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LђќћюџёќȱM.ȱSюѣќіюȱюћёȱBђћђёђѡѡюȱBюљёі
 

Object clitics in imperatives: variation in Gheg 
and Tosk Albanian.

A morpho-syntactic account

Abstract

Inȱ manyȱ languages,ȱ typicallyȱ inȱ Romanceȱ andȱ Albanianȱ varieties,ȱ
modalȱ contexts,ȱ specięcallyȱ imperativeȱ andȱ inęnitive,ȱ andȱnegation,ȱ
giveȱriseȱtoȱphenomenaȱofȱcliticȱreorderingȱandȱanȱinterestingȱmicro-
variation.ȱ Inȱ Albanianȱ varieties,ȱ imperativeȱ diěersȱ fromȱ declarativeȱ
sentencesȱ inȱgenerallyȱselectingȱenclisisȱand,ȱ inȱtheȱ2nd plural person 
ofȱ imperative,ȱmesoclisis,ȱ exceptȱ forȱ ShkodërȱGhegȱwhereȱenclisisȱ isȱ
restrictedȱtoȱ3rdȱpersonȱObjectȱCliticsȱ(OCl).ȱNegativeȱcontextsȱinȱturnȱ
requireȱtheȱusualȱpreverbalȱpostionȱofȱOCls.ȱThisȱarticleȱaddressesȱtheȱ
distributionȱofȱobjectȱcliticsȱinȱimperativesȱexcludingȱtheȱDMȱtreatmentȱ
basedȱ onȱ theȱ manipulationȱ ofȱ syntacticȱ information.ȱ Inspiringȱ toȱ
Chomskyȱ(2020a,b),ȱtheȱcombinationȱofȱsub-wordȱelementsȱ(rootsȱandȱ
aĜxes)ȱisȱtheȱresultȱofȱtheȱruleȱofȱMergeȱandȱmorphologyȱisȱpartȱofȱtheȱ
syntacticȱcomputation.

1. General points

Linguisticȱvariationȱisȱaȱcrucialȱpointȱinȱlinguisticȱtheorizing:ȱ‘Itȱmayȱ
beȱ thatȱ theȱ computationalȱ systemȱ itselfȱ isȱ (virtually)ȱ invariant,ȱ ęxedȱ
byȱinnateȱbiologicalȱendowment,ȱvariationȱamongȱlanguagesȱandȱlan-
guageȱ typesȱbeingȱ limitedȱ toȱcertainȱoptionsȱinȱ theȱ lexicon;ȱquiteȱre-
strictedȱoptionsȱ…ȱ(Chomskyȱ2000:ȱ79).ȱInȱthisȱperspective,ȱ linguisticȱ
variationȱdependsȱonȱwhichȱpiecesȱofȱtheȱuniversalȱconceptualȱspaceȱ
andȱofȱanȱinvariantȱrepertoryȱofȱinterfaceȱprimitives,ȱtheȱlanguage-spe-
cięcȱlexiconȱisȱableȱtoȱexternalize.ȱTheȱcomparisonȱbetweenȱAlbanianȱ
varietiesȱpresentedȱinȱthisȱworkȱcanȱcontributeȱ toȱunderstandingȱ theȱ
mechanismsȱunderlyingȱandȱfeedingȱmorpho-syntacticȱvariation.ȱ

Cliticȱorderȱraisesȱinterestingȱquestionsȱconcerningȱtheȱrelationȱbe-
tweenȱsyntacticȱstructureȱandȱitsȱexpressionȱatȱtheȱinterpretiveȱlevelsȱ
ofȱlanguage.ȱInȱmanyȱlanguages,ȱe.g.ȱinȱRomanceȱvarieties,ȱtheȱinterac-
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tionȱofȱcliticsȱwithȱmodalȱproperties,ȱspecięcallyȱimperativeȱandȱinęni-
tive,ȱandȱnegationȱgivesȱriseȱtoȱreorderingȱphenomena.ȱAlbanianȱvari-
etiesȱshowȱinterestingȱdiěerencesȱinȱtheȱdistributionȱofȱcliticsȱinȱmodalȱ
contexts.ȱ Moreȱ precisely,ȱ imperativeȱ diěerentiatesȱ fromȱ declarativeȱ
sentencesȱinȱselectingȱenclisisȱexceptȱforȱnegativeȱcontexts,ȱwhereȱclit-
icsȱoccurȱbetweenȱtheȱnegativeȱelementȱandȱtheȱverb.ȱMoreover,ȱalsoȱ
mesoclisisȱappearsȱinȱtheȱ2ndȱpluralȱpersonȱofȱimperative,ȱwherebyȱei-
therȱoneȱcliticȱorȱtheȱentireȱcliticȱstringȱisȱinsertedȱbetweenȱtheȱverbalȱ
baseȱ(root)ȱandȱtheȱpersonȱinĚectionȱ(ManziniȱandȱSavoiaȱ2007,ȱ2011a,ȱ
2018).ȱTheȱdiěerentȱtypesȱofȱorganizationȱbetweenȱShkodërȱGhegȱandȱ
Gjirokastërȱvarietiesȱwillȱbeȱtheȱsubjectȱofȱthisȱstudy.ȱ

2. The data1

WeȱwillȱexamineȱtheȱdataȱcomingȱfromȱtheȱGhegȱvarietyȱofȱShkodërȱ
andȱtheȱvariety,ȱofȱstandardȱtype,ȱofȱGjirokastër.ȱTheȱcomparisonȱpro-
videsȱaȱtestȱbenchȱforȱaȱtheoreticalȱtreatmentȱofȱtheȱinteractionȱbetweenȱ
morphologyȱandȱsyntax.ȱAsȱtheȱęrstȱstepȱweȱconsiderȱtheȱoccurrenceȱofȱ
OClsȱinȱdeclarativeȱsentences,ȱwhereȱtheyȱoccurȱinȱpre-verbalȱposition,ȱ
exactlyȱ likeȱ inȱRomanceȱ languages.ȱ Preciselyȱaccusativesȱ areȱ inȱ (1a),ȱ
dativeȱinȱ(1b)ȱandȱreĚexive/unaccusativeȱinȱ(1c)ȱ(NAȱ=ȱNon-Active;ȱcf.ȱ
ManziniȱandȱSavoiaȱ2007).ȱItȱisȱofȱnoteȱthatȱdativeȱandȱ1st/ȱ2nd person 
OClsȱprecedeȱaccusativesȱinȱsequences.ȱGenerally,ȱtheȱ3rd singular per-
sonȱOClȱisȱrealizedȱbyȱtheȱalternantȱɛȱinȱisolationȱandȱbyȱtheȱalternantȱ
a in clusters oblique-accusative,ȱ asȱshownȱbyȱ theȱcomparisonȱbetweenȱ
(1/2a)ȱandȱ(1/2b).ȱ

 
 

Shkodër 

1� The� data�here�discussed�and�analyzed�have�been�collected�by�means�of� ¿eld� research� in�
Shkodër and in Gjirokastër in recent years. We are grateful to our informants, which for 
Shkodër�are�our�colleagues�and�friends�Eliana�Laçej�and�Alma�Ha¿zi,�and�for�Gjirokastër,�
among others, Eli Vito and Aida Lamaj.

