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The paper investigates themorphosyntactic properties of relativemarkers in South
Slavic. In Slavic languages, like in many other European languages, relative clauses
can be introduced by two kinds of relative markers: (i) relative complementisers,
which are invariant in their form, and (ii) relative pronouns, which are inflected
(for case, number, and gender, depending on the language). Slavic languages regu-
larly usewh-based complementisers and/or pronouns. Crucially, the two cannot co-
occur: this ban is not grounded in the syntactic structure per se, but it derives from
the feature incompatibility of two wh-based relative markers, which are regularly
equipped with an uninterpretable relative feature. The only exception is Macedo-
nian: in this case, however, there is independent evidence for the complementiser
to have different features, suggesting that while morphological properties are good
predictors for the relevant syntactic constraints, they are not deterministic.

Keywords: demonstrative pronoun, feature checking, finiteness, inflection, inter-
rogative clause, relative clause

1 Introduction

There are various elements that can overtly mark and introduce relative clauses;
two examples from English are given in (1) below:

(1) a. This is the problem which we should solve first.
b. This is the problem that we should solve first.
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On the one hand, there are differences in the etymology (cf. Hopper & Traugott
1993, Heine & Kuteva 2002): relative markers can be interrogative-based, like
which in (1a) above (also: who(m), whose etc.), or demonstrative-based, like that
in (1b) above.

On the other hand, there are differences in the position of these elements:
relative markers can be relative pronouns, like the interrogative-based English
pronouns which, who(m) etc. and the demonstrative-based German pronouns
der/die/das etc., or they can be relative complementisers, like the demonstrative-
based English that and the interrogative-based South German wo (cf. Bayer 1984,
Salzmann 2006, 2017, Brandner & Bräuning 2013, Weiß 2013). Given the posi-
tional differences, it is not surprising that doubling patterns consisting of an
overt relative operator and an overt relative complementiser are attested, as il-
lustrated in (2):

(2) % This is the problem which that we should solve first.

As indicated (%), this pattern is not accepted in all varieties of English (it is, for
instance, excluded from the standard variety).

Regarding Germanic, Bacskai-Atkari (2020) made the observation that while
overt relative pronouns and overt relative complementisers can be combined,
these combinations appear to be restricted by the etymology, in that only asym-
metric combinations are attested as genuine rel+rel combinations; that is, as
combinations where both elements are attested as relative markers on their own
as well.1 This observation raises several questions. First, it should be clarified
how strong the generalisation is cross-linguistically: in this article, I am going
to examine Slavic data in this respect, as Slavic languages are known to have
the various kinds of relative markers mentioned above. Consider the following
examples from Bosnian-Croatian-Serbian (henceforth BCS):

(3) a. čovjek
man

što
that

puši
smokes

‘a/the man that smokes/is smoking’ (Gračanin-Yuksek 2013: 27)
b. čovjek

man
koji
which.nom

puši
smokes

‘a/the man who smokes/is smoking’ (Gračanin-Yuksek 2013: 26)

1As will be discussed in §2, this is not merely the result of what items are available. Both in
English and in German, wh-based pronouns are available; in addition, both of these languages
have varieties where wh-based complementisers are attested. Nevertheless, wh+wh combina-
tions are not attested in these varieties either.
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2 Doubling in South Slavic relative clauses

The relative clause is introduced by the complementiser što in (3a) and by the
relative pronoun koji (inflected for case) in (3b). Both of these elements are wh-
based: as will be discussed in §3, this is the regular Slavic pattern (see Auderset
2020 for typological insights). The relevance of this pattern for testing the valid-
ity of the above-mentioned hypothesis is clear: while Germanic languages tend
to have asymmetric patterns due to the availability of demonstrative-based rela-
tive markers, the wh-based Slavic patterns may provide us insights into whether
the lack of wh+wh patterns is systematic or rather coincidental in nature.

Second, the question arises how apparently excluded combinations can be
analysed synchronically: while pointing to the etymology may be satisfactory
for descriptive purposes, it is highly unlikely that it can be taken as a grammati-
cal constraint per se. In this article, I will argue that the etymological differences
correspond to differences formulated in terms of morphosyntactic features.

Third, related to this, the question arises what independent evidence we have
for the featural properties of individual elements. Without such independent ev-
idence, simply translating etymological differences into features would again
amount to mere descriptive adequacy. The present paper argues that the com-
binations are restricted by the distribution of [rel] features that are ultimately
determined by the etymology, but can show subsequent deviations.

