative, (c) of the dative+accusative cluster, (d) of

the Person clitic, (e) of the Person+accusative cluster:

(1)  S.Sofia d’Epiro

a. D !RNFDn

him they-see

“They see him”
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b. i !japDn k!t?

to-him they-give this

“They give this to him”

c. j a !japDn

to-him it they-give

“They give it to him”

d. m? !RNFDn

me they-see

“They see me”

e. m D !japDn

to-me it they-give

“They give it to me”

Ginestra

a. a !RNII?n?

“They see him”

b. i !japI?n k?!t?

“They give this to him”

c. j a !japI?n

“They give it to him”

d. m? !japI?n k!t?:

“They give this to me”

e. m a !japI?n

“They give it to me”

Carfizzi

a. D !RNWIin

“They see him”

b. i !japIin W!t5

“They give this to him”

c. j a !japIin

“They give it to him”

d. m? !japIin W!t5

“They give this to me”

e. m D !japIin

“They give it to me”

S.Marzano

a. D !frDt?

“He calls him”

c. j a !jaA?

“I give it to him”

d. m? !frDt?

“He calls me”

e. t D !jaA?
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to-you(sg) it I-give

“I give it to you”

Portocannone

a. D !RNxI?n

“They see him”

b. i !japI?n k!t?n

“They give this to him”

c. ja !japI?n

“They give it to him”

d. m? !RNxI?n

“They see me”

e. m D !japI?n

“They give it to me”

In the presence of the auxiliary kam (“to have”) we generally find the object clitics realized in proclisis

in the arbëresh dialects, as well as in standard Albanian. In the dialect of Portocannone, however, all

clitics that normally appear in proclisis with lexical verbs, including clitic clusters, appear in enclisis with

the auxiliary. In the S.Marzano dialect we find a more complex situation; thus the dative and accusative

clitic is doubled, appearing both in proclisis and in enclisis, while the 1st and 2nd person clitic is again

found only in proclisis, as illustrated in (2). To be more precise, enclisis of the dative and accusative is

superficially absent from the 2nd and 3rd person singular of the present, as well as in 1st and 2nd

person singular of the imperfective. However a purely phonological mechanism can be responsible for

this asymmetry. Indeed we can think that the clitics D (accusative singular) and i (accusative plural and

dative)  are assimilated by the final low vowels -a and -D of the relevant forms of the verb:

(2) S.Sofia d’Epiro

PAST PERFECT

a. D kiR !pa:3

him he-had seen

“He had seen him”

b. i kiR !C?n k!t?

to-him he-had given this

“He had given tis to him”

c. ja-i kiR !C?n

to-him it he-had given

“He had given it to him”

d. m kiR !pa:3

me he-had seen

“He had seen me”

e. m D kiR !C?n

to-me it he-had given

“He had given it to me”

Ginestra

PAST PERFECT
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a. a !kiR?n !par?

“They had seen him”

c. j a !kiR?n? !C?:n

“They had given it to him”

d. t? !kiR?n? !par?

“They had seen you”

e. t a !kiR?n? !C?:n

“They had given it to you”

Carfizzi

PRESENT PERFECT

a. D kNm !la:r

it I-have washed

“I have washed it”

D ke !la:r

D ka !la:r

D !kemi !la:r

D !keni !la:r

D kNn !la:r

c. ja ka !CNn

“He has given it to him”

e. m D !keni !CNn

“You have given it to me”!

t D kNn !CNn

“They have given it to you”

PAST PERFECT

a. D !kiRa !la:(r)

“I had washed it”

D !kiRD !la:r

D kiR !la:r

D !kiR?m !la:r

D !kiRit !la:r

D !kiRin !la:r

e. m D kiR !CNn

“He had given it to me”

S. Marzano

PRESENT PERFECT

a. (n?Mg) D/i !kamm-D/i !fritt?r?

(not) him/them I-have-him/them called

“I have (not) called him/them”

D/i kD !fritt?r?

“You have called him/them”

D/i  ka !fritt?r?
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“He has called him/them”

D/i !kimmi-D/i !fritt?r?

“We have called him/them”

D/i !kinni-D/i !fritt?r?

“You have called

D/i !kann-D/i !fritt?r?

“They have called him/them”

c. ja !kamm-ja !h?nn?

“I have given it to him”

ja !kD !h?nn?

ja ka !h?nn?

ja !kimmi-ja !h?nn?

ja !kinni-ja !h?nn?

ja kann-ja !h?nn?

d. (n?Mg?) t? !kamm? !fritt?r?

“I have (not) called you”

m? kD !fritt?r?

“you have called me”

n? ka !fritt?r?

“he has called us”

t? !kimmi !fritt?r?

“We have called you”

m? !kinni !fritt?r?

“You have called me”

m? !kann? !fritt?r?

“They have called me”

e. (n?Mg?) t D !kamm-D !h?nn?

(not) to-you(sg) it I-have -it given

“I have (not) given it to you”

m D !kD !h?nn?

“You have given it to me”

m D ka !h?nn?

“He has given it to me”

t D !kimmi-D !h?nn?

“We have given it to you”

m D !kinni-D !h?nn?

“You have given it to me”

m D kann-D !h?nn?

“They have given it to me”

PAST PERFECT

a. (n?Mg) D/i !kiIIa !fritt?r?
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“I had (not) called him/them”

D/i !kiIID !fritt?r?

D/i  !kiRi-D/i !fritt?r?

D/i !kiR?m-D/i !fritt?r?

D/i !kiRiC-D/i !fritt?r?

D/i !kiR?n-D/i !fritt?r?

c. ja !kiIIa !C?nn?

“I had given it to him”

ja !kiIID !C?nn?

ja  !kiRi-ja !C?nn?

ja !kiR?m-ja !C?nn?

ja !kiRiC-ja !C?nn?

ja !kiR?n-ja !C?nn?

d. t? !kiIIa !fritt?r?

“I had called you”

m? !kiIID !fritt?r?

“You had called me”

m? !kiRi !fritt?r?

“He had called me”

t? !kiRim? !fritt?r?

“We had called you”

m? !kiRiC? !fritt?r?

“You had called me”

m? !kiR?n? !fritt?r?

“They had called me”

e. m D !kiIID !C?nn?

“You had given it to me”

m D !kiRiC-D !C?nn?

“You had given it to me”

m D !kiR?n-D !C?nn?

“They had given it to me”

Portocannone

PAST PERFECT/ COUNTERFACTUAL

a. u kiRD D/ i  !Sritur

I had him/them called

“I had (would have) called him/ them”

ti kiRD D/ i !Sritur

a!i (Mg?) !kiRD D/ i !Sritur

na !kiRD D/ i !Sritur

ju !kiRD D/ i !Sritur

a!tN !kiRD D/ i !Sritur
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c. u kiRD ja !d?jtur

I had to-him it given

“I had given it to him”

a!i !kiRD ja !d?jtur

he had to-him it given

“He had given it to him”

na !kiRD ja !d?jtur

we had to-him it given

“We had given it to him”

d. a!i (Mg?) !kiRD m?/ t? !Sritur

he (not) had me/ you called

“He had not called me/ you”

na !kiRD t? !Sritur

we had you called

“We had called you”

a!tN !kiRD m? !Sritur

they had me called

“They had called me”

e. u kiRD t D !d?jtur

I had to-you it given

“I had given it to you”

ti kiRD m D !d?jtur

you-sg had to-me it given

“You had given it to me”

a!i !kiRD m D !d?jtur

he had to-me it given

“He had given it to me”

ju !kiRD m D !d?jtur

you-pl had to-me it given

“You had given it to me”

a!tN (Mg?) !kiRD m D  !d?jtur

they (not) had to-me it given

“They had (not) given it to me”

As for the imperative, arbëresh dialects in general present enclisis on the 2ps. Needless to say,  the

postverbal position of the clitics on the imperative is also typical of Romance, including standard Italian.

In the 2pp, all arbëresh dialects again present enclisis of the accusative and dative clitics as well as

dative + accusative clusters. In the case of person clitics, we find mesoclisis of the 1ps (but not of the

1pp) between the verbal stem and the ni ending. As for the clusters of 1st person clitic and accusative

clitic, the person clitic is in mesoclisis and the accusative in enclisis, as illustrated in (3). Some Romance

dialects also display mesoclisis in the plural (see Halle and Marantz 1994 on a Caribbean dialect of

Spanish, and Savoia and Manzini, in preparation on some dialects of the so-called Lausberg area).

We note furthermore that in standard Albanian any object clitic can appear between the verbal stem
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and the -ni ending of the 2pp. In (3) the examples in (a) refer to 2ps forms, the examples in (b) to 2pp

ones:

(3) S.Sofia d’Epiro

a. !p3it-D

wait(sg)-him

“Wait for him!”

!p3it-m?

wait(sg)-me

“Wait for me!”

!p3it-na

wait(sg)-us

“Wait for us!”

b. !p3it-ni-D

wait-pl-him

“Wait for him!”

!p3it-m?-ni

wait-me-pl

“Wait for me!”

a. !zãNj-D cf. !zãN dia!Kin

wake up-sg him wake up-sg child-the

“Wake him up!” “Wake up the child!”

!zãN-m

wake up-sg me

“Wake me up!”

!zãN-na

wake up-sg us

“Wake us up!”

b. !zãN-ni-D

wake up-pl-him

“Wake him up!”

