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clitic reduplication structures in the Bulgarian dialects

Synopsis: The paper discusses the phenomenon of clitic reduplication as it is represented across the Bulgarian linguistic territory. It is argued that clitic reduplication does not have a uniform distribution, and there is a considerable variation with respect to its relative frequency, as well as the syntactic factors which underlie it. Additionally, there is an area, in which clitic reduplication is highly restricted or absent. It is suggested that this area which includes some Northwestern, Southwestern, Rhodope and Thracian dialects, is part of the peripheral zone as discussed in St. Stojkov’s work regarding the basic bi-partitioning of the Bulgarian linguistic territory on the basis of a number of phonetic, morphological and lexical isoglosses.

1. Introducion

The phenomenon of clitic reduplication of the object (‘udvojavane na dopălnenieto’) which refers to the co-existence of a short (clitic) pronoun and an associated non-clitic personal pronoun or an object noun phrase is a discourse-syntactic mechanism found in all varieties of Bulgarian: apart from the literary language where it appears in some particular syntactic environments, it is extremely frequent in the colloquial style, as well as in many dialects. The examples below provide an illustration from the Eastern and the Western dialect groups. Both 
the direct and the indirect object can be reduplicated. 

(1) a. Eastern (Moesian) dialects: As vi rekuu prasitu n’amă dă gu zakolim. ‘I told you that we should not kiss the pig’ (I 3);
 … dajti ină čergă dă gu zăvijmi tuj prasi ‘..give me a rug, to wrap up the pig’ (Straxilovo, Svištov region, I 4). 

     b. Eastern (Balkan) dialects: mlogu ja igraxme neja igrề. ‘We played this game a lot’ (Golica, Varna region, I 22)

      c.  Western (Northwestern) dialects: Grojză ga berămo u štajg’e ‘The grapes, we collect them in crates’ (Novo selo, Vidin region I 120)

Clitic reduplication has received a considerable attention in the literature as regards its chronological development, as well as its status and frequency in the contemporary language. (cf. Minčeva 1969, Popov 1962, Guentchéva 1994, a.o.). It is also stated that clitic reduplication is a widespread and typically dialectal phenomenon,
 which has most probably evolved in a Balkan context for the purpose of formally distinguishing the subject from the object, following the decline of the nominal Case system/declension (Mirčev 1978: 248, Popov 1962: 468, Assenova 2002: 104-117). 

According to Stojkov (1968, 1962/2002: 261), reduplication is currently spread out across the entire Bulgarian linguistic territory and therefore, it should be said to belong to the inventory of common syntactic dialectisms. However, no in-depth study of the phenomenon exists in the dialectological literature, apart from the data collected in the course of the fieldwork on specific dialects or dialect groups. The present paper is thus an attempt to offer some preliminary observations as regards the regional distribution and the most salient syntactic properties of object reduplication in contemporary Bulgarian dialects. At this initial stage, our observations are based on the existing sources such as the dialectological studies of the various dialect groups, including those spoken outside of the territory of Bulgaria (cf. Ivanov 1978, Mladenov, Radeva 1995, Stojkov 2002, Bojadžiev 1991, Mladenov 1965, 1977, Umlenski 1965, Videnov 1978, a.o.).

1. Reprisa vs. anticipatio. Reduplication of the pragmatic type 

From the (relatively) brief decsriptions of clitic reduplication contained in the above mentioned studies it can be concluded that clitic reduplication is not a unitary phenomenon neither in syntactic, nor in pragmatic terms, but rather, it appears as obligatory or optional, depending on factors such as the position of the object w.r.t. verb (pre- or postverbal), the type of clausal predicate, or the particular semantico-pragmatic function realized by the reduplicative mechanism. Moreover, from a distributional point of view, the delineation of a large dialectal area where reduplication is (relatively) frequent,
 and a smaller area where it is (highly) restricted, if not absent at all, suggests that the isogloss of reduplication divides the Bulgarian linguistic territory into a central and a peripheral zone (see section 3. below).