The paper is structured as follows. In §2, I am going to briefly discuss the
observations for Germanic. In §3, I will present the data from (South) Slavic, and
I will provide an analysis for the doubling patterns in §4.

2 Germanic

In Germanic languages, we can observe doubly-filled COMP effects involving an
overt pronoun and an overt complementiser; these can be assigned the schematic
structure shown in Figure 1.2

The combination of a wh-pronoun and a d-complementiser can be observed
in non-standard varieties of English (see van Gelderen 2009) and marginally also
in Swedish, as shown by the data in (4).

2I adopt a single CP analysis for doubling in relative clauses, following Bacskai-Atkari (2020);
under this view, there are no designated projections for left-peripheral elements, unlike in car-
tographic approaches (going back to Rizzi 1997). Note also that while doubling is attested in
these languages, it is altogether not very frequent (unlike in embedded interrogatives, where
doubly-filled COMP effects are widely attested). Bacskai-Atkari (2022) attributes this to dis-
course factors: the relative pronoun is essentially redundant (at least when the relative com-
plementiser is overt).
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CP

which C′

C

that

TP

Figure 1: The structure of doubly-filled COMP

(4) a. It’s down to the community in which that the people live.
(van Gelderen 2013: 59)

b. Detta
this

är
is

studenten
the.student

vilken
which

som
that

bjöd
invited

in
in

Mary.
Mary

‘This is the student who invited Mary.’
(Bacskai-Atkari & Baudisch 2018: 247)

The combination of a d-pronoun and a wh-complementiser can be observed in
South German dialects (Brandner & Bräuning 2013, Weiß 2013, Fleischer 2017),
illustrated for Hessian and for (North) Bavarian in (5a) and in (5b), respectively:3

(5) a. Des
the.n

Geld,
money

des
that.n

wo
rel

ich
I

verdiene,
earn.1sg

des
that.n

geheert
belongs

mir.
I.dat

‘The money that I earn belongs to me.’ (Fleischer 2017)
b. Mei

my
Häusl
house.dim

(…), dös
that.n

wos
rel

dorten
there

unten
below

(…) steht
stands

‘My little house, which stands down there’ (Weiß 2013: 780)

Given the differences between elements related to position and etymology, there
are four logically possible configurations; out of these, only two are attested as
genuine rel+rel combinations (that is, where both members are independently
and productively attested as relative markers). This is shown in Table 1.

While the asymmetric combinations are straightforward, the d+d combina-
tion is at least questionable. On the surface, this kind of combination is attested
in Waasland Dutch (Boef 2013), as shown in (6).

3In these varieties, the wh-based complementisers also regularly introduce relative clauses on
their own. The complementiser wo has a wider distribution geographically; note that it is not
used as a declarative complementiser or as a mere finiteness marker.
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2 Doubling in South Slavic relative clauses

Table 1: Combinations of genuine relative markers

d-complementiser wh-complementiser

d-pronoun –/?? +
wh-pronoun + –

(6) Dat
that

is
is

de
the

man
man

die
who

dat
that

het
the

verhaal
story

verteld
told

heeft.
has

‘That is the man who has done it.’ (Boef 2008: 93)

In this case, however, it is very probable that the combination cannot be consid-
ered as genuine rel+rel. In Dutch, relative clauses introduced by a single dat (as
a complementiser) are found in Vlaams-Brabant Dutch (Boef 2013) and thus not
in the same area where the doubling pattern is attested: in the doubling pattern
in (6), then, the complementiser marks finiteness, not [rel].4

In other words, there is no strong evidence for the existence of genuine d+d
doubling. More importantly, no combinations of the form “wh-pronoun + wh-
complementiser” are attested (even though they would be logically possible in
certain varieties, such as in English with the complementiser what and in South
German with the complementisers wo and was).

4The availability of dat as a finiteness marker is also independently motivated: it is also attested
in embedded constituent questions across Dutch dialects, that is, in environments where it can-
not be a declarative complementiser (see Schallert et al. 2018 for a recent discussion). Another
potential counterexample to the generalisation in Table 1 comes from Old English (see van
Gelderen 2009), as illustrated below:

(i) ac
but

gif
if

we
we

asmeagaþ
consider

þa
those

eadmodlican
humble

dæda
deeds

þa
that

þe
that

he
he

worhte,
wrought

þonne
then

ne
not

þincþ
seems

us
us

þæt
that

nan
no

wundor
wonder

‘But if we consider the humble deeds which he wrought, that will seem no wonder to
us.’ (Blickling Homilies 33; Watanabe 2009: 364, citing Allen 1980)