!zãN-m-ni cf. na z!ãNni

wake up-me-pl us you-wake up

“Wake me up!” “You wake us up”

a. !NÈ-m-D

give-to me-it

!jip-j-a

give-to him-it

!NÈ-na

give-to us

b. !NÈ-m-ni-D

give-to me-pl-it

!jip-ni-j-a
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give-pl-to him-it

Carfizzi

a. dzi!Nj-D

wake up-him

dzi!N-ni-D

wake up-me

b. dzi!N-m

wake up-pl-him

dzi!N-m-ni

wake up-me-pl

a. !N-m-D

give-to me-it

!jip-j-a 

give-to him-it

b. !N-m-ni-D

give- to me-pl-it

!jip-ni-j-a

give-pl-to him-it

Ginestra

a. !Srit-a/i

call-him/them

!Srit?-m?

call-me

!Srit?-n?(tR?)

call-us

b. !Srit-ni-a

call-pl-him

!Srit-m?-ni

call-me-pl

a. z?!ãNj-a/ i

wake up-him/them

z?!ãN-mm?

wake up-me

z?!ãN-na

wake up-us

b. z?!ãN-ni-a

wake up-pl-him

z?!ãN-m?-ni

wake up-me-pl

? na z?!ãN-ni

us wake up-pl
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a. !F?-mm-a

give-to me-it

!jip-j-a 

give-to him-it

b. !F?-m-ni-a

give- to me-pl-it

!jip-ni-j-a

give-pl-to him-it

S. Marzano

a. siã!ãNj-D

wake up-him

siã!ãN-mm?

wake up-me

b. siã!ãN-nni-D

wake up-pl-him

siã!ãN-mm?-ni

wake up-me-pl

a. !Mgrij-D/i

pick up-it/them

!Mgri-mm?

pick up-me

!Mgri-nni(tR?)

pick up-us

b. !Mgrig-ni-D/i

pick up-pl-it/them

!Mgrig?-m?-ni

pick up-me-pl

a. hua-mm-D

say-to me-it

!hua-j-a

say-to him-it

b. !hua-nni-j-a

say-pl-to him-it

!hua-mm?-ni-D

say-to me-pl-it

Portocannone

a. !zãNj-D

wake up-him

zãN-m

wake up-me
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b. !zãN-ni-D

wake up-pl-him

!zãN-m?-ni

wake up-me-pl

a. !SuN-j-a

say-to him-it

!SuN-m-D

say-to me-it

b. !Su-ni-j-a

say-pl-to him-it

!Su-m-ni-D

say- to me-pl-it

In the negative forms of the imperative, the clitic is generally found in proclisis immediately following the

negation mos. In the dialect of S. Marzano, however,  the accusative and dative clitic are doubled in the

presence of the negation mos, appearing both in enclisis and in proclisis on the imperative; the 1st

person singular clitic does not double, as illustrated in (4). Remember that in standard Albanian all clitics

appear in proclisis in the negated forms of the imperative:

(4) S.Sofia d’Epiro

a. mNs D !p3it

not him wait

“Don’t wait for him!”

mNs m !p3it

not me wait

“Don’t wait for me!”

mNs na !p3it

not us wait

“Don’t wait for us!”

b. mNs D !p3i(t)-ni

not him wait-pl

“Don’t wait for him!”

mNs m !p3i(t)-ni

not me wait-pl

“Don’t wait for me!”

mNs na !p3i(t)-ni

not us wait-pl

“Don’t wait for us!”

a. mNs D z!ãN

not him wake up

mNs m z!ãN

not me wake up

mNs na z!ãN
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not us wake up

b. mNs D z!ãN-ni

not him wake up-pl

mNs m z!ãN-ni

not me wake up-pl

mNs na z!ãN-ni

not us wake up-pl

a. mNs m D !jip

not to-me it give

mNs j a !jip

not to-him it give

mNs na i !jip

not to-us it give

b. mNs m D !ji-ni

not to-me it give-pl

mNs j a !ji-ni

not to-him it give-pl

mNs na i !ji-ni

not to-us it give-pl

Carfizzi

a. mis D dzi!N

not him wake up

mis m dzi!N

not me wake up

b. mis D dzi!N-ni

not him wake up-pl

mis m dzi!N-ni

not me wake up-pl

a. mis m D !jip

not to-me it give

mis j a !jip

not to-him it give

b. mis m D !jip-ni

not to-me it give-pl

mis j a !jip-ni

not to-him it give-pl

Ginestra

a. mNs a !Srit

not him call

mNs m? !Srit

not me call
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mNs n? !Srit

not us call

b. mNs a !Srit-ni

not him call-pl

mNs m? !Srit-ni

not me call-pl

a. mNs a/ i z?!ãN

not him/them wake up

mNs m? z?!ãN

not me wake up

mNs n? z?!ãN

not us wake up

b. mNs a z?!ãN-ni

not him wake up-pl

mNs m? z?!ãN-ni

not me wake up-pl

mNs n? z?!ãN-ni

not us wake up-pl

a. mNs m a !jip

not to-me it give

mNs j a !jip

not to-him it give

b. mNs j a !jip-ni

not to-him it give-pl

mNs  m a !jip-ni

not to-me it give-pl

S. Marzano

a. mNs D siã!ãNj-D

not him wake up him

mNs? m? siã!ãN

not me wake up

b. mNs D siã!ãN-nni-D

not him wake up-pl-him

mNs? m? siã!ãN-nni

not me wake up-pl

a. mNs D/i M!grij-D/i

not him/them pick up-him/them

mNs? m? M!gri

not me pick up

mNs? n? M!gri

not us pick up
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b. mNs D/i M!grig?-ni-D/i

not him/them pick up-pl-him/them

mNs? m? M!grig?-ni

not me pick up-pl

a. mNs? m D !huaj-D

not to-me it give-it

mNs j a !hua-j-a

not to-him it give-him-it

b. mNs? m D !hua-nni-D

not to-me it give-pl-it

mNs j a !hua-nni-j-a

not to-him it give-pl-him-it

Portocannone

a. mNs D z!ãN

not him wake up

mNs m? z!ãN

not me wake up

b. mNs D z!ãN-ni

not him wake up-pl

mNs m? z!ãN-ni

not me wake up-pl

a. mNs j a !SuN(tR)

not to-him it say

mNs m D !SuN(tR)

not to-me it say

b. mNs j a !Su-ni

not to-him it say-pl

mNs m D !Su-ni

not to-me it say-pl

1.2 Theoretical background

Manzini and Savoia (1998, forthcoming b) propose a theory of Italian clitics, and in particular of si that

can essentially be adopted for Albanian clitics, including middle/ reflexive u to be illustrated below. This

theory follows a view of  sentential structure endorsed by Chomsky (1986, 1995), by which there are

two separate positions for the lexical Verb, i.e. V, and for the (Tense and Agreement) Inflection

associated with it, i.e. I; in general, it is this second position that is lexicalized by the finite verb.

Furthermore, there is a C (Complementizer) position that can be filled either by a sentential introductor,

of the type of English that, or by the verb again in appropriate contexts. These three positions are

hierarchically and linearly ordered; this order is reflected by the simple schema in (5):
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(5) [C [I [V

Object clitics appear between I and C; according to our theory, each clitic realizes a specialized

position in the clitic string, characterized by a well-defined set of features and ordered in a fixed way

with respect to all other positions. In particular, our idea is that clitic positions are defined in terms of

aspectual features, including Meas(ure) and Or(igin) of the event. According to recent proposals by

Tenny (1994), Borer (1994), Arad (1998) the specification Meas typically characterizes the internal

argument of transitives. Thus in Mary ate three apples, “three apples” defines the Measure of the event

denoted by eat. In turn, the external argument of transitives, such as “Mary” in the previous example,

instantiates the aspectual category Or.

Within our model, we identify two object clitic positions corresponding to the categories Meas and Or,

where we take the Meas position to be below the Or position, as is generally assumed in the literature.

In between, we postulate a third aspectual category which we identify with a Del(imiter), essentially in a

locative sense. Thus we enrich the string in (5) as indicated in (6):

(6) [C [Or [Del [Meas [I [ V

One further set of clitic positions between C and the Or-Meas string is proposed by Manzini and

Savoia (1998, forthcoming a) on the basis of data from Northern Italian dialects that systematically

realize a subject clitic series, as well as an object clitic one. Detailed analyses of Northern Italian subject

clitics have uncovered not only a fine grained feature system underlying them (Renzi and Vanelli 1983),

but also a clear syntactic hierarchy within this system (Poletto 1993). In our own work, we argue that

there are four subject clitic positions, corresponding to four major  categories in the the structure of

DP’s, namely P(erson) for 1st and 2nd person clitics, N(oun) for 3rd person singular clitics, Num(ber)

for 3rd person plural clitics, and finally D(efiniteness) for otherwise uninflected clitics. These categories

appear between the C position and the object clitic positions, in the order indicated in (7):

(7) [C [D [Num [N [P[Or [Del [Meas [I [ V

Though the D/Num/N/P positions have been motivated in the works referrred to on the basis of subject

clitic languages, we believe that they are universally represented in the structure of the sentence. Indeed,

while the Or-Meas string corresponds to the set of aspectual properties associated with the nominal

arguments of the verb, the D/Num/N/P string corresponds to the set of inflectional properties associated

with them. These inflectional properties can be realized by subjects, but as we shall see, this is not

necessarily the case. In virtue of their specifications for P, N or other inflectional features, object clitics

can also be hosted by these positions.

Consider first the simple sentences in (1), where  object clitics are in proclisis and dative precedes

accusative, displaying the same distribution as many Romance dialects, including standard Italian. It is

natural to assume that accusative clitics such as D or a (‘him/her’) or i (‘them’) realize the Meas

position. As argued in detail by Savoia and Manzini (in preparation), the mutual exclusion between

accusative e dative clitics that characterizes many clitic languages, including Italian dialects, shows that

dative and accusative clitics compete for the same slot, namely Meas. In languages where the dative

cooccurs with the accusative and precedes it, several analyses are in principle possible. One of them is

that the the dative realizes an inflectional position, namely N/Num; this option is taken for instance by
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standard Italian. Another one is that in the absence of distinct forms for the dative and the locative in the

language, the dative is lexicalized in Del. This option is taken by several Italian dialects that identify the

dative and the locative form. The Albanian dialects under consideration, which do not have a separate

locative form, can in principle take either option, as schematized in (8):

(8) D Num/N P Or Del Meas I

| |   |     |

(j) (j) a jaA? S.Marzano

1.3 The imperative

It easy to notice that the ordered string of positions in (7) directly accounts only for cases such as (8) in

which the clitics precede the verb, which we take to realize I. However, we have seen that in some

cases, notably in the imperative in (3), clitics actually occur in enclisis after the verbal form. Though this

state of affairs is not immediately predicted by (7), remember that in introducing the C position we

mentioned that this can be realized by the verb as well as by a Complementizer. Suppose then that the

imperative realizes C (cf. Rivero 1994 for ‘Balkan’ languages); on this basis we predict that the clitics

that surface before the finite verb in I, actually surface after the imperative in C, as illustrated by the

structure in (9):

 (9) C D Num/N P Or Del Meas I V

|   | | |

siããNj D siããNj siããNj S.Marzano

Though the inflected verb is in C, it realizes both lexical V properties and inflectional I properties; we

take it therefore that it is related to the V and I positions as well. This relation is standardly expressed in

generative grammar by movement and is therefore  notated in (9) by associating the V and I position

with an unpronounced copy of the inflected verb, i.e. with a trace in the sense of Chomsky (1995). In

the framework of Savoia and Manzini (in preparation) we can equally say that the inflected verb

lexicalized in C attracts from that position the relevant inflectional specifications of I, where attraction

takes essentially the form defined by Chomsky (1998). As for the reasons why the imperative but not

the indicative forms of the verb lexicalize C, we suggest that while I is associated with  the Tense and

Agreement properties of the verb, C is associated with its modal properties. Thus C is typically realized

by modal forms of the verb, such as precisely the imperative. Other modal forms that typically involve C

include infinitivals in many Italian dialects, which present enclisis of the object, as well as questions in

Romance and Germanic languages. Questions are therefore treated by natural languages as  a form of

modality.