(1) a.  m  / t  /  ɛ      / i  / na / ju  ʃof-in 
  me  /  you / her/him / them / us /  you see-3PL 
  ‘they see me/ you/ her/ him/ them/ us/ you’ 
 b. i   a nɛp 
  to.her/him/them it give.3SG 
  ‘(s)he gives it to hwee/hem/them’ 
 c. u  lɑ-v-a 
  NA wasg-PAST-1SG 
  ‘I sashed myself’ 
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Inȱimperativeȱcontexts,ȱtheȱprocliticȱpositionȱofȱOClsȱisȱreplacedȱbyȱ
theȱpost-verbalȱpositionȱorȱmesoclisis.ȱNevertheless,ȱ thereȱareȱdiěer-
encesȱ betweenȱ theȱ twoȱvarietiesȱweȱ investigate,ȱ primarilyȱ involvingȱ
theȱpositionȱofȱobjectȱcliticsȱ inȱ2ndȱpluralȱpersonȱofȱ imperative,ȱsepa-
ratingȱtheȱGhegȱofȱShkodërȱinȱ(3)ȱfromȱtheȱToskȱofȱGjirokastërȱinȱ(4),ȱ
involvingȱaȱdiěerentȱdistributionȱofȱclitics.ȱConsideringȱnowȱtheȱdataȱ
ofȱShodër,ȱ(3a)-(3a’)ȱillustrateȱtheȱ2ndȱsingularȱwithȱ3rdȱpersonȱOClȱandȱ
1stȱpersonȱȱOClȱrespectively;ȱ(3b)ȱillustratesȱtheȱenclisisȱofȱtheȱ3rd person 
OClȱ inȱ2ndȱ pluralȱ forms,ȱ (2b’)ȱmesoclisisȱ ofȱ theȱ 3rdȱ personȱOCls,ȱ andȱ
(3b”)ȱtheȱpre-verbalȱoccurrenceȱofȱ1stȱpersonȱOCls.ȱ3rdȱpersonȱdativeȱ+3rd 
personȱaccusativeȱ clustersȱ occurȱ inȱenclisisȱofȱ theȱ2ndȱ singularȱ impera-
tiveȱinȱ(3c),ȱwhileȱinȱ2ndȱpluralȱimperativesȱtheseȱclustersȱareȱoptionallyȱ
followedȱbyȱaȱcopyȱofȱtheȱinĚectionȱ–ni,ȱasȱinȱ(3d).ȱ1st person+3rd person 
accusativeȱclustersȱareȱinsertedȱinȱproclisis,ȱbothȱinȱtheȱ2ndȱsingularȱim-
perative,ȱ inȱ (3c’)ȱandȱ inȱ2ndȱpluralȱ imperativeȱ inȱ (3d’).ȱTheȱpreverbalȱ
distributionȱ ofȱ1stȱ personȱ cliticsȱdiěerentiatesȱ theȱ varietyȱ ofȱ Shkoderȱ
fromȱthatȱofȱGjirokastërȱ inȱ (4),ȱwhereȱ bothȱ1stȱpersonȱandȱ3rd person 
clitics,ȱincludingȱclusters,ȱareȱinsertedȱeitherȱinȱenclisisȱorȱinȱmesoclisis

Shkodër

(2) a.  mə / tə  /  ɛ      / i  / na / ju  θəras-in 
  me  /  you / her/him / them / us /  you call-3PL 
  they call me/ you/ her/ him/ them/ us/ you’ 
 b i   a ðatʃ 
  to.hem/her/them it give.PAST.1SG 
  ‘I gave it to her/him/them’ 
 b. u  vɛʃ 
  NA dress.PAST.3SG 
  ‘(s)he dressed himself’ 
 

  
(3) a. ʃif-ɛ 
  Look.2SG at- him/her 
  ‘look ather/him’ 
 a’. m   ʃif 
  me look.2SG at  
  ‘look at me’ 
 b.  θir- ni-  ɛ     /tʃɔ-  n(i)- ɛ  /  mɛr- n(i)- ɛ 
  call 2PL him/her  / bring 2PL it /   take 2PL it 
  ‘call her/ him/ bring it / take it’ 
 b’. ʃif- /�θir- / tʃɔj- ɛ-  ni  
  look at/ call / bring her/him/it  2PL 
  ‘look at/ call / bring her/ him/it’ 
 b”. m  ʃif-ni    /  m   θir-ni /  m  tʃɔ-ni 
  me look-2PL /  me call-2PL / me bring-2PL 
  ‘look at/ call / bring me’     
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Inȱ theȱ varietyȱ ofȱ Gjirokastërȱ inȱ (4),ȱ (4a)ȱ andȱ (4a’)ȱ exemplifyȱ theȱ
encliticȱoccurrenceȱofȱtheȱ3rdȱandȱ1stȱpersonȱcliticsȱwithȱtheȱ2nsȱsingularȱ
imperatives.ȱ(4b)ȱandȱ(4b’)ȱillustrateȱmesoclisisȱofȱbothȱ3rdȱandȱ1st person 
cliticsȱwithȱ 2ndȱ pluralȱ imperatives.ȱ (3c)-(3c’)ȱ illustrateȱ theȱ enclisisȱ ofȱ
clustersȱonȱtheȱ2ndȱsingularȱimperative.ȱClustersȱoccurȱinȱmesoclisisȱinȱ
theȱ2ndȱpluralȱpersonȱofȱimperative,ȱasȱinȱ(4d)-(4d’).ȱMesoclisisȱofȱtheȱ
1stȱpluralȱpersonȱOClȱna andȱofȱtheȱdativeȱ iȱ isȱshownȱinȱ(4e)ȱandȱ(4f)ȱ
respectively.