In Old English, we find the above doubling pattern as an intermediate stage in the process
of reanalysis of one of the d-pronouns (that) into a complementiser, removing the original
complementiser þe (van Gelderen 2009): this suggests that þe was possibly only a finiteness
marker, or that the pronoun was initially still a demonstrative but not [rel]. This (and the
Waasland Dutch pattern) crucially differs from the present-day English pattern, where that-
relatives are common and productive: in otherwords, there is no reason to assume that patterns
like (4a) would involve a mere finiteness marker.
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3 The data

3.1 Relative markers in South Slavic

South Slavic languages are particularly interesting regarding the above generali-
sation, since these languages regularly use wh-based elements (cf. Kljajevic 2012:
36, Auderset 2020) as relative markers. In addition, both major strategies (that is,
pronouns versus complementisers) are attested in (South) Slavic languages.

Consider again the examples from BCS in (3), repeated here for the sake of
convenience as (7):

(7) a. čovjek
man

što
that

puši
smokes

‘a/the man that smokes/is smoking’ (Gračanin-Yuksek 2013: 27)
b. čovjek

man
koji
which.m.nom

puši
smokes

‘a/the man who smokes/is smoking’ (Gračanin-Yuksek 2013: 26)

In (7a), the relative clause is introduced by the complementiser što; in (7b), it
is introduced by the relative pronoun koji, which is, unlike the complementiser,
inflected for case. This becomes evident if we compare the elements above, which
occur in subject relative clauses, to their counterparts in direct object relative
clauses, as shown in (8a) and (8b), and in indirect object relative clauses, as shown
in (8c) and (8d):

(8) a. čovjek
man

što
that

ga
3sg.acc.cl

Jan
Jan

vidi
sees

‘a/the man who Jan sees’ (Gračanin-Yuksek 2013: 27)
b. čovjek

man
kojeg
which.m.acc

Jan
Jan

vidi
sees

‘a/the man who Jan sees’ (Gračanin-Yuksek 2013: 27)
c. čovjek

man.nom
što
that

mu
3sg.dat.cl

Jan
Jan.nom

pokazuje
shows

put
way.acc

‘a/the man to whom Jan shows/is showing the way’
(Gračanin-Yuksek 2013: 27)

d. čovjek
man.nom

kojem
which.m.dat

Jan
Jan.nom

pokazuje
shows

put
way.acc

‘a/the man to whom Jan shows/is showing the way’
(Gračanin-Yuksek 2013: 27)
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2 Doubling in South Slavic relative clauses

As can be seen, while što does not change its form, the relative pronoun is in-
flected for accusative and dative case.5 Importantly, relative operators are phono-
logically identical to their interrogative counterparts (also inflected for case, num-
ber and gender); što is phonologically identical to the most unmarked interroga-
tive form (nominative/accusative; the dative would be čèmu). The interrogative
patterns are illustrated in (9) below:

(9) a. Što
what.acc

je
aux

Marija
Mary

videla?
seen

‘What did Mary see?’ (Halpern 1995: 77)
b. Koji

which.m.nom
čovek
man

je
aux

voleo
seen

Mariju?
Mary.acc

‘Which man saw Mary?’ (Halpern 1995: 78)
c. Koju

which.f.acc
žabu
frog.acc

je
aux

lane
fawn

liznulo?
lick.ptcp

‘Which frog did the fawn lick?’ (Kljajevic 2012: 34)

The syntactic positions of the relevant elements are illustrated in Figures 2 and 3.
We can observe the same variation between complementisers and pronouns in
Macedonian, as shown in (10).

(10) a. Covekot
man.the.m.sg

koj
who.m.sg

vleze
come.aor.3sg

e
is

moj
my.m.sg

sosed.
neighbour

‘The man who came in is my neighbour.’ (Bužarovska 2009: 232)
b. Covekot

man.the.m.sg
što
that

go
3sg.acc.cl

sretnavme
meet.aor.1pl

e
is

moj
my.m.sg

sosed.
neighbour

‘The man whom we met is my neighbour.’ (Bužarovska 2009: 232)