As we have already noted in our description of the data, arbëresh dialects, including S. Marzano,

present some instances of mesoclisis in the 2pp. Halle and Marantz (1994), analyze a similar

phenomenon of Caribbean Spanish in terms of the rules of a post-syntactic morphology component.

The relevant phenomenon of Caribbean Spanish involves the infixation of pronominal clitics between the

stem of the verb and its plural suffix, as illustrated in (10b); the standard Spanish in (10a) by contrast

presents simple enclisis of the clitics on V:
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(10) a. Den-me-lo

give-pl-me-it

b. De-me-lo-n

give-me-it-pl

“Give it to me!”

Halle and Marantz (1994) assume that the syntax provides a structure like (11a) where the clitic cluster,

Cl, is adjoined to the right of the cluster, I, formed by the verb and its inflectional specifications. It is in

the morphological component that the clitic cluster is then moved to a position internal to I, between the

verbal stem and the Plural specification of the verb, roughly as illustrated in (11b):

(11) a. [I de - n] [Cl me - lo]

b. [I de [Cl me lo] n]

The question here is not one of descriptive adequacy, but rather of simplicity of the theory. Thus it is

perfectly true that clitic infixation of the type in (11b) can be achieved by a post-syntactic movement

rule internal to a specialized morphological component. The same infixation however can also be easily

derived by the ordinary syntactic rule of movement. To begin with, we have already argued that

ordinary enclisis simply derives from leftward movement of the imperative to C, which strands the clitics

in postverbal position, as in (9); therefore there is no reason to believe that there is right adjunction of

the clitic cluster to I, contrary to (11a). All that is needed in order to account for infixation in a

framework that makes use only of syntactic movement and not of morphological reordering, is the

assumption that only the verb stem moves to C, leaving behind not only the clitics in their respective

positions but also the verbal inflection in I.

Going then back to arbëresh dialects, remember first that they present an asymmetry between the 3d

person and 1st person clitics, since only the latter appear in mesoclisis. Though we have yet to consider

1st and 2nd person clitics in any detail, we briefly mentioned in presenting the inflectional clitic string in

(7) that they are associated with the specialized feature P (Person). Following Manzini and Savoia

(1998) we assume that P clitics are purely inflectional in nature, in the sense that they always realize the

inflectional P position, rather than the aspectual positions. One argument in favor of this conclusion from

Albanian dialects is represented by the fact that the Person clitic precedes the middle/reflexive one, cf.

[m u kwa tRar? mak?na] (me itself has broken the car “My car broke down”) S.Marzano. Since as we

shall argue in detail below the middle/ reflexive clitic is associated with the higher aspectual position Or,

the Person clitic must appear within the inflectional string.

Thus we conclude that the Person clitic is associated with the P position. Mesoclisis results from the

realization of the verbal stem in C, with the verbal inflection lexicalizing I. This gives rise to derivations of

the type in (12):

(12) C D Num/N P Or Meas I

|   |     |

siããN m? ni S. Marzano

To sum up our argument concerning mesoclisis, in the absence of any empirical argument to the

contrary, the purely syntactic derivation in (12) must count as simpler than a double, syntactic and
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morphological derivation of the type in (11). To be more precise (12) requires a simpler grammar than

(11): under a pure syntactic derivation the operation of movement is identified with the syntactic

component. Under the morphological derivation, the operation of movement in the syntax is actually

duplicated by an operation of movement in the morphology: to the extent that the two operations have

the same properties, a redundancy arises; to the extent that they differ, the grammar is considerably

enriched. It seems fair to conclude that the burden of proof is on morphologists to demonstrate the need

for morphological operations, and that no strong motivation for them is forthcoming from clitics, in

Albanian or in Romance.

As we saw in the presentation of the data, the clusters of Person + accusative clitic are split in the 2pp

of the imperative, since the 1ps clitic appears between the verbal stem and its inflection, while the

accusative appears in enclisis after the verbal inflection. Analogous data emerge in Romance dialects of

the so-called Lausberg area of Southern Italy (between Lucania and Calabria); for instance we find

[dNna-!m-i?t-a:] (give-me-2pp-it “give it to me!”) in the dialect of Terranova. This state of affairs

remains unaccounted for under the theories considered so far. Indeed, in order to obtain mesoclisis we

must apparently assume that the verbal inflection realizes I, while in order to obtain enclisis we must

postulate that it raised to C.

This apparent contradiction is solved by Savoia and Manzini (in preparation) for the Romance dialects

just mentioned in terms of a more finely articulated theory of syntactic positions, which replaces C with

a number of C-related positions (cf. Rizzi 1995). For our purposes it is sufficient to make reference to

C itself and to a higher category which we shall call COp. We conceive of both C and COp as categories

related to verbal modality, hence to the distinction between realis and irrealis, between questions and

declaratives, and so on. Both of these positions can in principle be realized by a verb or by a

complementizer; nevertheless there are reasons to believe that certain elements typically realize one

position; for instance if realizes COp. According to Savoia and Manzini (in preparation) the series of

clitic positions that we have now motivated between I and C is doubled by an analogous string

immediately above C, hence between C and COp. Particularly strong evidence in favor of this additional

string comes from Northern Italian dialects. In these dialects the finite verb in I is preceded by a subject

clitic, i.e. an N/P clitic, in ordinary declaratives; in questions the subject clitic can be doubled, appearing

both before and after the verb. We take this to be evidence that the verb lexicalizes C while the subject

clitic is realized in both clitic strings.

This revised conception of sentential structure provides us with a key for understanding the imperative

forms with cooccurrence of mesoclisis and enclisis. To begin with, we explain enclisis of the accusative

form as depending on the realization of the verbal inflection in C; the accusative appears after the

inflection in that it is normally realized in the Meas position between I and C. On the other hand we can

explain the position of the Person clitic between the verbal stem and its inflection if the verbal stem is

realized in the highest C position, namely COp, while the Person clitic appears in the clitic string internal

to the C domain, as illustrated in (13):

(13) COp D Num/N P Or Meas C ... Meas I

| | | |

hua mm? ni D S.Marzano

Once we revise our conception of the structure of imperatives as indicated for the complex cases in
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(13), we are led to revise the structures already provided in (9) and (12) along similar lines. Thus we

assume that the modal properties of the imperative systematically attract it to COp rather than to C. In

instances of mesoclisis in particular we can extend the treatment in (13) whereby the verb stem is

lexicalized in COp and the verbal inflection in C. Thus (9) and (12) take now the form in (9’) and (12’):

(9’) COp D Num/N P Or Meas C ... Meas I

| |

siããNj D S.Marzano

(12’) COp D Num/N P Or Meas C ... I

| | |

siããN m? ni S. Marzano

The question now arises why mesoclisis of the Person clitic, as seen in (12’) and (13), contrasts with

enclisis of the aspectual clitic, as seen in (9) and (13) again. In terms of the present theory, mesoclisis

corresponds to the realization of the clitic within the C domain, while enclisis corresponds to its

realization within the I domain: so the question is why aspectual clitics are realized in the lower string and

P clitics in the higher one. Suppose that contrary to fact, the Person clitic was realized in the lower clitic

string in (12’) yielding a structure of the type in (14), where ungrammaticality is conventionally notated

by means of the asterisk:

(14) * COp ... C D Num/N P Or Meas I

| | |

siããN ni m? S. Marzano

We assume that the verbal inflection in C acts as an attractor for Person features lower down in the

structure. In particular in (14) the P feature of the imperative inflection in C acts as an attractor for other

P features. Now, in (14) there is a P clitic realized in the immediate scope of ni; but attraction of the P

clitic by the imperative leads to ungrammaticality in that their specifications are obviously incompatible.

In this way, our theory actually predicts that (14) is excluded, and the only possibile derivation of the

imperative in the presence of a Person clitic is as in (12’). Note that no similar problem arises with the

enclisis of an aspectual clitic, which does not have a P feature.

A further element of complexity is introduced by the asymmetry between 1ps and 1pp clitics. The

former, as we have just illustrated, appear between the verbal stem and its inflection, being barred from

appearing in enclisis. However 1pp clitics cannot occur either in enclisis or in mesoclisis; therefore, the

1pp is either dropped or appears in proclisis. In this latter case, the resulting string can equally well be

construed as a present indicative; indeed the 2pp of the imperative is identical to that of the present

indicative, with which proclisis is the norm as already illustrated in (8).  Enclisis of the 1pp clitic in the

2pp imperative is blocked by exactly the same considerations already examined in (14). Nevertheless it

remains for us to explain why mesoclisis is equally blocked, as in (15):

(15)  * COp D Num/N P Or Meas C ... I

| | |

siããN na ni S. Marzano
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We assume that in cases in which the verbal stem and its inflection are lexicalized in two different

positions, the verbal stem acts as an attractor for Number inflection. This is true both in (12’), which is

wellformed, and in (15), which is not. The only difference between the two structures is in the Number

properties of the clitic. In (12’), while the attracted inflection is Plural, the clitic is not; in (15) by

contrast, both are Plural. We propose that in attracting Number specifications lower down in the

structure, the verbal stem in C acts as an attractor for any such feature on the clitic in P. This allows for

the lexicalization of a different Person feature in (12’); however it does not allow for the realization of a

Plural specification in (15).

In short, the same basic reasons underlie both the impossibility of a Person clitic in enclisis in the 2pp

plural of the imperative and the impossibility of a Plural Person clitic in mesoclisis. Indeed in both cases

the lexicalization of the clitic is prevented by the attraction exercised on it by the verb. In the case of

attraction by the verbal inflection, P properties are relevant, leading to the impossibility of any Person

clitic; in the case of attraction by the verbal stem, Num properties are relevant, leading to the

impossibility of Plural Person clitics. The different attraction properties of what we have characterized as

the verbal stem and its inflection can be related to their different feature make-up. Possibily, the verbal

stem has 2p specifications and attracts Num ones; viceversa the -ni inflection has Num specifications

and attracts P ones. If this line of thought is correct, note that we have now provided an explanation for

the generalization listed in (i)-(ii) at the outset, except for the middle-reflexive clitic to which we shall

return in section 2.