ȱ Gjirokastër

 ‘look at/ call / bring me’     
c.   nɛp-  j- a 
 give.2SG 3dat it 
 ‘give him/ her it’ 
c’. m- a / na ɛ nɛp.2SG 
 me it / us it give 
 ‘give me / us it’ 
d.  nɛp- ni- j-     a- (ni)  / tʃɔ- ni- j-    a- (ni) 
 give 2PL  him/her   it      2PL/ bring- 2PL   her/him   it 2PL 
 ‘give (PL)/ bring it to her/him’ 
d’. m  a  nɛp- / jɛp- ni 
 me it  give-  2PL 
 ‘give (PL) me it’ 

  

 
(4) a. ʃix-  / viʃ-  ɛ/ i 
  see.2SG  / dress.2SG  him/her/them 
  ‘see/ dress her/ him/ them’ 
 a’. ʃix-  mə mua 
  see. 2SG me  me.obl 
  ‘see (SG) me’ 
 b. ʃix-   / viʃ-  ɛ-  ni 
  see  /  dress  him/her 2ndPL  
  ‘see/ dress him/her’ 
 b’.  ʃix- / viʃ-   mə-  ni /   nə- m- ni atə 
  see-/ dress me   2PL /   give me 2PL that 
  ‘see/ dress me / give me that’ 
 c. jep-     i-    a 
  give. 2SG him/her   it 
  ‘give him/her it’ 
 c’. nə-   m- a  / jep- m -a 
  give.2SG me it / give.2SG me it 
  ‘give  me it’  
 d. jɛp- i-   a- ni 
  give- him/her  it 2PL  
  ‘give him/her/them it’ 
 d’. sil- m- a/i  ni 
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Theȱorderȱbetweenȱdeicticȱcliticȱpronouns,ȱi.e.ȱ1stȱpersonȱelements,ȱ
andȱ3rdȱpersonȱcliticsȱwherebyȱtheȱ1stȱpersonȱOClȱprecedesȱtheȱ3rd person 
clitic,ȱregularlyȱshowingȱupȱinȱproclisis,ȱisȱsubstantiallyȱpreservedȱalsoȱ
withȱimperatives,ȱ inȱ theȱsenseȱ thatȱdeicticȱcliticsȱhoweverȱareȱplacedȱ
inȱaȱdomainȱmoreȱtoȱtheȱleftȱthanȱtheȱ3rdȱpersonȱclitics.ȱInȱtheȱcaseȱofȱ
Shkodërȱ inȱ (3),ȱ thisȱdistributionȱ isȱ realizedȱbyȱplacingȱ theȱ clusterȱ inȱ
preverbalȱposition.ȱ

Negativeȱ imperativesȱ involveȱ aȱspecializedȱnegationȱmos/ mas oc-
curringȱalsoȱinȱotherȱmodalȱcontexts,ȱwhichȱentailsȱtheȱpre-verbalȱoc-
currenceȱofȱOCls,ȱbetweenȱnegationȱandȱverb,ȱasȱillustratedȱ inȱ (5a,b)ȱ
andȱ(6a,b)ȱforȱsimpleȱOClsȱandȱclusters.ȱ

Shkodër

Gjirokastër

Theȱ non-activeȱ formsȱ ofȱ imperativeȱ requireȱ theȱ non-activeȱ (NA)ȱ
clitic u (self;ȱManziniȱandȱSavoiaȱ2007).ȱTheȱlaĴerȱcharacterizesȱpassive,ȱ
middleȱandȱreĚexiveȱformsȱofȱtheȱverbȱalsoȱinȱtheȱperfectȱand,ȱaccord-
ingȱtoȱtheȱvarieties,ȱinȱotherȱforms.ȱInȱtheȱimperativeȱtheȱdistributionȱ

  ‘give him/her/them it’ 
 d’. sil- m- a/i  ni 
  bring me - him/her/them 2PL 
  ‘bring me it’ 
 e. prit-    na- ni 
  wait for us- 2PL  
  ‘wait for us’ 
 f.   jɛp- i-  ni kətə 
  give- him/her   2PL this 
  ‘give him/her/them this’ 

 
(5) a. mas  ɛ   / m ʃif   / ʃif-ni 
  NEG  him/her / me look.2SG / look-2PL 
  ‘do not look at her/ him/ me’ 
 b. mas m / i  a  nɛp     / nɛp-ni 
  NEG me / him/her  it give-2SG / give-2PL  
  ‘do not give it to me/ to her/him’ 

(6) a, mɔs  j-   a  jɛp  
  NEG him/her it give.2SG 
  ‘do’nt give him it’ 
 b. mɔs  m- a  sil- ni 
  NEG me- it bring- 2PL 
  ‘don’t bring me it’ 
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ofȱuȱcoincidesȱwithȱthatȱofȱtheȱ3rdȱpersonȱclitics.ȱInȱparticular,ȱu is po-
sitionedȱ inȱenclisisȱ inȱ theȱ2ndȱpluralȱofȱ imperativeȱ inȱShkodërȱ inȱ (7a)ȱ
andȱinȱmesoclisisȱinȱ(8a)ȱforȱGjirokastër.ȱNegativeȱformsȱreproduceȱtheȱ
proclisis,ȱasȱinȱ(7b)-(8b).

Shkodër

Gjirokastër

 
Theȱmainȱdiěerencesȱweȱobserveȱareȱsynthetizedȱasȱfollows:
�MesoclisisȱisȱaĴestedȱinȱbothȱvarietiesȱinȱ2ndȱpersonȱpluralȱformȱ

ofȱimperative
�InȱShkodërȱvarietyȱ1stȱpersonȱcliticsȱprecedeȱtheȱimperativeȱandȱ

mesoclisisȱinvolvesȱonlyȱ3rdȱpersonȱandȱNAȱclitics,ȱbutȱonlyȱinȱ
theȱcasseȱofȱsimpleȱOCls.

�InȱGjirokastërȱvarietyȱmesoclisisȱinvolvesȱbothȱ1st singular and 
3rd person clitics 

Weȱobtainȱtheȱschemaȱinȱ(9),ȱwhere,ȱmesȱ=ȱmesoclisis,ȱprv/psvȱȱ=ȱpre-
verbal/postverbal:

AȱgeneralizationȱcanȱbeȱderivedȱonȱtheȱdistributionȱofȱOCls,ȱwhere-
byȱ1stȱ singularȱpersonȱcliticȱ (deictic)ȱprecedesȱ theȱotherȱones,ȱandȱ3rd 
personȱdativeȱprecedesȱ3rdȱpersonȱobjects,ȱasȱinȱ(10):

 
(7) a. lɑ- ni- u 
  wash- 2PL- NA 
  ‘wash yourself’  
 b. mas u lɑ-ni   
  Neg NA wash-2PL 
  ‘don’t wash yourself’ 

 (8) a. la- h- u- ni 
  wash NA infl  NA 2PL 
  ‘wash yourself’ 
  b. mɔs u la- ni 
  Neg NA wash 2PL 
  ‘don’t wash yourself’ 