Following previous work on Bulgarian and other (Balkan) languages (cf. Lopašov 1978: 14-15, Minčeva 1968, 1969, Guentchéva 1994, ASSENOVA 2002), we distinguish two structural types of reduplication, illustrated in (2a) and (2b), respectively. In the former case, which we label reprisa (or resumption proper), the object is preposed with respect to the verb and the clitic appears to its right. In the latter case, labeled anticipatio, the object is postposed and the clitic appears to its left, its position fixed by the syntax of clitics operative in the respective dialect, a matter, which we cannot go into for reasons of space.

(2) a.  Pogačata če ja tărkolime na čandijata… ‘We will slide the bread into the tray’ (Dragalevci, Sofia region, a Western dialect, I 130)

 b. … drugi gi upapae parite i ič ne dadea na nam. ‘Others got the money and did not give anything to us at all’ (Sekirovo, Plovdiv region, an Eastern dialect, I 49)
Our observations show that the first asymmetry between reprisa (resumption) and anticipatio, as they are represented across the Bulgarian dialectal territory, has to do with their relative frequency, which is manifested in the fact that the former appears to be much more widespread than the latter. This observation finds its logical explanation in the very pragmatic nature of resumption, which, as also instantiated cross-linguistically, is a discourse mechanism which brings forward the Topic/theme of the sentence (the constituent which expresses what the sentence is about). As in other Topic-prominent varieties cross-linguistically (cf. e.g. Kiss 1995), clitic resumed Topics in the dialects under study typically occupy the sentence-initial position – the position employed to introduce a new Topic or to express continuity of a Topic already introduced.
 Since there can be different types of Topics, reprisa is open to all kinds of phrases: definite or specific object arguments, including phrases with edin ‘one, indefinite quantifiers, universal or distributive quantifiers like all and each, etc. Cf. the examples in (3): 

(3) Edin`a go ubia vo vojnata. ‘They killed one [person] during the war’ (Makocevo, Sofia region, I132а); Edin ot t’ax mu vikat Juda ‘They call one Juda’ (Trănčovica, Nikopol region I 54); Site gi naplašixme ‘We scared them all.’ (Dragalevsi, Sofia region, I 135).

The pragmatic function of anticipatio, on the other hand, is to express co-reference or to resume the current Topic, rather than to introduce a new Topic. This explains not only the lesser frequency of anticipatio, but also the positional characteristics of the clitic doubled object: typically, it appears in the right periphery of the sentence, in a position which is more detached from the rest of the sentence, presumably following an intonational break or a pause.

(4) Otesame go sas motika # burena. ‘We cut the weed with a mattock‘ (Strelča, Panagjurište region, I 20).
Another property of anticipatio is that it “prefers” full noun phrases and is much less common with pronominals; also, it is completely absent with quantifiers of various types, given their inadequacy for Topic continuity in discourse. 

The cross-dialectal difference in frequency between reprisa and anticipatio finds a historical explanation, apart from the pragmatic one pointed out above. As reported by Minčeva (1969), Topicalization qua preposing of the object is a much older phenomenon, as it can be found in a number of contexts in Old Church Slavonic. Typically, the anaphoric pronoun or a demonstrative pronoun used to double the preposed (heavy and intonationally independent) object. Anticipatio, on the other hand, is a later phenomenon – the earliest documents in which it is attested date from the 12th-13th c. (cf. also conclusions drawn on the basis of Vlach-Bulgarian charters from the 14th-15th c. and the texts of the homilies (Ilievski 1988: 157, Minčeva 1968, 1969). According to A. Minčeva, the later expansion of anticipatio, while still attributable to the syntactic principles of colloquial speech, involves additional factors such as the position of the enclitic, the syntactic independence of the verb phrase, etc.