On the other hand we must also be able to exclude the possibility that the accusative or the dative clitic

appear in mesoclisis rather than enclisis. Descriptively speaking, it is clear that in the languages under

consideration, the only clitics that are realized between the verbal stem and its inflection are themselves

inflectional, belonging to the category of nominal inflection P. On the other hand, the clitics that appear

in enclisis belong to the aspectual series. We can conclude from this that internally to the domain defined

by the V stem and its inflection, only inflectional categories such as P can be lexicalized. This excludes

therefore the lexicalization of aspectual clitics, as indicated in (16), and represents more generally the

explanation of the generalization listed in (iii) at the outset:

(16)  * COp D Num/N P Or Meas C ... Meas I

| | |

hua D ni S.Marzano

It is interesting to note that dative clitics pattern in this respect with accusative, hence aspectual, clitics

rather than with Person ones. This fact can in principle be explained by assuming that of the two

alternative positions given in (8), Albanian datives select the aspectual one, namely Del. This conclusion

however come into conflict with other facts. In particular the dative, like the Person clitic, precedes the

u clitic whose position we have identified with Or; this therefore seems to confirm that the position of

the dative is Num/N. Indeed the apparently contradictory evidence just reviewed can be reconciled by

assuming that on the one hand the dative occupies a Num/N inflectional slot; on the other hand,

independently of the position that the dative occupies, the derivation is sensitive to the fact that it is an

aspectually specialized element, contrary to P clitics, since it is an attractor for (the Terminus property

of) Meas. Needless to say, P clitics do not specialize for any aspectual role.
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1.4 The negative imperative

One of the crucial reasons that support a syntactic explanation of the facts relating to the position of the

imperative with respect to the verb is that this interacts with other syntactic phenomena, such as the

presence or absence of the negation. In Albanian the negation is represented by a preverbal clitic, which

takes different forms according to the modality of the verb; in the dialects under consideration, n?Mg is

the indicative negation, while mNs (mis in the dialect of Carfizzi) is the negation in the imperative and in

the subjunctive. In the imperative, then, while object clitics appear postverbally or between the verb

stem and its inflection in the absence of negation, the presence of negation forces proclisis, as can be

seen in (4) above.

We interpret this latter fact in the light of the theory of sentential negation sketched by Manzini and

Savoia (in press) for Northern Italian dialects. According to it, the negation can appear in a position

internal to the I field, preceding object clitics, or in a position internal to the C domain, which equally

precedes the higher object clitic string. When the verb lexicalizes C, for instance in questions, the

preverbal negation occupies the Negation (Neg) slot internal to the C field. In general, the Neg element

internal to the C field is realized in all and only the cases in which C bears modality features. In some

dialects, the presence of a Neg internal to the C field is sufficient to attract the modal properties of C,

preventing therefore their realization by the verb; thus the verb is lexicalized in I. Remember that the

position of the verb can be independently determined in Northern Italian dialects by taking into account

the position of the subject clitic, which is postverbal when the verb is in C e preverbal when the verb is

in I.

The two negative elements that we have individuated in Albanian dialects (including the standard)

appear to represent two different lexicalizations for the two different positions posited by our theory. In

particular the non-modal negation n?Mg can be taken to lexicalize the Neg position internal to the I field;

thus the typical configuration involving non-modal Neg takes the form in (17):

(17) C ... Neg ... Meas I

|   |     |

n?Mg D RNFDn S.Sofia d’Epiro

n?Mg D !RNFDn

not him they-see

“They do not see him”

By contrast, we can assume that the negation mNs is a lexicalization of the modal Neg position internal

to the C domain. Let us consider in particular the structures involving mNs and the imperative. In the

dialect of S.Marzano, in the presence of the negation the Person clitic appears systematically in

proclisis, while aspectual clitics are doubled on either side of the verb, with one copy appearing in

enclisis and one in proclisis. These cases present obvious analogies with those already considered in relation

with ordinary imperatives, where as we have seen the accusative and dative clitics follow the verbal

inflection, appearing in enclisis, while the Person clitic precedes it and appears between it and the verbal stem.

This has been explained by assuming that the imperative inflection realizes C, where it is preceded by P

elements realized in the higher clitic string, and followed by Del and Meas elements realized within the lower

string. By analogy we propose that in the presence of Neg, the imperative as a whole is in C. The Person

clitic is then realized within the C field and hence precedes the verb. The doubling of the accusative and dative
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clitic provides interesting evidence in support of the idea that there are two clitic strings; thus the higher copy

belongs to the string internal to the C domain, while the lower copy belongs to the string between I and C, as

indicated in (18):

(18) S. Marzano

a. COp Neg P Or Del Meas C P Or Del Meas I

| | | | |

mNs m D huanni D  

b. COp Neg P Or Del  Meas C P Or Del Meas I

| | | | | |
mNs j a huanni j a

Before discussing the case of S.Marzano further, it is useful to review the facts in the other arbëresh

dialects, where clitics appear before the imperative in the presence of Neg. Of course we take this to be

evidence that the verb is realized in a different position with respect to the non-negative forms. On the

basis of the analyses developed for S. Marzano, we are led to assume that the Neg element mNs is as

before internal to the C field, while the C position is realized by the imperative. In turn, all clitics appear

within the higher clitic string internal to the C domain. If so, we obtain structures of the type in (19) for

negative imperatives:

(19) S.Sofia d’Epiro

a. COp    Neg D Num/N P Or Meas C ... I

|        | |

mNs m zãNni

b. COp    Neg D Num/N P Or Meas C ... I

|        | |

mNs D zãNni

Note that in (18)-(19), the presence of a Neg element within the C domain prevents the realization of

the verb in COp; as a direct consequence of this, mesoclisis is not seen in negative imperatives. On the

other hand, if the verb satisfies the modal properties of COp in ordinary imperatives, the question arises

as to how they are satisfied in the presence of  Neg. On the basis of the analysis of Italian dialects

proposed by Manzini and Savoia (in press), we assume that it is the Neg element itself that is attracted

by COp and satisfies the higher modal position. In other words, mNs is sufficient to lexicalize both Neg

and COp. Indeed according to Savoia and Manzini (in preparation), there is a general principle of

lexicalization which favors more specialized over less specialized positions; in this case we can think that

Neg is the most specialized position in that it includes negative and modal specifications at once. In the

absence of a Neg element, we find that COp  is lexicalized by the verbal stem.

Given the fundamental similarity of (18) and (19)  with respect to the position of the verb and the negation, it

remains for us to explain why there is variation with respect to the position of clitics. Consider first (19),

where the clitics appear in preverbal position, and therefore within the C domain. We have already seen that P

clitics cannot appear in enclisis on inflected forms of the imperatives for reasons having to do with attraction

of inflectional features, as detailed in the discussion of (14). We have furthermore seen in the discussion of

(16) that aspectual clitics are excluded from the higher clitic string in ordinary imperatives because they

would be caught internally to the inflectional domain defined by the verb stem in COp and its inflection in C.
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Thus their appearance within the higher clitic string is expected in (19), where both the verb and its inflection

are realized in C. What we must explain is why they cannot appear in enclisis. As in all similar cases, we

assume that lexicalization principles are at stake. In particular, we can assume that given two positions that

can in principle be lexicalized, the more specialized one is preferred; in this case, we can take it that it is the

clitic position connected with the modal properties of the verb, i.e. the one internal to the C domain.

The structures of S.Marzano in (18) raise then the question of doubling, and in particular of why this is

available with aspectual but not with P clitics. We have already assumed that the imperative realizes C; the

presence of a purely inflectional P clitic in enclisis is blocked on the same grounds as in (14), because on the

one hand the clitic is attracted by the verb and on the other hand their specifications are incompatible. Thus

the P clitic is realized only in the P position above C. We have already seen that in the case of ordinary

imperatives, aspectual clitics cannot be included in the C domain between the verb stem and the verb

inflection; however nothing prevents their realization within this domain in negative imperatives. Furthermore

nothing prevents their realization in enclisis either. As for their doubling, then, we simply take it that the

grammar treats both available positions as equally specialized and lexicalizes both.

Thus the doubling of accusative and dative clitics in the imperative, noted in (vi) at the outset as a peculiarity

of the S.Marzano dialect, receives an explanation in terms of a lexicalization parameter. In the other arbëresh

dialects, the aspectual clitic position internal to the C domain is treated as more specialized in modal

environments; its lexicalization therefore prevents that of the aspectual clitic position internal to the lower

string. In the S.Marzano dialect  both positions are obviously treated as equally specialized.

In concluding, it is important to note that in order to achieve the correct surface order in Albanian

imperatives we have had recourse entirely to syntactic derivations, without any reference to

morphological reordering rules of the type postulated by Halle and Marantz (1994) among others. Our

approach therefore lends support to the general conclusion that the restrictive derivational mechanisms

of the syntactic component are sufficient to account for the phenomena otherwise treated in terms of

specialized morphological rules. Needless to say, everything else equal, our analysis is preferable to the

extent that mechanisms of syntactic derivation are motivated independently of morphological

phenomena; on the contrary the rules of a specialized morphological component would necessarily

duplicate to a large extent those of the syntax. In terms of the minimalist theory of Chomsky (1995), this

means in turn that there is no morphological interface in addition to the two interpretive interfaces of LF

and PF postulated on grounds of ‘bare conceptual necessity’.

1.5 The  auxiliary

It remains for us to examine auxiliary + past participle structures of the type in (2). In arbëresh dialects

these generally present proclisis of the clitic on the auxiliary. Therefore we can analyze them along the same

lines as structures with a simple lexical verb such as (8). In other words, the auxiliary appears in I where it is

preceded by the clitics, in the order determined by the string. As for the participle, we assume that it does not

appear within the same sentence as the auxiliary, but rather heads an independent participial sentence (cf.