 
(9) Clitics in 2nd plural person of imperative 

 
Clitics      1stsg    3rdacc/dat/NA      1st sg+3rdacc   3rddat+3rdacc  
Gj.      mes  mes    mes     mes 
Sh.      prv  psv/ mes  prv     psv/ mes 
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Theseȱasymmetriesȱputȱintoȱplayȱsomeȱofȱtheȱcrucialȱinterpretiveȱprop-
ertiesȱunderlyingȱtheȱorganizationȱofȱtheȱsentence:ȱ
�DOMȱemergesȱwherebyȱtheȱdeicticȱcliticȱ(1stȱperson)ȱhasȱaȱdis-

tributionȱdiěerentȱfromȱ3rdȱpersonȱcliticsȱinȱShkodër;ȱ
�Inȱallȱcontextsȱ1stȱpersonȱprecedesȱ3rdȱpersonȱcliticsȱ(mesoclisis/ȱ

post-verbal/ȱpre-verbal).
�Negationȱrequiresȱcliticsȱtoȱoccurȱinȱpre-verbalȱpositionȱ(Man-

ziniȱandȱSavoiaȱ2007,ȱ2011a,ȱ2017;ȱBaldiȱandȱSavoiaȱ2020,ȱSavoiaȱ
andȱBaldiȱ2020)

3. Some proposals for the analysis

Inȱtheȱfollowingȱanalysis,ȱweȱadoptȱanȱapproachȱtoȱmorpho-syntax,ȱ
basedȱonȱtheȱideaȱthatȱmorphologyȱisȱpartȱofȱtheȱsyntacticȱcomputationȱ
andȱthereȱisȱnoȱspecializedȱcomponentȱforȱtheȱmorphologicalȱstructureȱ
ofȱwordsȱ(ManziniȱandȱSavoiaȱ2011a,ȱ2017,ȱ2018,ȱManziniȱetȱal.ȱ2020,ȱ
Savoiaȱetȱal.ȱ2018;ȱseeȱalsoȱCollinsȱandȱKayneȱ2020).ȱLexicalȱelements,ȱ
includingȱfunctionalȱmorphemes,ȱareȱendowedȱwithȱfullyȱinterpretable 
content,ȱandȱcontributeȱtoȱexternalizingȱtheȱsyntacticȱstructure.ȱ

Inȱ this,ȱ weȱ distanceȱ ourselvesȱ fromȱ theȱ descriptiveȱ frameȱ ofȱ
DistributeȱMorphology,ȱ theȱmoreȱadoptedȱapproachȱtoȱmorphology,ȱ
whichȱidentięesȱmorphologyȱwithȱanȱautonomousȱcomponent,ȱwhereȱ
subwordȱelementsȱ(aĜxesȱandȱclitics)ȱareȱunderstoodȱasȱ‘dissociatedȱ
morphemes’ȱ conveyingȱ anȱ informationȱ ‘separatedȱ fromȱ theȱ originalȱ
locusȱofȱ thatȱ informationȱ inȱ theȱphraseȱmarker’ȱ (EmbickȱandȱNoyerȱ
2001:ȱ 557)ȱ andȱ involvingȱ post-syntacticȱ rulesȱ ofȱ linearȱ adjacencyȱ
(Localȱdislocation)ȱ (EmbickȱandȱNoyerȱ2001).ȱHence,ȱagreementȱandȱ
caseȱ morphemesȱ areȱ notȱ representedȱ inȱ syntaxȱ butȱ theyȱ areȱ addedȱ
postsyntacticallyȱ‘duringȱMorphology’.ȱ

WeȱthinkȱthatȱhavingȱrecourseȱtoȱtheȱsimpleȱsyntacticȱruleȱofȱMergeȱ
isȱ suĜcientȱ toȱ accountȱ forȱ theȱ formationȱ ofȱ complexȱ wordsȱ whoseȱ
inĚectionȱ realizesȱ syntacticȱ relevantȱ contents.ȱ InĚectedȱ wordsȱ areȱ
analyzedȱasȱtheȱresultȱofȱaȱMergeȱoperationȱthatȱcombinesȱinĚectionalȱ
headsȱwithȱaȱcategory-lessȱlexicalȱrootȱR,ȱcorresponding to a predicate.ȱ
Inȱtheȱcaseȱofȱnominalȱelements,ȱinĚectionalȱcontentsȱareȱClass (gender 
feminine/masculine)ȱ andȱ otherȱ classięcatoryȱ propertiesȱ suchȱ asȱ
numberȱandȱcaseȱ(ManziniȱandȱSavoiaȱ2011b).ȱȱInȱinĚectedȱverbalȱformsȱ
agreementȱ featuresȱ andȱ mood/ȱ tense/ȱ voiceȱ inĚectionsȱ areȱ mergedȱ
withȱR.ȱSpecięcally,ȱsyncretismȱandȱotherȱkindsȱofȱambiguityȱimplyȱaȱ

 
(10) Deictic clitics      > 3rd Person dative >      3rdPerson and NA  
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treatmentȱbasedȱonȱtheȱinterpretiveȱpropertiesȱofȱtheȱitems/inĚectionalȱ
exponentsȱ andȱ notȱ onȱ diěerentȱ syntacticȱ structures.ȱ So,ȱ theȱ Mergeȱ
operationȱ(Chomskyȱ2020a,b)ȱinȱ(11)ȱgivesȱriseȱtoȱtheȱcombinationȱofȱ
morphemesȱinȱcomplexȱwords:

Specięcally,ȱmorphologyȱinvolvesȱtheȱcombinationȱofȱheads,ȱrootsȱ
andȱotherȱmorphemes.ȱChomskyȱ(2020a:ȱ55)ȱseesȱinȱpair-mergeȱtheȱwayȱ
ofȱ treatingȱheadȱ raising:ȱ ‘It’sȱ alwaysȱ describedȱ incorrectly.ȱ Ifȱ aȱ verbȱ
raisesȱtoȱinĚection,ȱsayȱtoȱT,ȱit’sȱalwaysȱdescribedȱasȱifȱtheȱT-Vȱcomplexȱ
becomesȱaȱT;ȱbutȱit’sȱnot,ȱit’sȱaȱV-theȱoutcomeȱofȱtheȱadjunctionȱisȱreallyȱ
verbal,ȱnotȱinĚectional’.ȱAsȱforȱtheȱtraditionalȱcategorizerȱnȱforȱnounsȱ
and vȱ forȱ verbsȱ (cf.ȱChomskyȱ 2020a),ȱweȱ canȱ conceptualizeȱ themȱasȱ
theȱ bundlesȱofȱφ-featuresȱ thatȱcharacterizeȱ theȱ functionalȱ contentȱofȱ
wordsȱenteringȱintoȱtheȱagreementȱoperations.ȱFinally,ȱagreementȱcanȱ
beȱ accountedȱ forȱ asȱ theȱmorphologicalȱmanifestationȱ ofȱ theȱ identityȱ
betweenȱreferentialȱfeatureȱsetsȱcorrespondingȱtoȱtheȱargumentsȱofȱtheȱ
sentence.ȱ