5Note also another difference between the two strategies in (8), which cannot be seen in (7):
the direct object and the indirect object relative clauses with što contain a resumptive pronoun
(ga and mu, respectively), while this is not the case in the counterparts containing the relative
pronoun. Resumptive pronouns are used to lexicalise the gap in certain languages: since in
this respect they are similar to relative pronouns, it is actually expected that they should not
co-occur with the relative pronoun while they can (and in the given cases, must, see Gračanin-
Yuksek 2013: 27) surface when the relative clause is introduced by a complementiser. In this
respect, the presence/absence of resumptive pronouns in (8) is yet another indicator for the
structural difference between the relative markers under scrutiny. Note that the absence of
resumptive pronouns in subject relative clauses is also expected: resumptive pronouns are
more likely to occur in functions that are lower in the Noun Phrase Accessibility Hierarchy,
and subjects constitute the highest function, so that the use of resumptive pronouns in this
function is extremely rare cross-linguistically (Keenan & Comrie 1977).
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CP

koji/kojeg/… C′

C

∅

TP

Figure 2: The position of relative
pronouns in Slavic

CP

Op C′

C

što

TP

Figure 3: The position of relative
complementisers in Slavic

Again, both elements are interrogative-based. This is illustrated in (11) below:

(11) a. Što
what

jade
eats

deteto?
child.the

‘What does the child eat?’ (Lazarova-Nikovska 2013: 134)
b. Koj

who.cl
te
2sg.acc.cl

potseti?
reminded.3sg.perf.prs

‘Who reminded you?’ (Tomić 2006)

Slovene also makes use of both strategies, as illustrated in (12):

(12) a. Poznam
know.1sg

človeka,
man.acc

katerega
which.acc

so
aux.3pl

iskali.
looked.for

‘I know the man who they were looking for.’ (Hladnik 2010: 10)
b. Poznam

know.1sg
človeka,
man.acc

ki
that

so
aux.3pl

ga
m.acc.cl

iskali.
looked.for

‘I know the man that they were looking for.’ (Hladnik 2010: 10)

The relative pronoun is inflected and it is obviously awh-based element (Mitrović
2016: 225); the complementiser ki lacks an interrogative counterpart in the mod-
ern language (Mitrović 2016: 225) but it derives from Proto-Indo-European *kʷís
‘who, what’ and Slovene ki developed into an interrogative complementiser after
the 14th century (Mitrović 2016: 225). As Hladnik (2010: 38) notes, citing Cazinkić
(2001), ki is often perceived to be a reduced form of the relative pronoun, which
is etymologically wrong. Further, prescriptive rules favour the pronoun strategy
over the complementiser strategy (Hladnik 2010: 38): this is in fact reminiscent
of the situation in West Germanic.
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2 Doubling in South Slavic relative clauses

3.2 A note on Bulgarian

Bulgarian represents a special case within South Slavic regarding relative mark-
ers. Both strategies (the pronoun strategy and the complementiser strategy) can
be observed in Bulgarian, with the colloquial complementiser deto (Rudin 2014)
and with regular relative pronouns, as shown by the corpus examples taken from
Bužarovska (2009) in (13):

(13) a. Imaše
have.imperf.3sg

xora,
people

koito
who.pl

ne
not

viždaxa
see.imperf.3sg

ništo
nothing

pred
before

sebe
own

si.
cl

‘There were people who saw nothing in front of them.’
(Bužarovska 2009: 249)

b. Da
sm

bjaxa
be.pl.imperf

mi
1sg.dat.cl

kazali,
told.pl.part

če
that

ima
has

xora,
people

deto
that

bjagat
run.3pl

ot
from

dobroto
good.the.n.sg

kato
like

zajci
rabbits

ot
from

kopoj…
hound.m.sg

‘If I had been told that there are people who run away from good like
rabbits from a hound…’ (Bužarovska 2009: 249)

The relative operator is evidently wh-based; as for deto, it also goes back to an
interrogative operator (Bužarovska 2009: 234; see Krapova 2010: 1241 for a more
detailed analysis) and, as mentioned above, it counts as colloquial, reminiscent
of the prescriptive preferences for relative pronouns in Slovene and in West Ger-
manic.