Kayne 1993, Savoia and Manzini in preparation on Italian and its dialects), and therefore does not interact with

the derivations being considered here. In the dialect of S.Marzano, however, dative and accusative clitics are

doubled, appearing both before and after the auxiliary, while Person clitics appears only before it. These cases

present an obvious parallelism with those already considered in relation with negative imperatives. The latter

have been explained by assuming that the imperative inflection realizes C, where it is preceded by P and Del

and Meas elements realized in the higher clitic string, and followed by Del and Meas elements realized within

the lower string. Similarly, we propose that the auxiliary is realized not in I, as we have assumed for the

lexical verb in (8), but in C. The Person clitic is realized only within the C field and hence precedes the

auxiliary, while the doubling of the accusative and dative clitic supports the idea that there are two clitic
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strings, as indicated in (20):

(20) S. Marzano

a. P Or Del Meas C ... P Or Del Meas I

| | | |

t D kimmi D  ... h?nn?

b. P Or Del  Meas C ... P Or Del Meas I

| | | | |

j a kimmi j a ... h?nn?

The reasons for the asymmetry between Person and aspectual clitics, and in particular for the doubling of

aspectual clitics noted in (v) at the outset, are the same advanced in connection with negative imperatives.

Thus the doubling of aspectual clitics noted for the dialects of S.Marzano  with auxiliaries and with negative

imperatives has the same parametric basis in both cases, as seems in principle desirable.

One important question raised by the analysis in (20) is why realization in C is limited to the auxiliary and does

not characterize lexical verbs. This question relates to a number of contrasts opposing the behavior of

auxiliaries and lexical verbs. One case which is well-known from the literature concerns English

questions, where the auxiliary is realized in C as can be seen from the position of the subject that follows

it, e.g. have you called?. Lexical verbs however are not realized in C, as can be seen from the

impossibility of *called you?; rather a do form is inserted in C in place of the lexical verb as in did you

call?. The parallel with the Albanian structures under consideration is very close, since in both cases the

auxiliary but not the lexical verb realizes C. The explanation for this behavior must reside in the fact that

while verbs have an intrinsic meaning auxiliaries represent pure lexicalizations of a set of  grammatical

specifications that crucially include aspectual properties, namely properties relating to argument

structure. Indeed recall that while in Albanian or in English the auxiliary is always have, there are

languages, such as many Italian dialects, in which auxiliaries take the form have or be according to the

type of arguments present in the sentence and eventually realized in the clitic string (cf. Manzini and

Savoia 1998).

In this perspective, the privileged relation between auxiliaries and C points to a connection between the

aspectual properties that auxiliaries crucially lexicalize and the modal properties residing in C. Aspectual

properties make reference to the presentation of the event, for instance as telic or atelic; thus it is well-

known that in a language like Italian the same verb, say correre (“to run”) can be associated with

auxiliary essere (“to be”) if it is construed as telic, e.g. è corso a casa (“he has run home”), while it is

associated with avere if it is construed as atelic, e.g. ha corso tutto il giorno (“he has run the whole

day”). Modality in turn reduces essentially to properties of definiteness or indefinitess of the event,

which subsume in particular the fundamental contrast between realis and irrealis forms (cf. Manzini

1996 on the Italian subjunctive, Baker and Travis 1997 on Algonquian languages). If our line of

reasoning is correct, the relation between aspectual structure, reflected by auxiliaries (as seen especially

in auxiliary choice phenomena), and modal structure, reflected by the lexicalization of C, must

corresponds to a relation between these two different forms of event specification.

The same asymmetry between auxiliaries and lexical verbs that we have now analyzed in detail for the

dialect of S. Marzano characterizes in a simplified form the dialect of Portocannone as well. In this

dialect, all clitics appear in enclisis on the auxiliary; this situation is also independently known from

Romance dialects, for instance the dialect of S.Benedetto del Tronto (cf. Savoia e Manzini in



25

preparation). On the one hand, the existence of such a dialect confirms our analysis whereby the

auxiliary appears in C, hence in a higher position that the lexical verb. On the other hand, the the dialect

of Portocannone displays no sensitivity to distinctions between aspectual and inflectional clitics, which

we have seen to underlie the more complex distribution of data in the dialect of S.Marzano.

Therefore the behavior noted for Portocannone in (iv) at the outset is explained in terms of realization

of the auxiliary in C, exactly as happens in the dialect of S.Marzano. The doubling of aspectual clitics in

S.Marzano, as noted in (v), and their enclisis in Portocannone must relate in present terms to different

lexicalization choices in the two dialects; in particular the dialect of Portocannone lexicalizes the lower

clitic positions. Note that in this dialect, Person clitics also appear in enclisis. We can relate this fact to

the inflectional properties of the auxiliary, which has identical morphology in all forms of the paradigm.

Thus we can assume that it does not act as an attractor for Person features, allowing for the presence of

a Person clitic below it.

1.6 The subjunctive

In section 1.4 we treated mNs as a modal negation associated with the higher Neg position internal to

the C domain; the predictions of our model are worth checking now against the evidence provided by

other modal environments, in particular subjunctives, where mNs can equally be found. In this

connection, recall first that in Albanian, as in general in so-called ‘Balkan’ languages (Greek,

Romanian), the verb inflected in the subjunctive is preceded by a particle, which is t? in the dialects

under consideration, as well as in the standard. As illustrated in (21), t? precedes mNs in some of the

dialects under consideration (Ginestra, S.Marzano). However mNs precedes t? in other dialects,

including that of Carfizzi illustrated below; the same situation is reported for the dialect of S.Nicola

dell’Alto by Turano (1993). In the dialects of Falconara and S.Sofia d’Epiro the particle t? can be

duplicated on the right and on the left of mNs. The dialect of Vena di Maida presents partially similar

configurations in that mNs can precede t? or they can be in complementary distribution.

It is also interesting to note the distribution of the particle t? and eventually of the negation mNs with

respect to the declarative complementizer sD (“that”). In the dialect of Carfizzi we find the sequence

sa/sD (mis) t?, while at Falconara sD can precede t? (cf. Brandi and Savoia 1990). At Vena di

Maida, hD precedes mNh. Note also that the space between the complementizer and the the

subjunctive particle can host not only the negation, but also other lexical material, in particular a subject

pronoun as can be seen e.g. from  [u !dua hD ti t D !b5tR] (I want that you PRT it do “I want you to do

it”) Vena di Maida.

(21) S.Sofia d’Epiro

u t !SNm t  D !b?tR

I to you say PRT it you-do(subj)

“I am telling you to do it”

t? mNs (t) D !b?tR

PRT not (PRT) it you-do(subj)

dua sD t? !viI
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I want that PRT he-come(subj)

t? mNs (t) !viI

PRT not (PRT) he-come(subj)

Falconara

5 m5 !mi3 t? M!g35F?tR

it-is better PRT you-get up-subj

“it is better that you get up”

t? mNs t? M!g35F?tR

PRT not PRT you-get up-subj

sD t? !vitR

that PRT you-come-subj

Vena di Maida

!DrCa p? t D !RNr?

I-came for PRT him I-see(subj)

“I came in order to see him”

!zruCa p? mNh D !RNr?

I-went away for not him I-see(subj)

“I went away in order not to see him”

a!i m? !Sa t D !b5I

he to-me said PRT it I-do(subj)

“He told me to do it”

mNh D !b5I

not it I-do(subj)

u !dua t D !b5tR

I want PRT it you-do(subj)

“I want you to do it”

mNh? (t?) D !b5tR

not (PRT) it you-do(subj)

Carfizzi

t? !SNm (sa) t !vi:tR

to-you I-say (that) PRT you-come(subj)

“I am telling you to come”

(sa) t D !bN:tR

(that) PRT it you-do(subj)

(sa) mis t? !vi:tR

(that) not PRT you-come(subj)

(sa) mis t D !bN:tR

(that) not PRT it you-do(subj)

!dua sD t D !bNtR
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I want that PRT it you-do(subj)

sD mis t D !bNtR

that not PRT it you-do(subj)

cf. m? kNn !SN:n sD !viDn

to-me they-have said that he-comes(indic)

“They have said to me that he comes”

Ginestra

t? !SDj? t? a !SratR?

to-you I-said PRT him you-call(subj)

“I told you to call him”

t? mNs a !SratR?

PRT not him you-call(subj)

cf. !deua sa ti (n?Mg) a !SrDt

I-want that you (not) him call(indic)

S.Marzano

!dua t D !frDs?R?

I-want PRT him you-call(subj)

t? mNs D !frDs?R?

PRT not him you-call(subj)

t? !hNm? t? !viR?

to-you I-say PRT you-come(subj)

t? mNs? !viR?

PRT not you-come(subj)

The literature contains various proposals concerning the status of particles of the type of t?. One

conclusion generally agreed upon is that these particles cannot be identified  with I, for more than one

reason. Thus the subjunctive is itself inflected and hence presumably occurs in I; furthermore, the

particle always precedes object clitics. On the other hand, subjunctive particles can cooccur with a

complementizer in at least some languages; for instance the complementizer që can precede të in

standard Albanian (Turano 1993), while the complementizer of the type of sD can coccurr with t? in the

dialects of Falconara and Carfizzi in (21). Obviously enough, in theories which have only one C

position at their disposal, the cooccurrence of the complementizer with the subjunctive particle counts as

evidence against assigning the C position to the latter; hence Rivero (1994) is forced to postulate an

additional M(ood) node between I and C. Within our articulated theory of the C field, however, it is

natural to associate t? with one of the C positions at our disposal, leaving other positions internal to the

C domain free to host additional material.

Let us then return to the data in (21) on the basis of the assumption that t? occupies a C-type slot. In

the dialects in which t? precedes mNs we are led to identify its position with that of the higher C, namely

COp. Indeed t? in COp precedes mNs in the Neg position between COp and C, as illustrated in (23). This
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structure is also compatible with the observation that in the relevant arbëresh dialects, e.g. Ginestra,

the t? element does not cooccur with other complementizers. Note furthermore that the position of the

verb can be identified with I as in ordinary indicative sentences, while the C position remains not

lexicalized. Indeed in the absence of mNs, we can assume that t? in COp attracts the modal properties of

C preventing their realization, while mNs itself plays this role when present.

(23) Ginestra

COp ... Neg ... C P Or Meas I

| |   | |

t? mNs a SratR?

