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[SLIDE 2] In Slavic linguistics, the Macedonian language has been noted both for its innovations and for its conservative features. Examining Macedonian grammar, one may remark both on the Balkan and on the Slavic commonalities that it reflects. One may also notice interesting typological parallels with unrelated and non-proximate languages, such as Hungarian, in the degree to which Macedonian object doubling approaches polypersonal, head-marked object agreement.

[SLIDE 3] I would like to pursue all three of these avenues of comparison to approach an intriguing aspect of the Macedonian grammatical system—clitic doubling in object relative clauses. I wish to show that the circumstances under which objects raised from relative clauses do or do not undergo clitic doubled within the clause set Macedonian apart from Balkan neighbors, Slavic relatives, and typological fellows. Instead, internal consistency holds here, and clitic doubling in Macedonian object relative clauses parallels clitic doubling, also known as object reduplication, in Macedonian main clauses. This demonstrates the pervasiveness of Macedonian’s particular blend of grammatical and pragmatic determiners for agreement between verb phrase head and direct or indirect object. It also highlights another grammatical dimension along which Balkan languages may be fruitfully compared.


[SLIDE 4] Clitic doubling, or object reduplication, may be defined as ‘the use of clitics or weak resumptive object pronouns that agree in gender, number, and case with the nonclitic/strong pronoun or substantive they refer to,’ a definition I drew from Victor Friedman (2006). Here I will use ‘object reduplication’ to refer specifically to the Balkanism, the coocurrence of an object clitic pronoun and a substantive or full pronoun in main clauses, while I will use ‘clitic doubling’ to speak of this structure more generally, including doubling between a noun and a restrictive relative clause containing a co-referring clitic. This is not necessarily to draw a definitional distinction between these two structures. Indeed, my suspicion is that in Macedonian, object relative clitic doubling and main clause object reduplication are highly interrelated. But some languages may permit clitic doubling across a relative clause while prohibiting anything resembling Macedonian object reduplication within a single, main clause. I make a temporary distinction between these two terms to allow for this possibility within the context of my presentation.


Object reduplication has been quite thoroughly studied, both within Macedonian’s own system and in comparison to similar structures in other Balkan languages. [SLIDE 5 DISCUSS] Approaches to clitic doubling in Macedonian object relative clauses, in comparison, have been somewhat less prominent in studies of Macedonian’s Balkan features. [SLIDE 6] It is generally agreed that the doubling of definite objects raised from relative clauses is obligatory—a feature that distinguishes Macedonian from Bulgarian, where it is optional in the standard language (Bužarovska 2008). Wayles Browne (1970) in his analysis of standard Macedonian declares that all objects raised out of relative clauses must be doubled, whether definite or indefinite. But Browne’s data stems only from the standard language as it was prescribed in the 1970s. This does not match the patterns of relative clause usage found in colloquial Macedonian, nor does it even match consensus on the standard language today (Bužarovska 2008)[DISCUSS]. [SLIDE 7] Suzanna Topolińska (1981: 114) opens the possibility for variation in use of clitic doubling with relative clauses by noting that nonspecific objects do not undergo clitic doubling. She attributes this to a principle that “the rule specifying conditions for introduction of pronominal clitics as corollaries to the article works through the boundary of the relative clause.”

The rule of which she speaks is, in fact, somewhat complex. Like relativized definite objects, main clause definite objects obligatorily co-refer with a pronominal clitic to the verb. The clitic is so closely attached that this is akin to a marker of polypersonal agreement (Aronson 2007). In colloquial Macedonian, object reduplication is only fully grammaticalized with definite direct objects. All other types of objects appear both reduplicated and non-reduplicated, depending on a complex interaction of semantic, pragmatic, and syntactic determiners. [SLIDE 8 DISCUSS] Of particular interest are those circumstances when indefinite objects are doubled, as these cases demonstrate the greatest facultivity and pragmatic orientation. If it is true that the rules determining object reduplication in matrix clauses extend to the doubling of relativized objects, then it follows that the same facultivity and pragmatic conditioning will hold for indefinite affiliates of object relative clauses. Just as there is a possibility of object reduplication with nonspecific direct objects in the colloquial language, so there should be a possibility of clitic doubling with nonspecific, relativized objects.

[SLIDE 9] This quote from a Macedonian newspaper article is an example that demonstrates such is the case. [DISCUSS] Worth noting is that this sentence is found in direct quotation, which relaxes the limitations of written register and allows colloquial grammatical patterns to emerge. This data contradicts Topolińska’s assertion that nonspecific relativized objects do not undergo object doubling. But it supports and reinforces her general point that the pragmatic dimensions of Macedonian object reduplication extend clitic doubling in relative clauses if we take the full spectrum of object reduplication possibilities into account.