2. Grammaticalized reduplication

The second criterion that can be applied to the description of clitic reduplication in the Bulgarian dialects has to do with the status of the doubling clitic. There exists in all varieties of Bulgarian a class of constructions, in which the presence of a clitic is required. Such constructions feature a predicate which can be of the following type: a predicate for a psychological or physical state taking an experiencer Dative or Accusative argument (e.g. strax me e ‘I am scared’, xubavo mi e ‘I feel good’, boli me glavata ‘I have a headache’); a modal predicate (trjabva mi ‘I need’); a predicate for presence or absence of an argument (njama me/ima me ‘I am present/I am absent’). These predicates, which, following Maslov (1982: 291-292), can be united under the label ‘category-of-state’ predicates, should be strictly distinguished from the cases reviewed in section 1., since here the function of the clitic is no longer that of resuming a Topicalized argument. Rather, as illustrated in (5) below, the clitic is an obligatory part of the argument structure of the predicate and of the grammatical structure of the verb (phrase), so that it will be more appropriate to say that the clitic is doubled by the Dative or Accusative argument rather than vice versa. We are dealing therefore with a special instance of reduplication which can be labeled grammnaticalized reduplication. As with reduplication of the pragmatic type discussed in section 1., grammaticalized reduplication is much more frequent in reprisa than in anticipatio: 

(5) Nă men mi j măčno. ‘I feel sad’ ( I12) (Enina, Kazanlăk region, an Eastern  dialect,);

I mu beše mnogo čudno Hrist`umu kat na najde živi. ‘And Hrsito was very susrprised when he found us alive’ (Arda, Smoljan region, an Eastern dialect, S37); Ala deteto gu je bilo strax… ‘And the chiled was scared’ (Sokolovci, Smoljan region, I 43); I naze ni bolat kraka, race. ‘Our legs, arms are aching’ (Pravec, Botevgrad region, a Southwestern dialect, I123); Mene mă niamăše ‘I was not there; Negu gu beše jat ‘He got angry’ (Babaeski region, a Eastern Thrace dialect, BoJadžiev 1991: 183). 

3. Area restrictions on clitic reduplication

Given that grammaticalized reduplication is also present in the standard language, as well as across the other Balkan languages, which seem to all share this property, it comes as a surprise that there exists a group of Bulgarian dialects exhibiting a missing clitic in constructions analogous to (5) above. Absence of a clitic points to an absence of clitic reduplication. This phenomenon has been observed for the southwestern dialects of Kjustendil (Umlenski 1965) and Ixtiman (Mladenov 1965, 1966), as well as the area of Gjumjurdžina to the south (Eastern Thrace, cf. Bojadžiev 1964, 1972, 1991), the (northewestern) dialect of the Godeč area, as reported by Videnov (1978), as well as the Rhodope dialects in the area of Smoljan, where reduplication is not completely absent but is either considerably restricted or used as an alternative strategy (cf. Ivanov 1978). In the examples given below, as well as in subsequent examples (Ix) designates Ixtiman, (K) - Kjustendil, (Gju) - Gjumjurdžina, (G) - Godeč, (S) – Sokolovci, Smoljan region.

(6) Nas e stràx, lèp ako ne dadàt. ‘We are afraid if they don’t give bread’ (Ix) (psych-predicate: Mladenov, 1966: 177); I men nemaše u spisaka. ‘I was also missing from the list’ (Ix); A koga mene potrebe, druk vojnik šte go dokara ‘And when I need it, another soldier will bring it’ (Perdova, Ixtiman region, S 149); Mene duudъ nъ ъkъlъt. (Gju) ‘It comes to my mind’ (Bojadžiev 1964: 212); Mene ju xybavu ‘I feel good’ (Gju) Bojadžiev 1991: 118); N’oj se čìni šàla taja ràbota. ‘To her (dative) this thing seems stupid’ (G) (Videnov 1978: 76); Vas e lèsno ‘It is easy for you’ (K) (Umlenski, 1965: 95)

I starềm stana dragu, pak i men`ề si b dragu. ‘And the old man was happy, and I was happy too (S) (I 44)
It should be noted that in these dialects, absence of clitic reduplication is found not just with Dative or Accusative arguments (experiencers, as well as benefactives/malefactives/possessives), but also with regular predicates taking a direct or an indirect object, like kill and give, e.g. Negu traktor ubi lit. ‘Him killed a tractor’ (Gju) (Bojadžiev 1991: 101); Nas malko dadoa lit. ‘To us they gave little’ (K) (Mladenov 1966: 177). The ‘category of state’ predicates, however, represent the most conspicuous (marked) class of “exceptions”, in view of the obligatoriness of clitic reduplication in all other varieties of Bulgarian. 