Note that the situation in Bulgarian is in fact somewhat more complex, as
wh-pronouns in relative pronouns are apparently complex: koito consists of the
wh-base koj and the element -to (this pattern is productive, e.g. kakvo-to ‘what’
or kolko-to ‘how much’), whereby the status of -to is subject to much debate, as
discussed by Rudin (2014) in detail. The most important question in this respect
is whether the combination is primarily syntactic (involving distinct syntactic
positions) or morphological (involving a single syntactic node). Unlike što, -to is
not available as a complementiser in other constructions and it does not resem-
ble a wh-element either (Rudin 2014: 322). Rudin (2009) analyses this element
as a specifically relative complementiser: in this case, Bulgarian would in fact
show doubling, but note that as -to is not a wh-based element, this does not go
against the generalisation under scrutiny here, i.e. that wh+wh combinations
are regularly not attested; further, -to is not available as a relative marker on its
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own, so that a genuine rel+rel doubling pattern would not arise either. Rudin
(2014: 324) remarks that the complementiser approach faces problems with com-
plex wh-phrases such as kolkoto goljam ‘how big’, where -to appears to be incor-
porated into the wh-phrase. According to Rudin (2014), a further problem lies in
the fact that the complementiser accountwould predict more parallelismwith što,
which is problematic as e.g. što in Macedonian is banned from comparatives but
Bulgarian -to is not. This is, however, not a strong counterargument: as argued
by the present paper, relative complementisers may show different behaviour
(and distribution) due to their different featural properties; further, relative com-
plementisers appearing in comparatives show considerable variation, and što is
in fact available in comparatives in BCS (see Bacskai-Atkari 2016 for discussion).
Other analyses include treating -to as a definiteness marker (e.g. Izvorski 2000;
see Rudin 2009 and Rudin 2014: 322–323 for counterarguments) or as a morpho-
logical marker of relative pronouns (Hauge 1999, see Rudin 2014: 325 for some
concerns): in these cases, however, no complex left periphery is involved and
these accounts would again not be problematic for the issues discussed in the
present paper. For this reason, Bulgarian -to will not be discussed in §4.

3.3 Interim summary and outlook

In sum, it is evident that South Slavic languages by default show variation be-
tween the relative complementiser strategy and the relative operator strategy. It
is worth mentioning that this kind of variation is not restricted to South Slavic
but can be more generally observed across Slavic languages, though the exact
distribution and acceptability patterns differ.

In West Slavic, the standard option seems to be the use of relative pronouns,
but once non-standard varieties are also taken into account, we can also find
relative complementisers in these languages, i.e. Czech and Polish co and Slovak
čo (Šimík 2008, Guz 2017, Minlos 2012).

In East Slavic, both relative pronouns and relative complementisers are at-
tested: while Russian čto is a markedly colloquial option (Meyer 2017), Ukrainian
and Belarusian ščo seems to be more widespread (Danylenko 2018).

In other words, the variation between the relative complementiser strategy
and the relative operator strategy is not restricted to South Slavic languages but
can be found more generally in Slavic languages. The complementiser strategy
is overall more restricted; South Slavic seems to offer the best testing ground for
potential wh+wh combinations. For this reason, I am going to restrict myself to
the discussion of South Slavic data in the discussion to follow.
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2 Doubling in South Slavic relative clauses

4 Doubling

4.1 A note on features

I adopt standard minimalist assumptions regarding formal features, going back
to Chomsky (1995); see also Zeijlstra (2014). According to this, the kind of features
that can participate inmorphosyntactic operations are called formal features: this
set of features intersects with semantic features. Interpretable formal features are
in the intersection; uninterpretable features are pure formal features (they cannot
be interpreted at LF) and need to be checked off (or, in more recent terms, valued);
this can be done via a matching interpretable feature. Note that the presence of
any uninterpretable feature, [u-F], on a certain element implies only that the
particular feature is not interpretable on that given element in LF, and it does
not imply in any way that the given element would lack other semantic features
(or meaning).

4.2 The analysis of doubling patterns

As mentioned in §2, doubling patterns appear to be asymmetric; this observation
led Bacskai-Atkari (2020) to the hypothesis that the observed differences may be
due to differences in the interpretability of [rel] features. According to this, we
should have the following distribution: d-pronouns and d-complementisers are
[i-rel] and wh-pronouns and wh-complementisers are [u-rel].6