At this time, I would like to place the behavior of Macedonian object relative clauses in a broader context. Per the theme of this conference, Macedonian a Slavic language. Though object reduplication is limited to those Slavic languages and dialects that share Macedonian’s location in the southern Balkans language contact zone, doubling of a relativized object with a clitic or resumptive pronoun is quite common in Slavic as a whole (Gołąb & Friedman 1972). This construction involves the use of an indeclinable interrogative pronoun like što, co, or ki, and a pronominal form or a prepositional phrase with a pronominal to express the gender, number, and case information of the relativized object. This has been called the relativum generale (Topolińska 1981) and appears in BCS, a language system that shares many of Macedonian’s Slavic features, but lacks many of its Balkan features (Browne 1986). [SLIDE 9] However, in BCS, object doubling appears to be conditioned by the need for a morphological expression of agreement features that cannot be expressed with the relativum generale. [DISCUSS] The declinable relative pronoun koji prohibits object doubling. Contrast this with Macedonian, where we have seen that the equivalent pronoun koj can be doubled whether it is declined for case or not. It is interesting to note that inanimate objects in the relativum generale construction in BCS may optionally go undoubled (Browne 1986), but this limited facultativity does not close the gap between BCS and Macedonian. [SLIDE 11 DISCUSS APOLOGIZE] The factors that appear to motivate the Slavic relativum generale, particularly the need for a morphological expression of grammatical agreement, do not determine relative clause object doubling in Macedonian. 
Given the extent of similarity between object reduplication and relative clause clitic doubling in Macedonian, and the fact that clitic doubling is well-known as a shared feature of Balkan languages, one may ask whether the form of relative clause found in Macedonian is the result of general Balkan convergence. The language which I know best for making this comparison is Albanian. Albanian has similar, though not identical distributions of object reduplication. Albanian also possesses object relative clauses both with and without an object doubling clitic. However, the deciding factor for this variation in Albanian is quite different.

[SLIDE 12] Albanian allows doubling of relativized direct objects, but only if they are indefinite. Definite, direct objects may not co-refer with a doubling clitic. Dalina Kallulli (1999) has argued that there is a strong syntactic basis for this pattern. [DISCUSS SLIDE 13, 14, 15] The choice of underlying syntactic role determines whether a doubling clitic appears in the relative clause or not and thus conditions the facultivity of this structure for indefinite nouns relativized with që.

The facultativity of doubling indefinite objects in Albanian offers intriguing parallels with Macedonian. Referring back to the Balkan context of this comparison, it is worth noting that Kallulli believes her analysis can be extended to Greek as well, another member of the Balkan linguistic league. Greek object relative clauses with invariant complementizer pu show the same behavior as Albanian object relative clauses. Theodora Alexopoulou (2010) pursues a formal syntactic explanation in Greek similar to what we have seen here for the facultativity of clitic doubling indefinite relativized objects and the prohibition against it for their definite counterparts (Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou 1997), which she notes is common cross-linguistically. She expands her survey to incorporate many other languages into a notion of grammaticalized resumption, where a resumptive pronoun strategy becomes generalized due to underlying dynamics of noun phrase movement.

[SLIDE 16] However, it is not possible to include Macedonian as an example of grammaticalized resumption, for its definite relativized objects do not behave as Alexopoulou or Kallulli’s syntactic explanation would predict. Definite objects in Macedonian are not only allowed to clitic double within the relative clause; they are required to double. Indefinite objects are not required to clitic double, regardless of the relativizer used. If it is generally accepted in the Minimalist approach to syntax that relativized definites are base-generated as bare nouns and acquire definiteness through raising to a position within the matrix clause DP (Sugaware 1998), then we must also accept that a formalist syntactic explanation that works for relative clauses in Macedonian’s Balkan neighbors does not work for Macedonian itself. The motive for Macedonian clitic doubling in relative clauses cannot be asymmetries in movement operations as posited for either Albanian or Greek.

I would like to make one further comparison with a language farther afield, inspired by Howard Aronson’s (2007) discussion of clitic doubling in Macedonian and its functional convergence with direct object marking in Hungarian. [SLIDE 17] These languages share a typological similarity in that they both engage in special marking of the verb to indicate a direct, definite object. In Hungarian, this is a separate set of 3rd person singular and plural desinences for the verb. In Macedonian, this is the object doubling clitic.  Aronson connects these similarities with a structural convergence toward making the transitive verb the ‘marked’ category. In Macedonian, transitive verbs are marked by object clitics, whereas intransitive verbs are unmarked. [DISCUSS] This differs from Slavic in general, where intransitive is the marked category through the attachment of a reflexive pronoun. Considering the structural convergence on this point between Hungarian and Macedonian, I was curious to know whether they converged in the treatment of relative clauses. This is an especially intriguing path of analysis because the Hungarian ‘definite’ conjugation is suspected of having developed from a cliticized third-person pronoun, in effect clitic doubling of the sort found in Macedonian taken to the stage of full incorporation into the verb [DISCUSS].

[SLIDE 18] It is remarkable to find, then, that Macedonian and Hungarian diverge sharply in their treatment of relative clauses. Hungarian does not allow any use of the definite conjugation within the relative clause to mark a relativized definite object. This would be equivalent to a prohibition of clitic doubling within the clause, quite far from what we find in Macedonian. The key appears to be the incorporation of interrogative into the Hungarian relativizer (de Groot 2009). Hungarian prohibits the use of the definite conjugation to mark an interrogative pronoun as a direct object, because interrogatives inquire after non-identifiable referents. Caspar de Groot argues that this implies the underlying determiner for the Hungarian definite conjugation is identifiability, rather than definiteness. Thus the prohibition on use of the definite conjugation within a relative clause extends even to definite associates of the relative, since they are relativized by something that was once an interrogative pronoun. What may be concluded from this divergence is that the structural similarities between Hungarian and Macedonian direct objects in matrix clauses do not necessarily lead to the same treatment of these objects extracted from relative clauses. In both Macedonian and Hungarian, marked transitivity on the verb is conditioned by more than just grammatical role of the object. A small divergence in the underlying discourse structuring role of these two languages’ parallel transitivity structures leads to a very wide divergence in their treatments of relative clauses.
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