3.1. Imperative

Fromȱaȱsemanticȱpointȱofȱview,ȱimperativesȱintroduceȱaȱclauseȱthatȱ
escapesȱ theȱ truthȱ conditionsȱ generallyȱ applicableȱ toȱ declaratives;ȱ inȱ
keepingȱ withȱ Portnerȱ (2004:ȱ 239)ȱ imperativesȱ introduceȱ aȱ propertyȱ
‘whichȱcanȱonlyȱbeȱtrueȱofȱ theȱaddressee’,ȱ ratherȱ thanȱanȱevent,ȱandȱ
asȱsuchȱitȱisȱnotȱsubmiĴedȱtoȱveridicalityȱrequirements.ȱȱNegationȱandȱ
modalȱcontextsȱ(imperatives,ȱinterrogatives)ȱareȱcoreȱinstancesȱofȱwhatȱ
Giannakidouȱ (2011)ȱ callsȱ non-veridicalȱ contexts2.ȱ Thus,ȱ imperativeȱ
assignsȱ aȱ propertyȱ toȱ aȱ prominentȱ argument,ȱ identięedȱ withȱ theȱ
addresseeȱ (Plaĵakȱ andȱ Rosengrenȱ 1998,ȱMaukȱ andȱ ZanuĴiniȱ 2008).ȱ
TheȱideaȱofȱMaukȱandȱZanuĴiniȱ(2008)ȱisȱthatȱtheȱimperativeȱformȱisȱ
aȱpredicateȱwithȱ anȱunsaturatedȱvariableȱxȱboundȱbyȱ theȱλȱ operatorȱ
introducedȱbyȱmodalityȱasȱinȱ(12)ȱ

Asȱforȱtheȱdiěerentȱdistributionȱofȱ1stȱpersonȱandȱ3rdȱpersonȱOCls,ȱ
itȱimpliesȱaȱDOMȱeěect.ȱTheȱideaȱisȱthatȱcertainȱtypesȱofȱreferents,ȱofȱ

2 “veridicality is a property of sentence embedding functions: such a function F is veridical if 
Fp entails or presupposes the truth of p. If inference to the truth of p under F is not possible, 
F is nonveridical” (Giannakidou 2011: 1674)

 
(11) MERGE(X,Y) [X,Y] 

 
(12) ʃif   
 x, look at (x, y) 
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whichȱparticipantsȱinȱtheȱdiscourseȱareȱtheȱtypicalȱsubset,ȱareȱlexical-
izedȱindependentlyȱofȱtheirȱroleȱinȱtheȱevent,ȱbyȱvirtueȱofȱtheirȱintrin-
sicȱdenotationalȱforce.ȱIndeedȱtheȱinterpretationȱofȱ1st/2nd person is an-
choredȱtoȱtheȱdiscourseȱuniverse.ȱwhileȱ3rdȱpersonȱelementsȱ(onȱaȱparȱ
withȱnouns)ȱareȱanchoredȱtoȱtheȱeventȱintroducedȱbyȱtheȱverb.

4. The distribution of OCls

LetȱusȱconsiderȱtheȱtreatmentȱofȱverbalȱinĚectionȱandȱcliticȱinsertionȱ
inȱtermsȱofȱmergerȱoperations.ȱOurȱaimȱisȱtoȱshowȱthatȱtheȱsameȱopera-
tionȱformingȱsyntacticȱstructureȱisȱatȱworkȱinȱcombiningȱmorphologi-
calȱstructures.ȱAȱresultȱthatȱweȱcanȱexpectsȱ insofarȱasȱmorphologyȱisȱ
nothingȱbutȱaȱwayȱofȱrealizingȱtheȱinterpretiveȱpropertiesȱorganizingȱ
theȱsentence.ȱStartingȱfromȱHalleȱandȱMaranĵȱ(1994)ȱtheȱinterplayȱbe-
tweenȱcliticsȱandȱinĚectionsȱhasȱinducedȱaȱunięedȱtreatmentȱofȱthemȱ
asȱrealizationsȱofȱφ-featuresȱassociatedȱwithȱsyntacticȱcategories.ȱThisȱ
solutionȱisȱconęrmedȱbyȱmesoclisisȱ(ManziniȱandȱSavoiaȱ2011a,ȱBaldiȱ
andȱSavoiaȱ2020),ȱpresentedȱinȱ(3)-(4),ȱwhereȱcliticȱelementsȱareȱinter-
polatedȱwithinȱtheȱinĚectionalȱstringȱandȱobeyȱtheȱsameȱcombinatoryȱ
rules.ȱ

ȱ WeȱassumeȱthatȱtheȱinĚectionalȱcontentȱofȱtheȱverbȱsatisęesȱtheȱ
propertiesȱofȱtheȱsentence.ȱForȱinstance,ȱconsiderȱtheȱsimpleȱclauseȱinȱ
(13)ȱ(cf.ȱ(1a),ȱShkodër):

InȱtheȱlightȱofȱChomskyȱ(2015,ȱ2020b),ȱtheȱinĚection,ȱidentifyingȱtheȱ
φ-featuresȱofȱvȱcorrespondingȱtoȱtheȱExternalȱArgumentȱofȱtheȱverb,ȱisȱ
mergedȱwithȱR,ȱyieldingȱ(14).

Ifȱwords,ȱhereȱtheȱverb,ȱareȱphasesȱ(Maranĵȱ2007),ȱweȱneedȱtoȱthinkȱ
thatȱinĚectionalȱheadȱisȱaccessibleȱtoȱoperationsȱatȱvP,ȱwhereȱitȱagreesȱ
withȱ theȱ featuresȱofȱ v,ȱ asȱ suggestedȱ inȱ (15).ȱ Inȱ accordȱwithȱ Robertsȱ
(2010:ȱ 57),ȱ theȱOClȱcanȱbeȱconceivedȱasȱtheȱheadȱofȱagreementȱ forȱvȱ
phase,ȱitsȱphaseȱedge.

 
(13)  [OCl ɛ ] [T/v ʃof-in] 
  her       see- 3PL 
  ‘They see her/him/it’ 
 

 
(14)   < inφ, ʃofR>  [v/3ps ʃof - inφ]  
 

 
(15) a.  vP phase3: T v    word-phase 
     ɛφ, φ -in+ʃof-  

 
Merger operation yields, then, (16)�where�the�verb�is�combined�with�the�OCl�subsuming�φ
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Mergerȱoperationȱyields,ȱthen,ȱ(16)ȱwhereȱtheȱverbȱisȱcombinedȱwithȱ
theȱOClȱsubsumingȱφ-featuresȱofȱv.

