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Much work in linguistics is devoted to isolating morphosyntactic structures and generating their behavior through the combination of finite, universal rules. These generative rules are frequently designed to operate without regards to the communicative context in which a morphosyntactic structure occurs. This has proven a successful approach in a great number of cases. Nonetheless, there are elements of grammar that appear to serve a purpose inseparable from communicative context. In light of this, linguistics has also seen much work in capturing patterns of morphosyntax with reference to discourse and information structure. This has been a concern since at least the Prague School of functional linguistics (Erteschick-Shir 2007) and continues to inspire new approaches to elements of word order and morphology that seem to structure the interrelation between the utterance and the common ground of the discourse, rather than the interrelation among constituents within the utterance. I wish to contribute to this effort by examining object reduplication in Albanian, Macedonian, and Bulgarian. 

[SLIDE 2] Friedman (2008) provides a concise definition of Balkan object reduplication as “the occurrence of a word or word-like unit… that has exactly the same grammatical role in a clause as another word, i.e., a clitic and long form of the same oblique personal pronoun or a clitic agreeing in gender, number, and case with a substantival direct or indirect object.”

[SLIDE 3] The following three sentences provide examples of object reduplication in Albanian, Bulgarian, and Macedonian, respectively.

(1) a. Pastaj Hilkiahu ia dha librin Shafanit (2 i Kronikave 34: 15)
b. Viž kak săm gi măknala tija cvetja v edin kašon. (Leafgren 2002: 148)
c. Ḱe im ja čitam knigata na decata. (Kramer 1999: 97)
[SLIDE 4] Balkan object reduplication has long intrigued those who study this language contact zone because its prominence and frequency in the grammatical systems of Balkan languages, both standardized and colloquial, suggests a shared origin (Lopašov 1978). Object doubling with a pronoun is a surface-oriented structure that could easily serve as a target for transference among bi- or multi-lingual speakers; one can translate the structure to one’s own language through juxtaposition of basic lexical categories that already exist. The surface orientation of object reduplication assumedly eased the spread of the same structure among languages of quite varying branches of the Indo-European family (Joseph 2001).

[SLIDE 5] But a borrowed morphosyntactic pattern rarely leaps full formed into the midst of a language’s grammar, suddenly taking up essential duties toward signaling the interrelation of constituents. The path of a morphosyntactic pattern from absent to obligatory usually requires a transitional step. Information packaging functions—designating discourse referents’ relation to the shared knowledge between speakers—can serve as this point of transition. On a hierarchy of  borrowability through language contact, discourse markers rank among the first to be borrowed (Matras in press). If Balkan object reduplication began as a discourse marker, it could have been transferred from language to language as a shared conversation-structuring strategy without disrupting the deep structure of any one language, only later penetrating this structure through grammatical integration over time. 

[SLIDE 6] The distribution of object reduplication facultativity in Balkan languages supports this proposed origin. As Friedman (2008) has argued, greatest grammatical integration of object reduplication is found in a core zone in southwestern Macedonia, with object reduplication playing an increasingly discursive and optional role as one moves away from this center toward the periphery (van der Auwera 1998). Although object reduplication clearly serves different roles in the synchronic Balkan languages, these arguments suggest that it should be possible to trace all current grammatical uses of Balkan object reduplication back to a pragmatic starting point.

[SLIDE 7] Unfortunately, the unified picture of Balkan object reduplication offered above dissolves in the details. It is difficult to find a single traditional form of information status, like ‘topicality’ or ‘familiarity,’ that object reduplication unambiguously marks in all Balkan languages, much less a single semantic category that could be a higher order derivation from information status, like ‘definiteness’ or ‘specificity.’ 

[SLIDE 8] For example, if we compare three traditional members of the Balkan Sprachbund—Albanian, Macedonian, and Bulgarian—by the types of direct object they require or prohibit to reduplicate, we cannot find any combination of definiteness or topicality that provokes the same object reduplication pattern across all three languages.