6One might wonder why this should be so: so far, this hypothesis gives the right empirical
predictions, yet it would be desirable to detect more general properties behind the particular
feature distribution. As far as Germanic is concerned, it is evident that demonstrative-based
elements constitute the older strategy (see Ringe & Taylor 2014: 467 for Old English þe and
Axel-Tober 2017: 46 for Old High German the): wh-based elements were introduced later into
headed relative clauses, via analogy (from free relatives and interrogatives). Apart from this,
note that the source elements differ in terms of definiteness features: demonstratives are defi-
nite, while the wh-base itself is indefinite (see Watanabe 2009, who also shows that the indef-
inite wh-base in English was also quantificational, turning the clause into a complete proposi-
tion, which was incompatible with headed relatives). Relative pronouns are co-referential with
the head noun under a matching analysis (cf. Salzmann 2017: 55–179) and definite pronouns
are thus natural candidates as anaphors. Indeed, the reanalysis of demonstrative markers into
C-elements is traditionally considered to have evolved from paratactic structures involving a
genuine demonstrative pronoun, since such examples are indeed possible and attested unlike
with interrogative pronouns (but see Axel-Tober 2017 for a critical evaluation of this as the sole
trigger of the relevant changes). In this sense, it is possible that the features [i-rel] and [u-rel]
are ultimately related to the definite versus indefinite distinction, respectively. Future research
will have to determine whether this idea is on the right track and, if so, how the diachronic
feature inheritance can be modelled.
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At any rate, the asymmetric patterns ensure proper feature checking, as shown
in Figures 4 and 5. In both configurations, the uninterpretable feature is properly
checked off by its interpretable counterpart. By contrast, symmetric patterns are
essentially problematic for feature checking. In the case of two [i-rel] features,
the movement of the operator is not motivated; in the case of two [u-rel] features,
the uninterpretable feature cannot be checked off. Relative complementisers reg-
ularly encode finiteness, [fin].

CP

which[u-rel] C′

C[i-rel],[fin]

that[i-rel],[fin]

TP

Figure 4: Features in wh+d

CP

der[i-rel] C′

C[u-rel],[fin]

wo[u-rel],[fin]

TP

Figure 5: Features in d+wh

Regarding the former, we observed in §3 that some d-pronoun+ d-complemen-
tiser combinations seem to exist, even though they were classed as not genuine.
In the case of Waasland Dutch, the complementiser dat marks finiteness, and is
thus underspecified for [rel]. In the case of Old English, þe was in the process
of losing its [i-rel] specification, ultimately changing into being underspecified
for [rel] and marking finiteness only, similarly to the Waasland Dutch combina-
tion.7 This suggests that d+d patterns can be accounted for in this model: an
underspecified complementiser is used to lexicalise the complementiser and the
abstract [u-rel] feature can be checked off regularly by the pronoun, as illustrated
for Waasland Dutch in Figure 6.8

7Note that this does not make two projections necessary (i.e., one for clause type and one for
finiteness, as in cartographic approaches like that of Rizzi 1997 or Baltin 2010), as also shown
by Bacskai-Atkari (2020) for embedded interrogatives. Intervening elements (which are often
used as arguments for designated projections in cartographic approaches) are not attested in
Germanic between clause-type markers (including finiteness markers).

8The mismatch between the underlying syntactic feature bundle and the inserted vocabulary
item is in line with the core property of Distributed Morphology called Underspecification,
according to which the inserted Vocabulary Items (the phonological expressions of abstract
words) are not necessarily fully specified for the particular syntactic positions where they are
inserted (see McGinnis-Archibald 2016: 401–405 for a summary; see Halle & Marantz 1994,
Harley & Noyer 1999). This is a basic property of Late Insertion and it does not go against
inclusiveness (Chomsky 1995: 225).
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2 Doubling in South Slavic relative clauses

CP

die[i-rel] C′

C[u-rel],[fin]

dat[fin]

TP

Figure 6: Doubling in Waasland Dutch

Note that there is independent evidence for the d-complementiser as under-
specified for [rel]: the same complementiser appears in declaratives, where there
are no head nouns. One might wonder why lexicalising the (finite) C position is
necessary: this seems to be a general tendency in Germanic (Bacskai-Atkari 2018,
2020) and it is not of further interest in this paper.

Crucially, themore problematic wh+whpatterns are not attested in Germanic.
However, South Slavic shows variation here: while such combinations are not
attested in BCS (Goodluck & Stojanović 1996: 292) and Slovene (Hladnik 2010:
12–13), this pattern appears to be possible in Macedonian (Rudin 2014: 320). This
is illustrated by the following example:

(14) čovekot
the.man

koj-što
who-that

zboruva
talks

‘the man who is talking’ (Rudin 2014: 316)

The pattern in (14) seems to be productive: it is attested with all relative pro-
nouns. The only exception is when the pronoun also has the form što, so that
the sequence *što što is ungrammatical (Rudin 2014: 320, citing Kramer 1999).
This may well be a phonological constraint (and as such it is not direct evidence
against the pronominal status of the second što element): as shown by Bošković
(2002), similar constraints can be observed in multiple wh-fronting in Slavic lan-
guages.

