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Object doubling is a general Balkanism with varying degrees of realization in each Balkan language.

(1)
a.
L-am

invitat

pe Ion.



romanian



him-I.have
invited

on John



‘I invited John.’


b.
Sou
to
pléko

éna poulóber.


greek



to-you
it
I.knitted
a sweater



‘I knitted you a sweater.’


c.
Pap-a

e
vizitoi

Tiranën.

albanian



pope-the
it
he.visited
Tirana-ACC



‘The Pope visited Tirana.’


d.
Go
vidov

čovek-ot.



macedonian



him
I.saw

man-the



‘I saw the man.’


e.
Njama
da
go
priemat



bulgarian



will.not
him
they.accept



student bez preporăki.



student without recommendations



‘A student without recommendations will not be accepted.’

 
Languages differ according to what factors condition object doubling and the degree to which it is grammatically required 


(Kazazis & Pentheroudakis 1976; Minova-Gjurkova 1998; Leafgren 2002; Hill & Tasmowski 2008; Kallulli 2008) ADDIN EN.CITE .

	Language
	Object doubling conditioners
	Object doubling grammaticality 

	Macedonian 
	Definiteness
	Obligatory, extremely frequent

	Albanian
	Topicality, specificity
	Obligatory, extremely frequent

	Romanian
	Humanness, topicality, specificity, definiteness
	Obligatory, common with human referents

	Greek
	Topicality, specificity
	Facultative, common in the colloquial but infrequent formally

	Bulgarian
	Topicality, specificity
	Facultative, common in the colloquial but infrequent formally


Table 1 - Balkan object doubling realizations


Topicality and specificity seem to play roles in the direct object doubling of all Balkan languages except Macedonian. Yet these factors have been argued to have played a part in Macedonian’s diachronic development (Čašule 1997; Jaeger & Gerassimova 2002).
Macedonian texts across numerous authors of the nineteenth century show signs of doubled indefinites, as in the following example from Joakim Krčovski (Tanturovska 1998: 27):

(2)
I
snaga
i
duša
gi
upregna

kako 
u jarem


and
body
and
spirit
them
he.weighed.down
like
in yoke


u loši raboti. 


in bad work


‘Both spirit and body he weighed down as though under the yoke at bad work.’


In addition, doubled indefinites are found in surveys of Macedonian prose and speech (Tanturovska 2005).

(3)
Za taa cel

mnogu zborovi

so konkretno značenje

tie

for that goal

many words

with a concrete meaning
they



gi
upotrebuvale
so novo, abstraktno…


them
used

with new, abstract


‘For that purpose, many words with a concrete meaning they used with a new, 
abstract one… ‘

(4)
…ja
pravi

nemožna
bilo kakva druga vrska…


…her
it.makes
impossible
whatever kind other connection


‘…it makes impossible any other kind of connection…’


Specificity, topicality, and humanness have all been proposed as relevant to Macedonian indefinite object doubling. These terms may be defined more precisely.


Specificity here is meant to imply determined reference.

(5)
a.
A woman went into the store. She left with a new book.


b.
I’ve never seen a woman go into that store. Only men ever go into it.

Specificity is known to play a role elsewhere in the Macedonian gammatical system, in the doubling of interrogative pronouns, as illustrated by the following examples from Franks (2009: 197):

(6)
a.
Kogo
go
baraš?


whom
him
you.are.seeking



‘Who [specifically] are you looking for?’


b.
Kogo 

baraš?



whom

you.are.seeking



‘Who are you looking for?’


Topicality is meant to imply marking as an element upon which new, noteworthy information is to be predicated (Petroska 2007: 129).

(7)
(Ja)
slušnav
edna žena
kako zboruva turski.


her
I.heard

a woman
how she.speaks Turkish


‘I heard a woman speaking Turkish.’


Humanness has also been proposed as a restriction by Tomić (2008: 72).

(8)
a.
(Ja)
videle

edna moja drugarka
kako
sleguva


  
her
they.saw
one one friend

how
she.descends



od brod-ot.



from ship-the



‘They saw a (specific) friend of mine leave the ship.’


b.
(*Ja)
videle

edna krava
kako
vleguva
vo kukja-ta.



her
they.saw
a cow

how
she.enters
in house-the



‘They saw a cow entering the house.’


c.
(*Ja)
videle

edna moja kniga
kako
pagja




her
they.saw
one my book

how
it.falls



od prozorec-ot.



from window.the



‘They saw a book of mine fall from the window.’


This has Balkan parallels in Romanian (Hill & Tasmowski 2008: 148) and Ohrid dialect (Gajdova & Labroska 2009: 230).

(9)
a.
*(L)-am
invitat

*(pe)
Ion.


him-I.have
invited

on
John



‘I invited John.’


b.
Adu-mi-(*o)
(*pe)
carte-a!


bring-me-her
on
book-the



‘Bring me the book!’

(10)
…kje
go
napraam
na Peteljka.


   will
him
I.do

on Peteljko-OBL


‘…I’ll get Peteljko.’


To further clarify this situation, I combined fieldwork with a grammaticality survey whose results I analyzed using ordinal logistic regression.