Slightly different conditions appear to characterize other arbëresh dialects, for example the dialects of

Vena di Maida, Falconara, Carfizzi, S.Sofia d’Epiro. The fact that mNs can precede t? in these

dialects, obviously points to the conclusion that t? is associated with the lower C position in our

structure, rather than with the higher one. As predicted by this analysis, in the dialect of Carfizzi the

string mis t? can be preceded by the complementizer sa in COp, as illustrated in (24a). The doubling of

t? in the dialect of Falconara and S.Sofia d’Epiro can in turn be explained by assuming that the lower

copy lexicalizes C, while the higher copy lexicalizes COp, as indicated in (24b); this provides strong

confirmation for the conclusion that t? can in principle lexicalize C or COp:

(24) a. Carfizzi

COp ... Neg ... C ... I

| |   |     |

sa mis t? RNW

b. Falconara

COp ... Neg ... C ... I

| |   |     |

t? mNs t? Mg35F?tR

As for the complementary distribution between mNh and t? in the dialect of Vena di Maida we can

assume that mNh  in its Neg position internal to the C field acts as an attractor for the modal properties

of C, which in such a case are not lexicalized. The behavior of the complementizers hD or p?, is

consistent with the idea that they appear in the higher COp position, while t? when lexicalized appears in

C. Indeed hD and p? can cooccur with the modal negation mNh.

2. The Middle-reflexive

2.1 The empirical questions

Standard Albanian and arbëresh dialects form both the reflexive and the middle by the same

morphological means, as is well-known for the standard from the descriptive as well as the theoretical

literature (Solano 1988, Marantz 1984). This situation is entirely comparable to that of Romance

varieties such as standard Italian in which both reflexive and passive/impersonal are realized by a clitic
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of the type of si. In what follows, we shall be concentrating on arbëresh dialects, illustrating in particular

some contrasts that arise between the dialect of S.Marzano and a number of other dialects.

The data in (25) illustrate the realization of the middle-reflexive in the present. In this case, the bare form

of the lexical verb is followed by what appears to be the middle-reflexive morphology, which is

followed in turn by inflections for person and number, generally specialized for the middle-reflexive as

well. We note that in many arbëresh dialects as well as in standard Albanian the vocalic stems (cf.

Solano 1988) insert a middle reflexive infix, basically -h-, which has a number of phonetic realizations;

thus, it is -g/F- in the S.Marzano dialect, -x- in the Portocannone dialect, -W- in the Carfizzi dialect, -F-

in the S.Sofia dialect. The Ginestra dialect presents two allomorphs, i.e. -x- and -n- element.

(25) S.Marzano

s?ã!ãNF?m? “I wake up” !viR?m? “I dress up”

s?ã!ãNFD !viRD

s?ã!ãNF?C? !viR?C?

s?ã!ãNF?mi !viR?mi

s?ã!ãNF?ni !viR?ni

s?ã!ãNF?n? !viR?n?

S.Sofia d’Epiro

!zãNFDm “I wake up” !vDRDm “I dress up”

!zãNFD !vDRD

!zãNFDt !vDRDt

!zãNFami !vDRami

!zãNFani !vDRani

!zãNFDn !vDRDn

Ginestra

z?!ãNnna “I wake up” !viRa “I dress up”

z?!ãNnna !viRa

z?!ãNn?t !viR?t

z?!ãNnmi !viRmi

z?!ãNnni !viRni

z?!ãNn?n !viR?n?

Carfizzi

!laXDm “I wash (myself)” dzi!NXDm “I wake up”

!laXD dzi!NXD

!laXDt dzi!NXDt

!laXDmi dzi!NXDmi

!laXDni dzi!NXDni

!laXDn dzi!NXDn

In the simple past, both the variety of S. Marzano and the other arbëresh dialects resort to a different

morphology for the formation of the middle/ reflexive; indeed both prepose the clitic u, which
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corresponds to Romance si/se, to the inflected verb form, as illustrated in (26). We note that contrary

to many (but not all) Romance varieties, u is associated with all the different person forms:

(26) S.Marzano

u s?ã!ãNCa “I woke up” u !viRa/ veRa “I dressed up”

u s?ã!ãNCD u !viRD

u s?ã!ãNCi u !viRi

u s?ã!ãNC?m? u !viR?m?

u s?ã!ãNC?C? u !viR?C?

u s?ã!ãNC?n? u !viR?n?

S.Sofia

u z!ãNva “I woke up” u !vDRa “I dressed up”

u z!ãNvD u !vDRD

u z!ãua u !vDR

u z!ãuDm u !vDRtim

u z!ãuDt u !vDRtit

u z!ãuDn u !vDRtin

Ginestra

(j)u zi!ãNva “I woke up” (j)u !viRa “I dressed up”

(j)u zi!ãNva (j)u !viRa

(j)u zi!ãeua (j)u !viR

(j)u zi!ãeum (j)u !viRt?m?

(j)u zi!ãeut (j)u !viRt?t?

(j)u zi!ãeun (j)u !viRt?n?

Carfizzi

u !lata “I washed (myself)” u dzi!ova “I woke up”

u !lata u dzi!ovD

u !la:t u dzi!o:t

u !latum u dzi!uDtum

u !latit u dzi!uDtit

u !latin u dzi!uDtin

cf. u !Ru:t “It went off”

The dialect di S.Marzano differs in an interesting way from other arbëresh dialects with respect to the

formation of the middle-reflexive in the perfective forms of the verb. The latter consist of  an auxiliary

followed by the past participle. In the arbëresh dialects the auxiliary is kam (“to have”) which is

generally preceded by the middle-reflexive clitic u. In the dialect of S.Marzano the clitic u appears not

only before the auxiliary, but also as an infix, associated with the vowel of the verbal stem, as first noted

by Savoia (1980). In the dialect of Portocannone the u clitic behaves like the other object clitics

analyzed in section 1, appearing in enclisis on the auxiliary. Note that in standard Albanian, the auxiliary

is jam (“to be”) and is not accompanied by any specialized middle/reflexive clitic; the same situation is
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also found in the dialect of Carfizzi. These different possibilities are illustrated in (27).

(27) S.Marzano

PRESENT PERFECT PAST PERFECT

u !kwamm? !viR?r? u !kwiIIa !viR?r?

myself I-have-myself dressed up myself I-had-myself dressed up

“I have dressed up” “I had dressed up”

u !kwD !viR?r? u !kwiIID !viR?r?

u !kwa !viR?r? u !kwiRi !viR?r?

u !kwimmi !viR?r? u !kwiR?m? !viR?r?

u !kwinni !viR?r? u !kwiR?C? !viR?r?

u !kwann? !viR?r? u !kwiR?n? !viR?r?

S.Sofia d’Epiro

PAST PERFECT

u !kiRa z!ãuD3

myself I-had waked up

“I had waked up”

u !kiRD z!ãuD3

u !kiR z!ãuD3

u !kim z!ãuD3

u !kiRit z!ãuD3

u !kin z!ãuD3

Ginestra

PAST PERFECT

(j)u !kiRa z?!ãeur

myself I-had waked up

“I had waked up”

(j)u !kiRa z?!ãeur

(j)u !kiRi z?!ãeur

(j)u !kiR?m z?!ãeur

(j)u !kiR?t z?!ãeur

(j)u !kiR?n? z?!ãeur

Portocannone

PAST PERFECT

!kiRD u !laxur/ z!ãuitur

I-had myself washed/ waked up

“I had waked up”

!kiRD u  !laxur/ z!ãuitur
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!kiRD u  !laxur/ z!ãuitur

!kiRD u  !laxur/ z!ãuitur

!kiRD u !laxur/ z!ãuitur

!kiRD u  !laxur/ z!ãuitur

Carfizzi

PRESENT PERFECT

jNm !la:r

I-am washed

“I have washed myself”

je !la:r

N !la:r

!jemi !la:r

!jeni !la:r

jNn !la:r

cf. kNm ar!Cu

I-have come

“I have come”

ke !arCu

ka !arCu

!kemi !arCu

keni !arCu

kNn !arCu

!kNm !fjNtu ...

I-have slept

“I have slept”

PAST PERFECT

!iRa !la:r

I-was washed

“I had washed myself”

!iRD !la:r

iR !la:r

!iR?m !la:r

!iRit !la:r

!iRin !la:r

cf. !kiRa !arCu

I-had come

“I had come”

!kiRD !arCu ...
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!kiRa !fjNtu

I-had slept

“I had slept”

In the dialect of S. Marzano the middle-reflexive imperative is formed in the singular by suffixing u to

the verbal stem if this ends in consonant; if it ends in vowel, u is preceded by the middle/ reflexive

morphology, which is -g-/-F-. The 2nd person plural is formed like the singular with the final addition of

the ending -ni. In the other arbëresh dialects the situation is slightly simplified. Thus in the 2ps, u is

found in enclisis on a verbal stem form, in certain dialects without the morphology of the middle-

reflexive (S.Sofia), in other ones with the middle-reflexive morphology (Ginestra, Carfizzi,

Portocannone); the 2pp, viceversa presents the morphology of the middle-reflexive but not the

infixation of u and coincides therefore with the 2pp of the indicative. This complex of facts is illustrated

in (28):

 (28) S.Marzano

siã!ãN-F-u

wake up-M/R-yourself

“Wake up!”

siã!ãN-F-u-ni

wake up-M/R-yourself-pl

“Wake up!”

mNs? siã!ãN-F-u

not wake up-M/R-yourself

“Don’t wake up!”

mNs? siã!ãN-F-u-ni

not wake up-M/R-yourself-pl

“Don’t wake up!”

!viR-u

dress up-yourself

“Dress yourself up!”

!viR-u-ni

dress up-yourself-pl

“Dress ypourself up!”

mNs? !viR-u

not dress up-yourself

“Don’t dress yourself up!”

mNs? !viR-u-ni

“Don’t dress yourself up!”

not dress up-yourself-pl
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S.Sofia d’Epiro

!zãN-u

wake up-yourself

“Wake up!”

!zãN-F-a-ni

wake up-M/R-pl

“Wake up!”

mNs u z!ãN

not yourself wake up

“Don’t wake up!”

mNs z!ãN-F-a-ni

not wake up-M/R-pl

“Don’t wake up!”

!vDR-u

dress up-yourself

“Dress up!”

!vDR-a-ni

dress up-M/R-pl

“Dress up!”

mNs u !vDR

not yourself dress up

“Don’t dress up!”

mNs !vDR-a-ni

not dress up-M/R-pl

“Don’t dress yourself up!”

Carfizzi

dzi!N-X-u

wake up-M/R-yourself

“Wake up!”

dzi!o-X?-ni

wake up-M/R-pl

“Wake up!”

mis u dzi!N-X

not yourself wake up-M/R

“Don’t wake up!”
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mNs dzi!N-X?-ni

not wake up-M/R-pl

“Don’t wake up!”

!viR-u

dress up-M/R-yourself

“Dress up!”