Weȱ canȱ thinkȱ thatȱ inĚectionalȱ propertiesȱ ofȱ theȱverbȱ realizeȱ T;ȱ inȱ
otherȱwords,ȱvPȱandȱTPȱabsolveȱtheȱAgreementȱcriterionȱ invokedȱinȱ
Chomskyȱ(2015,ȱ2020b),ȱgivingȱriseȱtoȱ(17),ȱwhereȱtheȱamalgamȱOCl+R 
isȱmergedȱtoȱT.

WhatȱdoesȱtheȱspecialȱorderȱbetweenȱverbȱandȱOClsȱinȱimperativeȱ
comeȱfrom?ȱInȱgenerativeȱtraditionȱtheȱpostverbalȱpositionȱofȱOClsȱisȱ
referredȱtoȱtheȱmovementȱofȱverbȱtoȱCȱorȱtoȱaȱhigherȱposition.ȱThisȱisȱ
theȱcurrentȱanalysisȱinȱcartographicȱapproaches,ȱwhereȱtheȱillocution-
aryȱnatureȱofȱimperativesȱisȱassociatedȱwithȱtheȱCȱęeldȱorȱtheȱSpeechȱ
ActȱPhraseȱ(SpeasȱandȱTennyȱ2003).ȱTheȱsplitȱbetweenȱ1stȱandȱ3rd clitics 
reĚectsȱtheirȱdiěerentȱstatusȱinȱrelationȱtoȱtheȱsyntacticȱrepresentationȱ
ofȱtheȱimperativeȱpragmaticȱcontent,ȱwhereȱlexicalȱverbȱandȱ1st person 
doȱnotȱbelongȱtoȱtheȱphaseȱincludingȱinĚection+3rdȱperson.ȱ

Inȱourȱapproach,ȱbasedȱonȱtheȱprecedingȱdiscussion,ȱweȱtreatȱtheȱor-
der verb-cliticȱofȱimperativebȱasȱtheȱmorpho-syntacticȱexpressionȱofȱtheȱ
specięcȱinterpretiveȱpropertiesȱofȱmood,ȱasȱ inȱn p-ni-i-aȱ ‘give(2pl)-to.
her/him-it!’ȱfromȱ(3b)ȱforȱShkodër.ȱWeȱmayȱthinkȱthatȱnɛpR-niƀѝљ realizes 
theȱpropertiesȱinheritedȱbyȱTȱfromȱC,ȱwhereȱtheȱinĚectionȱ–ni is special-
izedȱforȱtheȱ2ndȱplural.ȱTheȱenclisisȱofȱtheȱcliticȱstringȱcanȱbeȱseenȱasȱaȱ
structuralȱpossibilityȱimplementedȱbyȱtheȱexternalizationȱprocedure.ȱ

Moreȱprecisely,ȱtheȱOClȱclusterȱrealizesȱtheȱtwoȱargumentsȱselectedȱ
byȱ theȱ ditransitiveȱ verbȱ ‘give’,ȱ introducingȱ aȱ predicativeȱ relationȱ ofȱ
possessionȱbetweenȱtheȱpossessum,ȱtheȱaccusative,ȱandȱtheȱpossessor,ȱ
theȱdative.ȱInȱaccordȱwithȱtheȱproposalȱinȱManziniȱandȱSavoiaȱ(2011b),ȱ
BaldiȱandȱSavoiaȱ(2021),ȱweȱcanȱrepresentȱthisȱrelationȱinȱtermsȱofȱtheȱ
inclusion relation Pȱinȱ(26),ȱinvolvingȱtheȱobjectȱandȱtheȱobliqueȱclitic,ȱ
whereȱtheȱpossessorȱ(theȱdative)ȱincludesȱtheȱpossessumȱ(theȱobject).

Thusȱitȱisȱnaturalȱtoȱassumeȱthatȱtheȱclusterȱi-a isȱformedȱbyȱmerg-
ingȱtheȱbeneęciaryȱandȱtheȱinternalȱargumentȱinȱtheȱsameȱcycle,ȱasȱinȱ
(27a),ȱasȱsuggestedȱbyȱ theȱ factȱ thatȱ theȱOClȱ inȱcombinationȱwithȱ theȱ
dativeȱselectsȱaȱspecializedȱform,ȱi.e.ȱaȱinȱtheȱplaceȱofȱtheȱusualȱɛȱ(cf.ȱtheȱ

 
(16)   < OClφ, ʃofinv >  [v ɛ [ʃofin]] 
 

 
(17) < Tφ, [ɛ [ʃofinφ ]] >  [T [ɛ ʃofin Infl] 
 

 
(26)  a ‘it’  i ‘to.her/him/them’ 
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examplesȱinȱ(1)-(2)).ȱTheȱamalgamȱi-aȱisȱmergedȱtoȱv,ȱ[v nɛp-ni],ȱwhoseȱ
itȱ realizesȱ theȱagreementȱφ-features,ȱasȱ inȱ (27b).ȱTheȱorderȱofȱclitics,ȱ
invertedȱwithȱrespectȱtoȱtheȱorderȱinȱdeclaratives,ȱsatisęesȱtheȱrequire-
mentsȱofȱT,ȱasȱtheȱexpressionȱofȱtheȱmoodȱinheritedȱbyȱC,ȱasȱinȱ(27c).ȱ
Weȱmayȱrelateȱtheȱpositionȱofȱtheȱverbȱtoȱtheȱcriterionȱwherebyȱformsȱ
likeȱimperatives,ȱwithȱdeicticȱimport,ȱareȱinterpretedȱindependentlyȱofȱ
theȱdescribedȱeventȱandȱtheȱbasicȱstructuralȱorder.ȱTheȱinitialȱpositionȱ
is,ȱthus,ȱexternalized.

Asȱtheȱdataȱshow,ȱShkodërȱvarietyȱadmitsȱenclisisȱonlyȱforȱtheȱ3rd 
personȱOClȱinȱ(3a,b).ȱAsȱtoȱNAȱcliticȱu,ȱinȱ(8a),ȱitȱoccursȱinȱenclisis,ȱinȱ
theȱsameȱwayȱasȱtheȱ3rdȱpersonȱclitics.ȱInȱGjirokastërȱu is regularly in-
sertedȱinȱmesoclisis,ȱasȱinȱ(9a),ȱinȱ2ndȱpluralȱofȱimperative,ȱinȱenclisisȱinȱ
theȱsingular.