Importantly, both relative markers in (14) are clearly interrogative-based, as
their surface-identical counterparts are available as interrogative operators, as
shown in (11) above and in (15) below:

(15) a. Koj
who

zboruva?
talks

‘Who is talking?’ (Rudin 2014: 315)
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b. Što
what

sakaš?
want.2sg

‘What do you want?’ (Rudin 2014: 320)

The data thus suggest that (14) apparently has a wh+wh pattern, which seems
to contradict the hypothesis mentioned above. In order to determine to what
extent (14) actually poses a problem for the theory, the distribution of the com-
plementiser should be examined further. In Macedonian, što is also available as
a declarative complementiser (Rudin 2014), as demonstrated in (16):

(16) Se
refl

raduvam,
rejoice.1sg

što
that

ve
you.pl.acc

gledam.
see.1sg

‘I am happy that I see you.’ (Tomić 2006: 419)

This differs from the wh-based complementisers in Germanic, which may also be
the reason for the differences regarding the doubling patterns in relative clauses.
Regarding the status of što in relative clauses, Rudin (2014: 320) provides strong
arguments that it should definitely taken to be a complementiser (contrary to
Tomić 2012). First, the doubly-filled COMP patterns such as (14) indicate that it
cannot be a pronoun, as it appears in addition to the relative pronoun:9 note that
the word order constraint follows from the internal structure of the CP (Bacskai-
Atkari 2018, 2020). Second, there is independent evidence for što being a comple-
mentiser otherwise, see (16) above. Third, prepositions cannot take relative što
as a complement (the same applies to English that).10

Based on these observations, the structure in itself is not problematic, as it
appears to demonstrate the same underlying syntax as the doubling patterns
mentioned above and it can be derived from the structures in Figures 2 and 3 in
a straightforward way, as shown in Figure 7.

9Unlike interrogative pronouns, which can co-occur in a single clause, there can only be a single
relative pronoun in a relative clause: the head noun is co-referential with the relative pronoun,
which can be base-generated only in a single position. See also Rudin (2014: 320).

10This is shown by the following example:

(i) * studentkata,
student

za
about

što
that

zboruvame
speak.1pl

Intended: ‘the student about whom we speak’ (Rudin 2014: 320)

Rudin (2014: 320), citing Tomić (2012) and Kramer (1999), confirms that such patterns are im-
possible in relative clauses. Note that this of course does not imply anything about the inter-
rogative pronoun što in questions.

52



2 Doubling in South Slavic relative clauses

CP

koj C′

C

što

TP

Figure 7: Doubling in Macedonian

The question is rather what the feature specification of što is. In essence, there
are two possibilities: (i) underspecification for [rel], just like dat in Waasland
Dutch, or (ii) specification as [i-rel].

Regarding the first hypothesis, we can establish the following. Underspecifica-
tion in itself is plausible under a late insertion approach (Halle & Marantz 1993;
see also the discussion in this section above), inasmuch as the abstract under-
lying head is lexicalised by a partial match (see Figure 6 for Waasland Dutch).
This assumption is less problematic if the abstract head is [u-rel] than when it
is [i-rel], since uninterpretable features are deleted anyway after check-off, so
that Vocabulary Insertion taking place in the morphological component (after
Spell-Out) does not actually see [u-rel]. The same argumentation does not fol-
low automatically for [i-rel], though: leaving the C position in Macedonian as
underspecified or as [u-rel] would require the relative pronoun to be specified as
[i-rel], but there is no independent evidence for Macedonian wh-operators to be
different from the general properties of wh-based relative markers, that is, creat-
ing an exception for wh-based relative pronouns in Macedonian as [i-rel] would
be ad hoc.11 In principle, this possibility cannot be excluded but making such an
assumption without independent evidence would be merely descriptive at this
stage.

On the other hand, however, we have independent evidence for što having
different properties from the Germanic pattern. In the hypothesis formulated in
(ii) above, što is [i-rel], which actually implies a difference from the Germanic
pattern. There are two points of interest here. First, doubling patterns in Ger-
manic are primarily attested in embedded interrogatives and much less in rela-
tive clauses (Bacskai-Atkari 2022), due to the lexicalisation preference on C: the

11This crucially differs from the Dutch scenario, where the d-pronoun can regularly be assumed
to have an [i-rel] specification, in line with the general hypothesis.
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same does not apply to Slavic. In other words, while both language groups may
show doubling patterns in relative clauses, the underlying reasons are likely to
be different, and thus it cannot be expected that the two groups show parallel
behaviour in all respects. Second, regarding the status of što, it should be noted
that such relative declarative complementisers in South Slavic introduce factives
and not all kinds of declarative clauses, unlike what we can observe in Germanic.