!viR-?-ni

dress up-M/R-pl

“Dress up!”

mis u !viR

not yourself dress up-M/R

“Don’t dress up!”

mis !viR-?-ni

not dress up-M/R-pl

“Don’t dress yourself up!”

Ginestra

!Ka-x-u

wash-M/R-yourself

“Wash yourself!”

!Ka-x-ni

wash-M/R-pl

“Wash yourself!”

mNs u !Ka-x

not yourself wash-M/R

“Dpon’t wash yourself!”

mNs !Ka-x?-ni

“not wash-M/R-pl

“Don’t wash yourself!”

zi!ãeu-w?

wake up-M/R-yourself

“Wake up!”

zi!ãN-n-ni

wake up-M/R-pl

“Wake up!”
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mNs u z?!ãeu

not yourself wake up-M/R

“Don’t wake up!”

mNs z?!ãN-n-ni

not wake up-M/R-pl

“Don’t wake up!”

!viR-u

dress up-yourself

“Dress yourself up!”

!viR?-ni

dress up-M/R-pl

“Dress ypourself up!”

mNs u !viR

not yourself dress up

“Don’t dress up!”

mNs !viR?-ni

not dress up-M/R-pl

“Don’t dress up!”

Portocannone

!zãN-x-u

wake up-M/R-yourself

“Wake up!”

!zãN-x?-ni

wake up-M/R-pl

“Wake up!”

mNs u z!ãN-x

not yourself wake up-M/R

“Don’t wake up!”

mNs z!ãN-X?-ni

not wake up-M/R-pl

“Don’t wake up!”

2.2 Theoretical background

As we have already noted, the element u that appears in middle-reflexive sentences has an obvious

affinity with Romance middle-reflexive clitics such as Italian si, which in turn have been widely discussed
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in the theoretical literature. Before considering the Albanian data in any detail we shall therefore briefly

summarize some theoretical conclusions concerning elements such as si, by reference in particular to the

work of Manzini and Savoia (forthcoming b).

Albanian u, like Italian si, is not only a reflexive clitic as in (29a), but also an impersonal, as in (29b), an

element inducing passive, as in (29c), or unaccusativity, as in (29d):

(29) S. Sofia d’Epiro

a. a!i u veR

he himself dressed

‘he dressed himself’

b. u fj?:

one slept

‘one slept’

c. a!ta u !pan sDmbrD sD RkuDn

they one saw-pl always that (they) passed by

‘They are always seen to pass-by’

d. u tRa: !cDKci

itself it-broke glass-the

‘The glass broke’

Faced with a similar array of data in Italian, Burzio 1986 postulates the existence of at least two

omophonous si’s in Italian, namely a reflexive and an impersonal, the latter also responsible for

passives; as for unaccusatives, they are treated as a lexical variant of  passives. This theory misses the

point that the various si constructions form a natural class, as can be seen precisely from the fact that

they are characterized by the same element in other languages, e.g. u  in Albanian. Following this

observation, various attempts have been made in the literature at unifying the two si’s.

One line of thought (Marantz 1984) essentially aims at reducing reflexives to passives. Remember that

passive is standardly analyzed along the following lines: the passive morphology, in this case u, becomes

associated with the external theta-role of the predicate; this forces the internal argument to externalize,

yielding the typical promotion of object to subject in (29c). Because a reflexive predicate is by definition

symmetric, we have no way of knowing whether u in fact corresponds to the internal or to the external

argument of the verb. Suppose that exactly as passive u, reflexive u  as in (29a) is associated with the

external argument of the predicate; the derivation that ensues is identical to that of passive, with

promotion of the object to subject position providing for a unification of the two u’s.

In turn Manzini and Savoia (forthcoming b) propose that elements such as Italian si, or Albanian  u,

realize the Or position within a clitic string of the type detailed in (7) above. However, they are not

associated with a single aspectual feature, but rather act as attractors both for Or and for Meas. Both of

these features therefore pass through the Or position. We assume with Manzini and Savoia (1997,

forthcoming a) that as in all null subject languages the lexical subject is in turn generated in a Top

position from where it attracts at least one of the aspectual features associated with si. If the Meas

feature is passed on to the subject, we obtain passive sentences of the type in (29c), whose derivation is

outlined in (30):
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(30) S.Sofia d’Epiro

Top D Num/N P Or Meas I 

|        | |

Meas-ata Or-Meas-u pan...sembrDsD RkNIDn

Reflexive u structures of the type in (29a) can be derived on the basis of the same assumption, namely

that u in Or attracts not one but two aspectual features, namely Or itself and Meas. Indeed, a reflexive

structure is by definition one in which the Meas and Or arguments  are associated with the same

argument. Our idea is that this identification is carried out through the attraction of both aspectual

features by u, and then eventually by the lexical subject in Top, as illustrated in the schema of derivation

in (31):

(31) S.Sofia d’Epiro

Top D Num/N P Or Meas I 

|        | |

Or-Meas- ai Or-Meas-u veR

The theory of u as multiple attractor of aspectual features being pursued her, makes it possible for us to

give a syntactic account of the unaccusative u structures of the type in (29d). Indeed sentences of the

type in (29c) are formally indistinguishable from reflexive u structures of  the type in (29a), from which

they differ only with respect to their interpretation. Thus it is natural to associate both sentences with

essentially the same derivation, schematized for unaccusative u in (32). In (32), as in (31) u attracts

both the Or and Meas features of the predicate, which are attracted in turn by the lexical subject in Top.

The only difference between (31) and (32) is interpretive, rather than derivational. In (31) the two

aspectual roles still identify two separate point in the event structure of the predicate; in (32), the two

aspectual roles actually identify a single point in the event structure of the predicate:

(32) S.Sofia d’Epiro

Top D Num/N P Or Meas I 

|        | |

Or-Meas-tajuri Or-Meas-u tRa:

The existence of impersonal u structures with predicates traditionally classified as unergative, are

unproblematic if we consider that unergatives are in fact concealed transitives, with an unrealized Meas

argument in the active form. Thus we can assume that u identifies again the Or and Meas feature, as in

(33):

(33) S.Sofia d’Epiro

Top D Num/N P Or Meas I 

     | |

Meas-Or- u kiR ... fj?tur

Another case compatible with our theory is represented by the coccurrence of middle-reflexive

morphology with predicates traditionally classified as unaccusative, as seen for instance in viFDt “one

comes” S.Sofia d’Epiro. Remember that we characterize the different predicate classes as involving a

Meas and an Or argument in all cases, and unaccusatives in particular as involving the identification of
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Or and Meas. If so the impersonal argument of unaccusatives, eventually realized by u, will inevitably be

associated with the Or and Meas features at once.

In short, we have seen that in (31)-(32), the two aspectual features Meas and Or are attracted both by

u and by the subject. The resulting configuration is not substantially different from a clitic doubling one in

which the clitic, u in this case, is bound by the argument  with which it shares aspectual features. What

we have not yet considered explicitly is how u comes to be associated with an ‘impersonal’, i.e. a

generic intepretation, when it remains associated with at least one autonomous aspectual feature, as for

instance in (30) or (33). We follow Manzini (1986) on Italian si in assuming that u is an indefinite, hence

essentially a free variable. As such it must be bound by some operator, tipically a generic operator that

we can associate with the C position. The ‘impersonal’ interpretation is the result of binding of the free

variable by this generic operator.

2.3 The middle-reflexive verb morphology

The question that now arises for Albanian dialects, as well as for the standard, concerns the cases in

which instead of u, or in addition to it, we find middle-reflexive morphology on the verb. This question

does not arise in Romance dialects, where the si-type clitic does not alternate with verbal morphology;

viceversa a number of languages, for instance Greek, present middle-reflexive verbal morphology but

no equivalent clitic. In Albanian dialects, we note that the clitic and the verbal morphology are in

complementary distribution in the majority of cases. Thus we find only the middle-reflexive verbal

morphology in the present and imperfective of the lexical verb, while we find only the clitic in at least

some forms of the simple past and in the presence of an auxiliary. However there are a number of cases

in which both the clitic and the verbal morphology are present; these include all of the forms of the

imperative in the S.Marzano dialect, as well as the 2ps in that of Ginestra; the same holds generally for

the 3ps of the simple past.

Let us consider first these cases of doubling. One way to describe it is as an agreeement phenomenon,

whereby the u clitic in Or corresponds to a form of the verb which also signals the identification of Or

with Meas. In this perspective, a parallel could be instituted with languages such as Northern Italian

dialects that present both subject clitics and subject agreement morphology on the verb. In turn this

phenomenon is treated by  Manzini and Savoia (forthcoming a) in terms of a theory of verbal

agreement, which easily applies to other agreement patterns, including that of Albanian. In terms of this

treatment, a verb endowed with nominal (agreement) features acts as an attractor of aspectual features;

the fact that these are then passed on to a clitic (or a full nominal) insures agreement between the verb

and the clitic (or nominal).

To exemplify the general properties of agreement systems it is useful to consider a simple transitive

sentence in one of the Albanian dialects under consideration, for instance (34). As we have already seen

the object clitic, which does not agree with the finite verb, acts as a specialized attractor of the Meas

role. The only other role in the sentence is Or, which we assume passes through the verbal inflection

before eventually reaching the nominal in the Top position. The fact that Or connects I and Top

determines agreement between the features shared by these two positions. Essentially the same

derivation holds of so-called unergative (intransitive) sentences, which can be sistematically construed as

having a concealed Meas argument:
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(34) S.Sofia d’Epiro

Top D Num/N P Or Meas I 

|      | |

Or-ai Meas-D Or-RDF

ai D RDF

he him/her sees

“He sees him/her”

Let us then consider the case that is directly relevant here, namely that of a middle-reflexive sentence. In

the simple past, we have seen above that u acts as an identifier of Or and Meas; for simplicity we can

concentrate on the case in (32). If we generalize  the idea that the finite verb in the examples under

consideration acts as an attractor of Or, it is not obvious why the special middle-reflexive morphology

appears on the verb, either in complementary distribution with u or together with it. Let us then depart

slightly from the active derivation in (34) and assume that in middle-reflexive derivations, i.e. derivations

which imply the identification of Or with Meas, both of them are attracted by the verb in I, giving rise to

derivations of the type in (35). We can now straightforwardly assume that the middle-reflexive

morphology that surfaces on the verb in the present is just a reflex of these special attraction properties:

(35) S.Sofia d’Epiro

Top D Num/N P Or Meas I 

|      | |

Or-Meas-ai Or-Meas Or-Meas-zãNFDt 

In the discussion that precedes we held on to the idea that the properties of the verb relating to

aspectual structure are to be seen as agreement properties, and hence doubled within the clitic string.