Letȱusȱnowȱturnȱtoȱmesoclisis.ȱInȱGjirokastërȱvariety,ȱinȱ(4d,d’),ȱme-
soclisisȱaěectsȱbothȱsimpleȱOClȱandȱclusters,ȱasȱinȱjɛp-i-a-niȱ‘give(2pl)ȱitȱ
toȱher/him’ȱandȱsil-m-a-niȱ‘bring(2pl)ȱitȱtoȱme’.ȱWeȱcanȱassumeȱthatȱtheȱ
inĚectionȱ–ni2plȱisȱtreatedȱasȱaȱclitic,ȱmoreȱpreciselyȱitȱisȱmergedȱtoȱtheȱ
verbȱinȱtheȱcycleȱofȱtheȱOCls,ȱasȱinȱ(28a).ȱWeȱcanȱexpectȱthisȱpossibility,ȱ
asȱfarȱasȱweȱassumedȱthatȱOClsȱareȱaȱtypeȱofȱagreementȱexactlyȱasȱtheȱ
personȱinĚection.ȱAgain,ȱweȱcanȱthinkȱthatȱtheȱdeicticalȱpropertiesȱofȱ
theȱimperativeȱmakeȱtheȱrootȱfreeȱtoȱoccurȱindependentlyȱofȱtheȱotherȱ
structuralȱmaterial.ȱTheȱinversion,ȱasȱsuggested,ȱrealizesȱtheȱfeaturesȱofȱ
CȱinheriterdȱbyȱT,ȱinȱ(28b).

Weȱareȱsayingȱthat,ȱinȱ imperatives,ȱvȱcanȱrealizeȱtheȱφ-featuresȱofȱ
theȱEAȱwithinȱtheȱstringȱofȱtheȱIA.ȱThisȱbehaviorȱcanȱbeȱrelatedȱtoȱtheȱ
natureȱofȱimperativeȱasȱaȱpredicateȱwhoseȱargumentȱisȱtheȱaddresseeȱ
(Portnerȱ 2004),ȱ typicallyȱ theȱ 2ndȱ person.ȱ Languagesȱ withȱ mesoclisisȱ
manifestȱ morphologicallyȱ thisȱ propertyȱ byȱ unifyingȱ theȱ agreementȱ
stringȱincludingȱsubjectȱinĚectionȱtogetherȱwithȱtheȱoneȱofȱtheȱinternalȱ
argumentsȱofȱv,ȱasȱinȱ(28b).ȱ

Interestingly,ȱtheȱconclusionȱthatȱtheȱinĚectionȱ–ni is treated like a 
clitic,ȱisȱconęrmedȱbyȱtheȱfactȱthatȱalsoȱinȱotherȱvarietiesȱwithȱmesocli-
sis/ȱenclisis,ȱforȱinstanceȱRomanceȱonesȱ(cf.ȱBaldiȱandȱSavoiaȱ2020),ȱweȱ
ęndȱanȱencliticȱalternantȱinȱwhichȱtheȱclusterȱincludesȱtheȱinĚectionalȱ

 
(27) a. < OClφ, dativeφ >  [ P i-[a]] 
 b. < OCl clusterφ, nɛp-niv >  [v ia [nɛpni ]] 
 c. < Tφ, [v ia [nɛpni]]]  [T [[nɛpni] ia]] 
 

 
(28) a. < OCl clusterφ, niφ >_ [φ [ i-a] ni ] 
 b. < Tφ, [v  [φ [ i-a] ni] sil ]] [T [[sil] i-a-ni]] 
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endingȱ ofȱ 2ndȱ plural.ȱ Inȱ Shkodërȱ varieties–niȱ isȱ addedȱ toȱ theȱ clusterȱ
encliticȱonȱ theȱinĚectedȱformȱofȱ theȱimperative,ȱasȱinȱ(3d),ȱasȱ inȱnɛp-
ni-i-a-niȱ‘give(2pl)ȱitȱtoȱher/him’,ȱtʃɔ-ni-i-a-niȱ‘bring(2pl)ȱitȱtoȱher/him’.ȱ
SWeȱcanȱthinkȱthatȱinȱtheseȱcasesȱtheȱclusterȱi-a-niȱisȱmergedȱwithȱtheȱ
inĚectedȱverbȱform,ȱasȱinȱ(29).

Finally,ȱ Shkodërȱ varietyȱ showsȱ anȱ evidentȱDOMȱ eěect,ȱ wherebyȱ
onlyȱ3rdȱpersonȱOClsȱandȱDativeȱcliticsȱcanȱoccurȱinȱenclisisȱorȱmesocli-
sis.ȱOnȱtheȱcontrary,ȱ1stȱpersonȱOClsȱareȱpositionedȱbeforeȱtheȱverb,ȱasȱ
inȱ(3a’,b”,c’,d’).ȱHence,ȱwhileȱ3rdȱpersonȱpronounsȱareȱassociatedȱwithȱ
theȱ eventȱ representationȱbyȱv,ȱdeicticȱ pronounsȱsuchȱasȱ 1stȱ (2nd)ȱ per-
sonȱcliticsȱhaveȱanȱindependentȱrealization,ȱassociatedȱwithȱtheȱmodalȱ
formȱofȱtheȱverb.ȱSoȱinȱ(30)ȱdeicticȱclitics,ȱasȱmȱ‘me’,ȱmayȱoccurȱfreelyȱinȱ
theȱimmediateȱcontextȱofȱtheȱverb,ȱexploitingȱitsȱcapabilityȱtoȱbeȱinter-
pretedȱindependentlyȱofȱtheȱeventȱintroducedȱbyȱtheȱverb.ȱ

Theȱhypothesisȱ thatȱclustersȱareȱ formedȱandȱ thenȱcombinedȱwithȱ
theȱverbȱaccountsȱforȱtheȱfactȱthatȱtheȱclustersȱ1stȱperson+accusative oc-
curȱ together;ȱ inȱ otherȱwords,ȱ theȱ cliticsȱ formingȱ clustersȱ canȱ notȱ beȱ
decomposedȱinȱdiěerentȱpositions.ȱAsȱaȱconsequence,ȱtheȱleftȱpositionȱ
ofȱtheȱcliticȱmȱ‘me’ȱforcesȱtheȱpreverbalȱpositionȱofȱtheȱOClȱ–a.ȱWhatȱisȱ
evidentȱisȱthatȱtheȱrequirementȱforȱmȱtoȱoccurȱwithȱtheȱverbȱinȱdeicticȱ
contextsȱautomaticallyȱappliesȱtoȱtheȱcluster.

4.1 Negative contexts

Negativeȱcontextsȱentailȱproclisis.ȱFollowingȱtheȱliterature,ȱtheȱne-
gationȱisȱanȱoperatorȱthatȱtakesȱinȱitsȱscopeȱtheȱargumentsȱorȱtheȱeventȱ
introducedȱ byȱ theȱ verb.ȱManziniȱ andȱ Savoiaȱ (2007,ȱ 2011b)ȱ concludeȱ
thatȱtheȱreorderingȱofȱcliticsȱinȱnegativeȱimperativeȱisȱdueȱtoȱtheȱfactȱ
thatȱtheȱverbȱisȱinȱaȱlowerȱposition,ȱwhereasȱtheȱnegationȱlexicalizesȱtheȱ
higherȱmodalȱcategories.ȱThisȱexplanationȱwasȱusedȱalsoȱforȱtheȱpro-
clisisȱofȱ1stȱpersonȱinȱShkodërȱvariety,ȱsoȱthatȱtheȱverbȱwouldȱremainȱinȱ
anȱinĚectionalȱpositionȱratherȱthanȱtoȱmoveȱtoȱaȱmodalȱhighȱposition.

