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" 1. Introduction

This paper examines the distribution of focused elements in Bulgarian (BL) and
Russian (RS) yes-no questions formed with the question marker /i, We propose that
is an interrogative ({+Q}) complementizer that can also check a {+F(ocus)] feature.
Overt XP-movement for checking of the [+F] feature in a Spec-head configuration
with /i obhga!only results in a focus-presupposition construction (in the sense of
Jackendoff 1972) .In the absence of [+F], the verb uadergoes head-movement to /i,
and the result is a neutral question not partitioned into focus and presupposition. .
Thus, yes-no questions can either be neutral, in that they question the existence of an
event/state of affeirs, or contain a focused element, in which case the remainder of the
clause is presupposed; the difference between these two types of questions is coded by

_ the type of constituent that precedes li.

* We thank Catherine Chvany, Barbaxa Partee, and Chris Pitén for helpful comments and
suggestions. We also want to thank Arno Antilla, Erika Mitchell, 1da Toivonen, and Anne ‘Vainikka
for help with the Finnish data, as well as Ali Eminov and Beryl Hoffinan for help with the Turkish
data
* Seealso Kiefer 1980, Hajitovi 1983, among others for discussion of presupposition and focus in
questions. The presupposition associated with Ji<questions in which XP-movement has ocoused is an
open praposition whose semantic variable corzesponds (in general) to the moved XP; the focus
instantiates the variable in the open proposition.
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In both Bulgarian and Russiah, 4 occurs in two symsectic enviromments (Restan
1972, Rudin 1993, King 1994, 1zvorski 1994); either a maximal projection or the verb
can occur before /i, as in (1) and (2).2 Indirect questions conform to the same pattern;
embedding (1) and (2) preserves their word order.

(1) a [Na Manja]li dadoxte nagradata?
to Maria Q gave the-prize
'Was it to Maria that you gave the prize? (BL)

b. [Dadoxte] i nagradata ne Marija?
gave Q the-prize to Marig
"Did you give the prize to Maria? (BL)

. {2)  a [Knigu] #4 Asna proéitala?
: book Q Anna read
‘Wes it a book that Anna read? (RS)

b. {Proditala} i Anna knigu?
read Q Anna book
'Did Anna read a book? (RS)

We propose that these two word-order possibilities not only reflect different syntactic
structures, but are also associated with different focus readings. The XP-k
construction involves obligatory focusing of the initial maximal projection, with
concurrent presupposition- of the non-fronted portion of the clause. In contrast, the
V-li construction has 2 neutral reading which questions the existence of the clausal
event/state of affuirs. For example, in (2a) the direct object knigu book' appears in
initial position, followed by K. It is the focus of the question. The speaker is asking
about the ideatity of what was read, and it is presupposed that Anna read something.
The reading is similar to that which arises when 'book’ is clefted in the English
transtation: ‘Was it a book that Anpa read’. In contrast, in (2b) the verb appears in
initial position followed by Ji, and the entire clause is questioned. That is, the question
is asking whether a reading of a book by Anna took place and carries no
presupposition about the existence of this event. This reading is similar to the neutral
reading of the cormresponding English question Did Anna read a book?'.

In the next section we present evidence that the maximal projection preceding 4 is
necessatily interpreted as the focus of the utterance. In secsion 3 we discuss the
meanings sssociated with V-l siuctures. An analysis of the syntax of li-questions is
offered in section 4. Our treatment of /i as a focus particle invites comparison to the
focus particles of other languages (see for instance Konig's 1991 work on focus
particles in Japanese, Finnish, and Turkish). In the final section we briefly discuss the
similarities between the syntax of /i and the question/focus pasticles in Finnish and
Turkish. The cross-linguistic pattern that emerges suggests. that the correlation
between the syntactic and the focus-presupposition partitioning. of yes-no questions is
not a\Slavic idiosyncrasy.

* Throughout the paper we refer to these as the XP- and the V-ii construction, respectively.
Bulgarian and Russian are alike unless explicitly stated otherwise.
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2. XP-li Consiructioni

The maximal projection preceding /i can be essentially of any category and is
obligatorily focused. The obligatary focus on the pre-# masimal projection and the
correspending presupposition of the remainder of the clause can be ‘seen by the
appropriateness of the responses to the XP-Ji-question, the distribiition of inherently
unfocusable phrases and of contrastive foci, and the behavior of focus sensitive
adverbs. . '

~
2.1. "Natural' Answers

The relation between yes-no questions and their 'natural' answers is one of the
standard tests for determining the focus-presupposition structure of questions (see
Chomsky 1971, Jackendoff 1972, among many others). Thus the fact that (32) is an
appropriate answer to the clefted question and (3b) is not reveals that John is the focus
and Someone writes poetry the presupposition of the question in (3).