	Macedonian
	Definite
	Indefinite

	‘Topic’
	+
	+/-

	‘Focus’
	+
	-


	Albanian
	Definite
	Indefinite

	‘Topic’
	+
	+/-

	‘Focus’
	-
	-


	Bulgarian
	Definite
	Indefinite

	‘Topic’
	+/-
	+/-

	‘Focus’
	+/-
	+/-


However, one cell that possesses the same value for all three of these tables is that of indefinite, topical direct objects. What these languages share is facultative reduplication of indefinite objects that are not in the domain of exhaustive or new-information focus. If the same factors promote the reduplication of these objects in all three languages, this could indicate a pragmatic basis for the elaboration of object reduplication into its differing grammatical roles in each of the Balkan languages.

In the Macedonian standard language, all definite objects, direct or indirect, require reduplication. Indefinite, indirect objects are generally reduplicated if they are specific. The reduplication of indefinite, direct objects is proscribed. In the colloquial language, however, reduplication of indefinite, direct objects is possible, although never required.

[SLIDE 9] The two following examples were drawn from direct quotes and would be grammatical without reduplication.

(2) a. Ja prašaa edna žena kako ì se dopaǵa filmot.

b. Igumenot na onoj manastir tri noḱi edno po drugo ja sonuvaše edna žena kako ostro go napaǵa što ì go zede sinot edinec.

Elena Petroska (2007) and Olga Tomić (2008), although disagreeing on which semantic factors condition various types of object doubling in Macedonian, agree that the topicality of the indefinite, direct object is not enough to promote reduplication on its own. The presence of additional information following the topical, indefinite object, often in the form of a heavy clause, accommodates reduplication of this object more easily. Without this additional information, reduplication is perceived as infelicitous by both authors.


These data raise an interesting possibility. Topicality alone is not an appropriate primitive to trace Balkan object reduplication toward, as there are Balkan languages that freely reduplicate focused constituents. However, the topicality seen in these indefinite, direct objects is of a special kind. Indefiniteness and post-verbal position are strongly associated with new information in most languages (Erteschick-Shir 2007), and thus incorporation into the domain of focus. If the unmarked information status of indefinite, direct objects is as new information, then it follows that object reduplication of indefinite, direct objects in Macedonian serves as a facultative marker of topicality contrary to the expectation promoted by the object’s position and indefiniteness. The reduplication acts to shift attention away from the object in anticipation of some further information that is the true focus of the sentence, in effect warning the speaker that while the object is taking the position and grammatical form associated with new information that promotes communicative dynamism, there is in fact more to follow, and the Speaker considers it of greater importance. One may speak here of an optional signal to reinforce a topic switch, transitioning the discourse toward a new topic defined by the indefinite object. Notice that in both examples, the indefinite object edna žena acquires definiteness through the introduction of additional specifying information and can serve as an antecedent of a pronoun, ì. This satisfies Friedman’s condition on indefinite object reduplication of specifiability (Friedman 2008). The unusual information structure of these sentences, with topical referents occurring in the place and form more often reserved for focused referents, leads to an explicit morphological marking through reduplication.

[SLIDE 10] In Albanian, the independence of this switch topic marking from general topic marking can be tested, as the condition on reduplication in Albanian is not definiteness, but topicality. All indirect objects in Albanian are reduplicated, but reduplication of a direct object is a strong marker of exclusion from the focus domain, as has been argued by Dalina Kallulli 


(1999; 2001; 2008) ADDIN EN.CITE .

(3) a. What did Ana do?

(3) b. What did Ana read?

(3) c. Who read the book?

(3) d. What did Ana do with the book?


An-a (*e) lexoi libr-in.


An-a (*e) lexoi libr-in.


An-a *(e) lexoi libr-in.


An-a *(e) lexoi libr-in. 
This leads to mandatory marking of topical, direct, definite objects with a reduplicating clitic.

[SLIDE 11] Nonetheless, Albanian retains facultativity in reduplication of the same objects as we saw in Macedonian: indefinite, direct objects. Here, we find that both sentences with and without a reduplicating clitic are attested.

(4) a. Para ca ditësh e lexova një libër të Danielle Steel. “Operë sapuni” është termi ku kategorizohen këto libra.

b. Këtë verë që shkoi lexova një libër të mrekullueshëm që titullohej ''E ke fuqin'' nga Rosemary Altea-Anglese.