Consider the following examples from BCS:

(17) a. Jesam
aux.1sg

ti
you.dat

rekao
told

da
that

je
aux.3sg

Marija
Marija

orišla
gone

na
on

odmor?
vacation

‘Did I tell you that Marija went on vacation?’ (Arsenijević 2020: 341)
b. Jesam

aux.1sg
ti
you.dat

rekao
told

što
that

je
aux.3sg

Marija
Marija

orišla
gone

na
on

odmor?
vacation

‘Did I tell you that Marija went on vacation?’ (it is a fact that she did)
(Arsenijević 2020: 341)

In (17a), the embedded clause is non-factive: it may or may not be true that Marija
went on vacation. In (17b), however, the embedded clause is factive: this is the
context where što can appear. As Arsenijević (2020) argues, što-declaratives have
referential properties and are thus similar to relative clauses (see Krapova 2010:
1266 for Bulgarian and Macedonian and Bužarovska 2009 and Browne 1986: 69
for Macedonian; see also Aboh 2005 for factives being a special kind of relative
clause).12 However, notice that there is no head noun and no relative operator
movement in such configurations: this indicates that što cannot be [u-rel] in these
constructions, as there would be no element to check off this feature. In other
words, while the interrogative element can be assumed to have a regular [u-rel]
feature, this feature is lost in factive declaratives.13 This leads to the configuration
shown in Figure 8.

12This may be related to the fact that što-relatives in BCS are used in relative clauses where the
head noun is familiar (see Arsenijević 2020: 341–342). Note that the familiarity of the referent
(as expressed by the head noun) does not equal definiteness on the relative pronoun, as famil-
iarity and definiteness are distinct (though not unrelated) properties. Consider the following
example:

(i) I saw a/the shopkeeper who was wearing a kilt.

In (i), the head noun is either indefinite or definite: this does not affect the relative marker (the
pronoun who).

13Note that the similarities between (factive) declaratives and relative clauses do not make the
two constructions equal. In particular, they differ in terms of operator movement, as shown
by Arsenijević (2009). In (headed) relative clauses, the matrix correlate (the head noun) is co-
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CP

koj[u-rel] C′

C[i-rel],[fin]

što[i-rel],[fin]

TP

Figure 8: Features involved in doubling in Macedonian

Note that the loss of [u-rel] does notmake [i-rel] automatically available on the
inserted lexical items as an inherent property: in particular, there is no wh+wh
doubling in ordinary relative clauses in BCS, so there is no reason to assume
that BCS što in ordinary relative clauses would be [i-rel]. By contrast, we can ob-
serve wh+wh doubling in ordinary relative clauses in Macedonian, indicating
that Macedonian što is available as [i-rel]. In this way, we can set up an implica-
tional hierarchy: wh-based declaratives are a prerequisite for wh+wh doubling
in ordinary relative clauses but not vice versa. That is, the existence of wh-based
declaratives does not imply the existence of wh+wh doubling in ordinary rela-
tive clauses.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, I examined doubling in South Slavic relative clauses, concentrat-
ing on the effects of the morphological inventory: crucially, both wh-pronouns
and wh-complementisers are available in these languages. The typological pre-
dictions based on Germanic and Slavic are the following: (i) genuine wh+wh
combinations are not attested, and (ii) the only exception is Macedonian, where

referential with the relative pronoun, which is interpreted in the relativisation site (the base
position) and in the CP-domain (the landing site): such elements undergo movement. By con-
trast, while Arsenijević (2009) assumes that there is also a matrix correlate in (factive) declara-
tives, the co-referential nominal element in the subordinate clause has its relativisation site at
the top of their structure, that is, in the projection that specifies the illocutionary force of the
clause. In other words, this configuration involves a higher projection site and no relative op-
erator movement; consequently, the feature checking relation discussed in the present article
does not apply.
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the wh-complementiser što has different properties (as supported by indepen-
dent evidence), indicating that further (featural) reanalysis is possible. This in-
dicates that while morphological properties are decisive for most patterns, they
do not prohibit further grammaticalisation even in languages where the original
wh-element is still available. In this sense, morphological properties are not deter-
ministic, as morphosyntactic features may deviate from the original, predictable
patterns.

Abbreviations

1 first person
2 second person
3 third person
acc accusative
aor aorist
aux auxiliary
cl clitic
dat dative
dim diminutive
f feminine
imperf imperfective
m masculine

n neutral
nom nominative
part particle
perf perfective
pl plural
prs present tense
ptcp participle
refl reflexive
rel relative
sg singular
sm subject marker
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