This allows us to treat the alternance between middle-reflexive verb morphology and the u clitic

essentially as a parameter of lexicalization. In (35), the verb morphology is lexicalized, but not the clitic;

in the simple past the clitic is lexicalized but not the verb morphology. In a  language like Italian it is the

clitic si that is always lexicalized, in a language like Greek it is the verb morphology. Naturally enough, in

languages which have both lexicalizations at their disposal, we expect that given the appropriate

circumstances they can both surface. This is what we see in the 3ps of the simple past, as illustrated in

(36):

(36) S.Sofia d’Epiro

Top D Num/N P Or Meas I 

|      | |

Or-Meas-ai Or-Meas-u Or-Meas,zãua

A lexicalization parameter of exactly the same type is motivated by Manzini and Savoia (forthcoming a)

for the null subject parameter. The clearest parallel, as anticipated, is with subject clitic dialects of

Northern Italy. In some forms of the paradigm, these lexicalize only the subject clitic, in some only the

verbal agreement, while in others both are lexicalized. Finally the case in which neither is lexicalized is

also allowed. As suggested by Manzini and Savoia (forthcoming b), in the domain of middle-reflexives

the latter possibility is instantiated by unaccusative verbs which do not present the si morphology in
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Italian, but can be individuated on the basis of the fact that they select the essere (“to be”) auxiliary,

such as affondare (“to sink”) in la nave è affondata (the ship is sunk “the ship has sunk”).

In effect, within the range of arbëresh dialects, Carfizzi instantiates a possibility not yet examined,

which crucially involves the jam (“to be”) auxiliary. Thus Carfizzi shares with other dialects the

presence of a middle-reflexive verbal morphology in the present and imperfect indicative, as well as the

use of the middle-reflexive clitic u in the simple past, as well as in 2ps imperative; as in other dialects the

u clitic and the middle-reflexive verbal morphology double one another in the 3ps of the simple past.

Nevertheless, we have seen that in auxiliary + past participle forms, Carfizzi contrasts with other

dialects, in that it presents the auxiliary jam rather than kam (“to have”). Crucially the middle-reflexive

morphology, in the shape of the clitic u, cooccurs with kam, but not with jam. It appears therefore that

the auxiliary jam lexicalizes the special aspectual properties, i.e. the identification of Or and Meas, that

define middle-reflexives, and is therefore in complementary distribution with u.

Interestingly, the dialect of Carfizzi has auxiliary kam with all other verbs, including not only transitives

or unergatives verbs but also unaccusative ones (e.g. to go, to come, etc.), though in terms of the

classical theory of Burzio (1986) the latter have the same argument structure as middle-reflexives. Here

we limit ourselves to noticing that the data at our disposal provide no evidence for the conclusion that

this class of verbs has an unaccusative derivation, i.e. one implying the identification of Or and Meas.

Indeed, not only do they have auxiliary kam, but they also present no middle-reflexive verbal

morphology or u clitic. In the absence of such evidence we cannot decide whether their derivation is in

fact inaccusative or not.

2.4 The position of u

The distribution of u with respect to lexical verbs, auxiliaries and imperatives largely recalls that of

object clitics, as  analyzed in section 1. This is as expected under the analysis of u  provided above,

under which it occupies the Or position where it serves as an identifier of Or and Meas. The simplest

case is as usual that of lexical verbs, with which u appears in proclisis in all arbëresh dialects under

consideration. This is predicted simply on the basis of the fact that the lexical verb is realized in I. In that

case u lexicalizes the Or position internal to the lower clitic string and appears therefore in preverbal

position, as illustrated for instance in (36) above.

In the 2ps imperative, the u clitic appears in enclisis after the verbal form in all of the dialects under

consideration, leading to a complete parallelism with other clitics, both of the P and of the aspectual

series. Following the discussion in section 1, we identify the position of the 2ps imperative in arbëresh

dialects with the highest C, i.e. COp, and that of postverbal inflectional clitics with the appropriate

positions in the higher clitic string immediately above C. If so, the postverbal position of u with 2ps

imperatives corresponds to a structure of the type in (37):

(37) S.Sofia d’Epiro

COp D Num/N P Or Meas C ... I

| |

zãN u
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In the 2pp of the imperative the u clitic is present only in the dialects of S.Marzano, where it is found

between the verbal stem and its inflection, as also happens for the Person clitic. The corresponding

structure takes the  already familiar form in (38), with the verbal stem in COp, its inflection in C and the

clitic in the appropriate position of the clitic string internal to the C domain; in this case u is in Or:

(38) S.Marzano

COp D Num/N P Or Meas C ... I

| | |

siããNF u ni

One immediate problem posed by the structure in (38) is represented by the apparent conflict between

our assumption that u appears in Or and the assumption that aspectual clitics cannot be caught between

the verbal stem and its inflection, as in generalization (iii) noted at the outset. Therefore  u must count as

an inflectional clitic, very much as the Person clitic does; indeed we know that in many languages,

including standard Italian, Person clitics themselves can act as reflexives and identifiers of aspectual

features. What is more, we have seen that the middle-reflexive morphology found on the verb is

essentially a form of agreement with the u clitic. We can assume that the later property suffices to

identify u as inflectional in the relevant sense of the term. We also note that the  u clitic does not appear

in enclisis, once again like the Person clitic under generalization (i). Extending the explanation provided

for Person clitics in (14), we can assume that the verbal inflection acts as an attractor for middle-

reflexive properties, preventing their realization in enclisis.

In negative imperatives, we again find an asymmetry between S. Marzano and the other arbëresh

dialects under consideration. In the 2ps, the latter present u in proclisis. This position corresponds to

that of all other clitics. Following the analysis of negative imperatives in section 1, we assume that both

the Neg element and the clitic are internal to the C domain, while the verb realizes C, as schematized in

(39). The lexicalization of the clitic position internal to the C domain corresponds to the principle

already seen in connection with (19) above, under which the most specialized position is lexicalized

amongst two or more possible ones; in this case the relevant position for the clitic is the modal one:

(39) S.Sofia d’Epiro

COp Neg D Num/N P Or Meas C ... I

| | |

mNs u zFN

It is not surprising to find that the data of S.Marzano differ from those of the other dialects, given the

asymmetries noted in section 1. What is more surprising is that the u clitic has exactly the same

distribution as in the absence of Neg, being found in enclisis in the 2ps and in mesoclisis in the 2pp.

Assuming as before that the 2ps imperative is realized in C in the presence of mNs, the u clitic in enclisis

must be generated within the lower clitic string, as indicated in (40):

(40) S.Marzano

COp Neg ... C D Num/N P Or Meas I

| | |

mNs siããNF u
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On the other hand on the basis of the assumptions made so far, mesoclisis in the 2pp can only be

explained if the verb stem appears in C and its inflection in I, while the u appears once again internally to

the lower inflectional string, as illustrated in (41):

(41) S.Marzano

COp Neg ... C D Num/N P Or Meas I

| | | |

mNs siããNF u ni

It remains then to be explained why the structure in (41) is found only with u, while in all other cases the

whole imperative form is realized in C. Remember that enclisis of the u clitic is blocked as above. There

must therefore be some extra reason that blocks proclisis. Remember that in order to explain mesoclisis

in the ordinary imperative we have invoked the inflectional nature of the u clitic. It appears that in the

imperative this not only allows but requires the clitic to be caught between the verbal stem and its

inflection. In other words we propose that inflectional positions count as more specialized for the u

clitic; these include the Or position internal to the lower string, and any Or position within the inflectional

domain defined by the verb stem and its ending. If so, the peculiarities concerning the placement of the u

clitic noted at the outset in (vi) are resolved by a principle of lexicalization of a familiar type.

In in auxiliary + participle contexts, the behavior of of u in arbëresh dialects is generally parallel to that

already observed for other object clitics. Thus in most dialects the u clitic simply appears in front of the

auxiliary, while in the dialect of Portocannone it appears in enclisis after it. As we have seen in the

discussion of object clitics, proclisis on the auxiliary corresponds to the fact that the latter is in I; enclisis,

as at Portocannone corresponds to the positioning of the auxiliary in C, as in (42). As we have already

indicated in the discussion of object clitics in section 1.5, the lexicalization of the lower clitic string is

obviously privileged over that of the higher string, giving rise to the general behavior described by

generalization (iv) at the outset:

(42) Portocannone

C D Num/N P Or Meas I

| |

kiRD u ... laxur

This alternation between enclisis at Portocannone and proclisis in the other arbëresh dialects is an

important confirmation of our idea that u is an ordinary clitic. This is worth stressing in that the

complementary distribution between u and with middle-reflexive verbal morphology points to a special

relation with the latter as well. Our theory correctly analyzes the position of u in terms of its clitic nature,

while it captures the similarity with middle-reflexive morphology in terms of the aspectual features

associated with both.

In the dialect of S.Marzano, the u clitic is doubled, which is in principle consistent with the behavior at

least of aspectual clitics; however it appears once in proclisis and once in mesoclisis, rather than in

enclisis. In analyzing the behavior of aspectual clitics in section 1, we have reached the conclusion that in

the dialect of S. Marzano the auxiliary is realized in C, rather than in I. This allows us to posit that in

cases of doubling of object clitics, the higher copy is in the clitic string internal to the C domain, while

the lower copy is in the clitic string between I and C. In terms of the purely syntactic analysis that we
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are adopting here, the infixation of u leads us to assume that the stem of the auxiliary realizes in C and its

inflection in I, as schematized in (43):

(43) S.Marzano

Or Meas C D Num/N P Or Meas I

| | | |

u k u immi ... viR?r?

As for the reasons why  u is the only clitic to appear between the auxiliary stem in C and its inflection in

I, following the discussion of the negative imperative in  (41), these essentially reduce to the radically

inflectional nature of u and to the need for it to be realized in an inflectional position. Recall that u could

not be realized in enclisis because of the attraction exercised on it by the verbal inflection in this case.

On the other hand, we take it that the same reasons already advanced for aspectual clitic in (18) above,

explain why the u clitic is doubled; these essentially reduce to the idea that both the upper and the lower

clitic positions count as equally specialized for lexicalization in doubling contexts. If so, the peculiarities

noted for S.Marzano in (v) above are also captured by the grammar.
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