OurȱideaȱisȱthatȱtheȱtraditionallyȱallegedȱcontrastȱbetweenȱverbȱinȱCȱ
orȱinȱTȱisȱnotȱatȱissue.ȱRather,ȱnegationȱintroducesȱanȱoperatorȱquanti-
fyingȱoverȱtheȱinternalȱargumentȱofȱtheȱelementaryȱeventȱVP,ȱandȱitsȱ

 
(29)   < Tφ, [v [ i-a] ni [ tʃɔ-ni] >  [T [[tʃɔ-ni] i-a-ni]] 
  

  
(30) a. [φ m a], [v nɛp(-ni)]  [v/φ m a [nɛp-ni]] 
 b. < Tφ, [v m a [nɛp-ni]] > [T[ ma  nɛpni]] 
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scopeȱ isȱ immediatelyȱsatisęedȱbyȱ theȱ procliticȱ positionȱ ofȱ pronouns.ȱ
However,ȱasȱisȱnowȱclear,ȱweȱdoȱnotȱassignȱtoȱtheȱstructureȱtheȱcarto-
graphic-typeȱrepresentationȱofȱthisȱrelation.ȱTheȱverbȱrealizesȱT,ȱi.e.ȱin-
Ěectionalȱpropertiesȱassociatedȱwithȱtheȱmoodȱpropertiesȱinheritedȱbyȱ
C,ȱandȱtheȱorderȱofȱelementsȱcanȱbeȱexplainedȱresortingȱtoȱtheȱsimpleȱ
mergeȱoperation.ȱ

Weȱ canȱ argueȱ that,ȱ becauseȱ negationȱ excludesȱ veridicalityȱ ofȱ theȱ
proposition,ȱ itȱ isȱableȱtoȱ satisfyȱ theȱnon-veridicalȱ interpretationȱ trig-
geredȱ byȱ imperatives.ȱHence,ȱ theȱ verbȱnoȱ longerȱ hasȱ toȱ realizeȱ thisȱ
propertyȱandȱtheȱusualȱprocliticȱorderȱ isȱ preserved,ȱ asȱ inȱmɔsȱ i-aȱ jɛp 
‘do’ntȱgiveȱ (2sg)ȱ himȱ it’ȱ (cf.ȱ (6b))ȱ forȱGjirokastërȱ andȱmas m a nɛpni 
‘do’ntȱgiveȱ(2pl)ȱhimȱit’ȱ(cf.ȱ(5b))ȱforȱShkodër.ȱThisȱisȱtentativelyȱillus-
tratedȱinȱ(31).ȱ

Inȱ (31a)ȱ theȱ clusterȱm aȱ isȱmergedȱ toȱ theȱ verbȱ realizingȱ itsȱ objectȱ
agreement.ȱThisȱstructureȱisȱmergedȱwithȱtheȱheadȱmas whichȱexpress-
esȱtheȱnon-veridicalȱpropertiesȱofȱmood.ȱ
 
5.ȱConcludingȱremarksȱ

Inȱ thisȱarticleȱweȱhaveȱexploredȱ theȱ variationȱ inȱtheȱmorpho-syn-
tacticȱ propertiesȱofȱ imperativesȱ inȱShkodërȱGhegȱandȱ inȱGjorokastërȱ
Toskȱ variety.ȱ Theȱ laĴerȱ presentsȱ enclisisȱ andȱmesoclisisȱ ofȱ allȱ OClsȱ
andȱ clusters,ȱwhileȱGhegȱadmitsȱmesoclisisȱandȱenclisisȱ onlyȱ forȱ theȱ
3rdȱpersonȱOCls,ȱwhileȱ1stȱpersonȱcliticsȱoccurȱinȱpre-verbalȱposition.ȱInȱ
allȱvarieties,ȱnegationȱrequiresȱcliticsȱtoȱbeȱinsertedȱinȱpre-verbalȱposi-
tionȱ(Manzini,ȱSavoiaȱ2007,ȱ2011,ȱ2017;ȱBaldiȱandȱSavoiaȱ2020,ȱSavoiaȱ
andȱBaldiȱ2020).ȱOtherȱphenomenaȱemerge,ȱinȱparticularȱDOMȱeěectsȱ
wherebyȱdeicticȱcliticsȱ(1stȱperson)ȱprecedeȱ3rd person clitics, in all types 
ofȱcontextsȱ(mesoclisis/post-verbal/pre-verbal),ȱand,ȱmoreȱcrucially,ȱinȱ
Ghegȱ1stȱpersonȱcliticsȱhoweverȱoccurȱinȱpre-verbalȱposition,ȱexcludingȱ
enclisis.

Theȱmainȱpurposeȱofȱthisȱarticleȱhasȱbeenȱtoȱaccountȱforȱtheȱdistribu-
tionȱofȱobjectȱcliticsȱinȱimperativesȱreferringȱtoȱaȱtheoreticalȱframeworkȱ
excludingȱ costlyȱ andȱ adȱ hocȱ structuresȱ ofȱ cartographicȱ approaches,ȱ
and,ȱasȱforȱtheȱmorphologicalȱoperations,ȱDMȱtreatmentȱbasedȱonȱtheȱ
manipulationȱandȱobscurationȱofȱsyntacticȱinformation.ȱWeȱhaveȱap-
pliedȱtheȱmodelȱdiscussedȱinȱChomskyȱ(2020a,b),ȱinȱwhichȱMergeȱop-
erationȱaccountȱforȱtheȱcombinationȱofȱfunctionalȱandȱlexicalȱheadsȱandȱ

 
(31) a. [φ i a], [v jɛp]  [v/φ i a [jɛp]] 
 b. [T < mɔs, [v i a [jɛp]] > [T mɔs [ ia  jɛp]] 
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ofȱotherȱsyntacticȱobjectȱonȱtheȱbasisȱofȱinternalȱandȱexternalȱmerger.ȱ
Inȱthisȱframework,ȱweȱcanȱtreatȱtheȱvariationȱinȱtermsȱofȱdiěerentȱpos-
sibleȱwaysȱwherebyȱtheȱcombinationȱofȱlexicalȱheadsȱandȱinĚectionalȱ
morphemesȱinȱsyntaxȱisȱconnectedȱtoȱtheȱinterpretiveȱcontent.
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