The online survey form received 90 responses, filtered for repeat responses by IP address. Of these, 24 responses were incomplete or provided by speakers too young to participate and were thus excluded, yielding a total of 66 analyzed responses. This resulted in an n of 1072 observations. Of those speakers who supplied their year of birth, age ranged from 62 years old to 18 years old, with a mean age of 27 years old. Of those who supplied their place of birth, the following locations were recorded:
	Birth place
	Number of speakers
	Approximate percent of total

	Bitola
	5
	7.5%

	Gevgelija
	3
	4.5%

	Kavadarci
	1
	2.5%

	Kočani
	3
	4.5%

	Kumanovo
	3
	4.5%

	Ohrid
	1
	2.5%

	Prilep
	2
	3%

	Štip
	3
	4.5%

	Skopje
	42
	63.5%

	Struga
	2
	3%

	Tetovo
	1
	2.5%



As the table demonstrates, Skopje presented by far the highest concentration of respondents. Respondents from the central dialect zone, upon which standard Macedonian is based, also far exceeded those from other dialect zones. Responses from other areas in Macedonia were not wholly excluded, however, and a geographic spread across the countries regions was obtained. This suggests that the results may be considered within the larger context of spoken Macedonian, rather than limited to Macedonian as spoken in the capital city.


My test hypothesis was that semantic specificity and sententiality would have a positive effect on grammaticality rating, while humanness would not have an effect. To test this, I constructed an ordinal logistic regression model controlled for speaker with the specificity, animacy, and sententiality of the object in the observation serving as the independent variables to the dependent variable of grammaticality rating. Note that all speakers were included in the model, but in this table, only speakers whose mean ratings differed significantly from the overall mean were listed, for the sake of space. These speakers will be analyzed individually below.

n=1072, R2=0.337

	
	
	Estimate
	Std. Error
	Wald Z
	p-value

	Threshold
	y ( 2
	-1.368757
	0.5887
	-2.33
	0.0201

	
	y ( 3
	-2.283587
	0.5928
	-3.85
	0.0001

	
	y ( 4
	-2.969105
	0.5968
	-4.97
	0.0000

	
	y ( 5
	-3.350723
	0.5998
	-5.59
	0.0000

	Predictors
	Spkr=3
	2.359876
	0.7539
	3.13
	0.0017

	
	Spkr=6
	2.898020
	0.7422
	3.90
	0.0001

	
	Spkr=9
	2.259547
	0.6904
	3.27
	0.0011

	
	Spkr=39
	1.983325
	0.6954
	2.85
	0.0043

	
	Spkr=40
	1.983092
	0.6941
	2.86
	0.0043

	
	Spkr=46
	2.103010
	0.7145
	2.94
	0.0032

	
	Spkr=52
	2.762751
	0.7385
	3.74
	0.0002

	
	Animacy=nonhuman 
	-0.092986
	0.1440
	-0.65
	0.5186

	
	Specificity=specific
	0.179251
	0.1445
	1.24
	0.2147

	
	Sententiality=sentential
	0.372138
	0.1445
	2.58
	0.0100**



The results of the regression model show that only sententiality had a significant effect on grammaticality. A [+sentential] object on average yielded higher grammaticality ratings, with a coefficient of 0.372138 and p = 0.0100, a highly significant result. In contrast, animacy and specificity did not show any significant effects on grammaticality rating, with p = 0.5186 and p = 0.2147, respectively. With these p-values, it is not reasonable to reject the null hypothesis that there is no difference in the average grammaticality rating of human versus nonhuman or specific versus nonspecific doubled indefinite objects, as contrasted in this study. The model had an R2 = 0.337, meaning that the model accounted for approximately 33% of the variance in the data. The significance of sententiality was confirmed with several other regression models taking into account indirect speaker factors such as dialect region and birth year, although these models accounted for considerably less variance in the data. This suggests that the result is robust.


Although speaker factors such as dialect region, age, or degree of multilingualism could not be addressed in the regression model itself, we can select out the individual speakers who diverged significantly from the norm in their grammaticality judgments and impressionistically examine their traits.

	Speaker ID
	Year of birth
	Birth city
	Dialect region
	Languages spoken at home
	Speaker class

	3
	1980
	Gevgelija
	Southeastern
	Macedonian, English 
	Multilingual

	6
	1985
	Bitola
	Central
	Macedonian
	Monolingual

	9
	1993
	Skopje
	Central
	Albanian
	Multilingual

	39
	1985
	Kavadarci
	Eastern
	Macedonian
	Monolingual

	40
	1990
	Tetovo
	Northwestern
	Macedonian
	Monolingual

	46
	1991
	Gevgelija
	Southeastern
	Macedonian
	Monolingual

	52
	1981
	Skopje
	Central
	Macedonian
	Monolingual



As this table shows, the divergent speakers ranged from 30 years of age to 19 years of age and recorded birthplaces in multiple dialect regions. It is worth noting that all of these speakers took on positive coefficients in the regression model, meaning that they were more likely to judge doubled indefinite direct objects as grammatical than the norm.


Nonetheless, comments to the survey uniformly identified the structure as foreign. Some typical comments in translation:

(11) It seems to me that the examples with short pronoun forms (ja, go and so on) are too obvious (artificially constructed) and would never be said by a native speaker (for example vidov dete vs. go vidov dete, i.e. the short form wouldn’t be used with an indefinite noun)

(12) All sentences that sounded ‘strange’ were grammatically incorrect, no one who had Macedonian as his native language would make grammatical errors like those. The spoken language has plenty of street jargon and Srbisms, but fatal grammatical erros like “Vo toj park ne go vidov dete” I don’t think you would every see, again, except with those whose native language was not Macedonian.

(13)These sentences are like what some Albanian living in Macedonia would say. If you used these in conversation here, you’d be laughed at, for example “što go praviš?”
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