Given that the non-reduplicated objects are most frequently, if not exclusively, represented by pronominals, rather than full noun phrases, it can be suggested that the common denominator behind for all the cases with no clitic reduplication is the preservation of Case distinctions (between the Accusative and the Dative) in the pronominal system where, differently from the situation in the standard language, Case morphology persists, albeit sometimes in a relict form (Mladenov 1968). This is especially true for 3p singular and plural pronouns, which seem to be most resistant to Case unification/merger, thus providing a morphological means for the syntactic disambiguation between the direct and the indirect objects in the absence of a clitic. 

To the extent that doubling is found in these dialects, it is extremely restricted and is predominantly used in the following types of syntactic contexts:

A. Accusative and Dative case are not distinguished morphologically (in the pronominal system) so their forms coincide, also as a consequence of dropping of the preposition na ‘to’ which marks analytically the indirect object argument. Cf. the examples in (7): 

(7) Nas tova ni se ne dàva. (G) lit. ‘This is not given us’ (Videnov 1978, 162); Mène tъka mi se ni kè. lit. ‘Me do not want like that.’ (Dervent, region of Dedeagač, Eastern Thrace) (Bojadžiev 1991: 101). 

B. The experiencer argument in constructions with psych-predicates, modal predicates, and predicates of presence/absence is expressed by a Nominative pronoun, instead of a Dative or Accusative one.
  The examples in (8) should be compared to those in (7): 

(8) Ja (Nom) ide mi se ‘I feel like coming’ (Ix) Ja (Nom) me beše stràx. ‘I was scared’ (Ix) (Mladenov 1965: 213); Toj (Nom) go nema tuk. ‘He is not here’ (Ix); Nožat ((Nom) go nema na màsutu. ‘The knife if not on the table’ (G) (Videnov 1978, 161-162); Ja mi ne trebe kràdeno ‘I do not need stolen things’ (G)

Taking into consideration also data from several “transitional” areas w.r.t. reduplication – the Northwestern dialects of Pravec, Trudovec (Botevgrad region), Makocevo (Sofia region, cf. (10) below), i.e. dialect areas whether one finds occasional cases of missing reduplication with experiencer and modal predicates (cf. (10) below), it could be tentatively hypothesized that the entire area with restricted or missing clitic reduplication comprises (parts of) the Northwestern, Southwestern, Rhodope and Thracian dialects.
 

(10) I kato videla, če nema slaninata, t`а sa začudila kakvo da čini. ‘And when she saw that the bacon was missing, she wondered what to do’ (Trudovec, area of Botevgrad, I129)

The four dialect regions outlined above as an area of restricted or absent clitic reduplication have a number of shared phonetic, accentual, morphological and lexical features (Mladenov 1966: 178)
 and as a whole constitute a subpart of what Stojkov (1963a,b) refers to as “the periphery zone of the Bulgarian linguistic territory”, i.e. the zone which includes “bigger of smaller parts of the northwestern, southwestern, and southeastern Bulgaria” and which contains a number of archaic (and common Slavic) properties. It could tentatively be hypothesized that the isogloss which distinguishes presence vs. lack of clitic reduplication runs parallel to other isoglosses dividing the central from the peripherical zone in Stojkov’s (1963a,b) terms, and has a direction north – south – southeast, with key areas are the regions of Ixtiman (a transitional dialect), Kjustendil and Godeč and whose western boundary coincides with the dialects in the area of Gjumjurdžina, and whose eastern bounadary extends towards the Rhodope dialects. Of course, in view of the complexity of the data, it will be premature at this early point of the investigation to make any definite claims about the territorial extent of the phenomenon.  
That the dialectal landscape of the phenomenon is much more complex can be seen also from the fact that, contrary to expectations, reduplication exists even in dialects from the same peripheral area which have preserved pronominal Case distinctions. The examples below are from the Thracian dialects of the Odrin/Adrianopolis region where Accusative and Dative are distinguished for all persons, but the presence of the clitic in the grammaticalized type of reduplication is nevertheless mandatory:  

(11) Meni mă buli răkată ‘My hand aches’; Negă gu e strax ‘He is scared’ (Bojadžiev 1991: 101, 147). 