Despite nearly identical structures with topical, indefinite, direct objects, these two sentences appear to be grammatical either with or without reduplication. My supposition is that the use of the reduplicating clitic in 4a strongly shifts attention onto the author and the disparaging comment about books such as hers, foregrounding this additional information, whereas the lack of the reduplicating clitic in 4b does not particular foreground any part of the object or its following qualifiers.

[SLIDE 12] This supposition is reinforced by the distinction in meanings between 5a and b (Kallulli 2001).

(5) a. Ana donte të blente një fustan.

b. Ana donte ta blente një fustan.
Whereas 5a allows an interpretation that Ana merely wanted to engage in the act of dress-buying, without any particular dress in mind, 5b implies that Ana wanted a dress qualified in some way, either a specific, individual dress or any dress from a set possessing some particular quality. The topicality signaled here depends on një fustan acquiring referential stability, either through added information implying it designates a specific referent or added information that narrows its set of possible referents. This facultative reduplication thus shifts hearer attention away from the object and to some piece of information predicated upon it.


This connection between Albanian and Macedonian leads to the third case of Bulgarian. Standard Bulgarian strongly discourages object reduplication, but it is common in the spoken language. Nonetheless, the alternative of the literary register without reduplication, and a cline that sees a decrease in reduplication from Western to Eastern Bulgarian dialects, both produce a situation of limited grammatical integration. Object reduplication in Bulgarian is usually optional.

[SLIDE 13] John Leafgren’s (2002) extensive analysis of Krasmira Aleksova’s (2000) conversational Bulgarian corpus identified patterns in this optionality. Specifically, he noted that a clause-level theme that was not a stable theme at the discourse level encouraged reduplication. Theme here includes both topics and contrastive focuses, which carry topical features that differentiate them from exhaustive or new-information  focuses (Erteschick-Shir 2007).

[SLIDE 14] This explicit, facultative marking of unexpected topics bridges Bulgarian with Albanian and Macedonian. The limited pragmatic conditioning involved with indefinite, direct objects in Macedonian and Albanian extends to all objects in Bulgarian. [examples here] This can also be considered from the reverse perspective. The use of object reduplication as a marker of an unexpected clause-level theme,  applying to all objects in Bulgarian, is limited to only the most unusual topical object type in Macedonian and Albanian.

Deriving the diachronic development of a grammatical feature from synchronic areal distribution is fraught with hazards and must be subject to confirmation from what historical sources are available. Nonetheless, the shared pragmatic condition on some types of object reduplication in Albanian, Macedonian, and Bulgarian suggests an intriguing explanation for the differences between these languages’ general patterns of object reduplication synchronically. I propose a path of development in which Macedonian and Albanian originally possessed a pattern of object reduplication similar to that in Bulgarian, Macedonian then generalized the association of object reduplication with familiarity and specificity over even those objects that are not clause-level topics, yielding the modern situation in which object reduplication marks grammatical agreement with definite objects. Albanian, in contrast generalized the association of object reduplication with topicality over utterances that show no discrepancy between discourse-level theme and clause-level theme, yielding the modern situation in which object reduplication marks information structure. In both languages, then, traces of the pragmatic function of object reduplication remain only with indefinite, direct objects, where it marks topicality most in contrast with a hearer’s expectations. These limited traces in Macedonian and Albanian correspond with the state of object reduplication in Bulgarian, further to the periphery of this Balkanism’s zone of spread.

This presentation gives only an overview of the possibilities for a shared pragmatic role of object reduplication in the Balkan languages, particularly for one that could correspond with its suspected origin in multilingual contact. I have yet to test my analysis against other languages both in the center and on the periphery of the Balkan Sprachbund; in particular Romanian, Aromanian, Modern Greek, and Megleno-Romanian. More data is needed for both colloquial Macedonian and colloquial Albanian to test my hypotheses about the interpretation of indefinite, direct object reduplication in these languages, a project I am beginning in the coming months. My proposal would also benefit from examination of the use of object reduplication in historical Macedonian and Albanian texts. I hope that this path of continuing research into the functional, discursive aspects of Balkan object reduplication will contribute further detail to the incredibly rich and fascinating picture of this phenomenon that many decades of study has painted.
2 i Kronikave. Bibla: Dhiata e vjetër dhe dhiata e re. Tirana: Shoqëria Biblike Ndërkonfesionale e Shqipërisë.
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