In the same vein, the rare cases of reduplication (reprisa) in the Ixtiman dialect, as reported by Mladenov (1965, 1966), occur only with 3p pronominals, i.e. precisely with those pronominals which have preserved the Accusative-Dative Case distinctions: nim (dative) vs. nix (accusative).

(12) Nim kakvo im trekne, tova pravjat. ‘They do whatever occurs to them’ (Ix) (Mladenov 1965: 73)

4. Conclusion

To summarize, in this paper, we have identified three types of reduplication in Bulgarian dialects. The first one, which can be labeled reduplication of the pragmatic type, is found across the entire Bulgarian linguistic territory. Its main function is Topic marking, Topic continuation/resumption and the peculiarities of its cross-dialectal distribution stem from pragmatic and historical considerations. The second type is what we labeled grammaticalized reduplication which has a different semantico-syntactic, rather than purely pragmatic, nature. There is also a dialectal area, comprising Northwestern, Southwestern, Thracian and Rhodope dialects where reduplication is highly restricted or absent – an issue, which turns out to be extremely complex and whose syntactic conditions, regional distribution, and diachronic development are in need of an in-depth study.  
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(I) JORDAN IVANOV (săst.), 1978: Bălgarska dialektologija. Hristomatija. Plovdiv.

(MlR) MAKSIM MLADENOV, VASILKA RADEVA (săst.), 1995: Sbornik s teksove i zadači po dialektologija na bălgarskija ezik za studenti ot bălgarska filologija. Sofia.

(S) STOJKO STOJKOV (săst.), 1950: Hristomatija po bălgarska dialektologija. Sofia.

� The capital letter at the end refers to the name of the author of the reader, and the number following it – to the number of the text, from which the example is taken: I – Ivanov (1978), S – Stojkov (1950), MlR Mladenov, Radeva (1995).


� Stojkov (1968) points out that this fact is due to the very nature of dialect speech which exists only in an oral form and in that respect is very close to colloquial speech. Both are characterized by a number of discourse-syntactic phenomena, one of which being object reduplication whose main function is to establish the relation between the sentence and the context of situation or of utterance.


� According to Mirčev (1957: 224), clitic reduplication is typical for the dialects and especially to the western dialects”. Cf. also Rusek (1963: 143) who considers it probable that the process has started first in the western and the Macedonian dialects.


� Within the ‘topic-comment’ articulation Topics are seen as ‘terme de départ’ (points of departure) for what the sentence conveys, linking it to previous discourse and conveying a notion of pragmatic aboutness (Reinhart 1982). Alternatively, under a semantic or ‘notional’ interpretation of the subject-predicate relation, the topic may be defined as the subject of predication, i.e. as the notional subject (Vallduvì 1992).


� According to Stojkov (1962/2002: 260), and Bojadžiev (1991: 101), Nominative experiencers are more typical for the eastern dialects, but we found out that they have a much wider distribution. 


� In all probability, the nominative pronoun expresses simultaneously the experiencer (dative or accusative) argument, reanalyzed as a subject argument, as well as some discourse characteristic of the experiencer such as Topic prominence. Cf. also Mladenov (1968) for a hypothesis that the nominative pronoun is an extra-sentential segment which has become united with the rest of the sentence to formed a single prosodic and syntactic unit. 


�According to Stojkov’s classification, the latter two belong together to the Rhupean dialect group (cf. Stojkov 1962/2002).


� For example in all of these dialects the form of the personal pronouns for 1p pronoun is ja and not as. Cf. (i) and Stojkov 1963b, Mladenov 1966: 178.


(11) Ja še sam kravar dode dojde Dančo ‘I will be the cowboy until Dančo comes (Ix) Mladenov 1966: 176); 


       Ja si znam (K) ‘I know’ (Umlenski 1965: 93);


       Ja ne turjam na sărce sve. (G) ‘I do not put so many emotions’ (Videnov 1978 : 163)
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