(3)  Isit John who writes poewy?

a. No, it is Bill who writes poetry.
b. #No, it is John who writes short stories.

The 'maturalness’ of the responses to XP-fi questions determines that the
constituent preceding % is focused. A negative answer to & question like (4) will only
deny that the prize was given to Maria, as opposed to, say, Susanna, and not that the
event of giving the prize took place. - p

(4) [Na Maerija]ii dadoxte nagradata?
to Maria Q- gave the-prize
"Was it to Maria that you gave the prize? (BL)

8. Ne,dadosme ja na Suzana.
‘no gave it to Susanna
'No, we gave it to Susanna.'

b. #Ne, dadoxme i knigata
no gave her the-book

'No, we gave her the book.'
c. #Ne, wvzexme i ja.
no  tock her it

‘No, we took it away from her.’

The facts m (4) reveal that XP-if quesiions are necessarily divided into focus and
presupposition parts: the constituent appearing before i is intecpreted as the focus and
the remainder of the clause becomes part of the presupposition.
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2.2. Unfocusable Phrases

Existentially q\iantiﬁed NPg like someone, sémething, etc. are inheréiitly
unfoc.usable because they canmot instantiate the variable in the presupposition of
questions.  Although these phrases are possible in Ji-questions, they cannot appear

followed by Zi, where they would have a focused interpretation forced on them. The

peh;wior of existentially quantified NPs is illuswated in (5) and (6):

(5) - a [Dojde] K njakoj na srestata?
caime  Q someone to the-meeting
‘Did someone/anyone come to the meeting? (BL)

b. *[Njakoj] ¥ dojde na sreltasa?
someone Q ceme to the-meeting (BL)

(6) a Oni sprosik, [kupilal 4 ona &to-nibud.
they asked bought Q she  something
"They asked if she bought something.' (RS)

b. *Oni sprosil, [to-nibud] Ii‘ ona  kupila.
they asked something Q she  bought (RS)

Both (5a) and (Sb) have the phrase njakoj 'someone’ as a subject. In (5a) the verb
precedes /4 and the sentence is grammatical. However, if njakj appears in the

position before 4, as in (5b), the sentence becomes ungranunatical because the .

existentially quantified NP is incompatible with a focus interpretation. The placement
of a phrase like njakoj in focus posiion “potentially demies the truth of the
presupposition.  For example, in (5b) it is presupposed that someone came to the
meeting, but the focusing of njakoj potentially allows for a negative answer, which
would contradict the presupposition: " ‘ '

(7) * Presupposision: Someone came to the meeting.
Question: Did someone.come to the meeting?

In. sum, the distribution of esistentially quantified NPs ‘in li-questions provides
evidence .t!aat the. .XPJI' queskions are necessarily associated with a focus:
presuppesition partitioning with the pre- meximal projection being the focus of the
question. ’

2.3. Contrastive Foci

As we just saw, the XP-Ji construction sets up a bipartite structure: the pre-fi

maximal projection is focused, while the rest of the clause is presupposed. Since the
remainder of the clause is presupposed, focused material, 8s indicated by stress, cannot

o
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appear there, as shown in (8).° (Stress, and hence contrastive focus, is indicated by .
capitals.) ' '

(8) a2 Oni sprosili, [Ivan] # ulel v¥era.
they * asked Ivan Q left  yesterday
They asked if Ivan-FOC had left yesterday.! (RS)

b. *Oni sprosili [Ivan] i USEL véera
they asked  Ivan Q left ‘yesterday

c. *Oni sprosili, [Ivan] /i uel VCERA
they asked 3 Ivan Q left  yesterday

In (82) the subject Jvan appears before /i and is the focus of the question. 1t is
impossible to focus any other element of the sentence in this construction. So, (8b) in
which the verb is stressed and thus must be interpreted as contrastively focused, is
ungrammatical. The same holds for (8¢) in which the adverb is focused. We can draw
the conclusion that when a maximal projection precedes /i no other constituent can be -
focused; such a conclusion supports our position that the pre-/i masmal projection is

- the focus of the question and the rest of the clause is part of the presupposition.

2.4. Focus Sensitive Adverbs

- Similarly, only the maximal projection appearing before Ii can be the associate of
fosus sepsitive adverbs like only and even, as shown in (9) and (10), (See Jackendoff
1972, Rooth 1992, von Fintel 1994, among others, for discussion of the phenomenon
of association with focus.) : ’

(9) a Samo [cvetjalr 4 dadoxte na Marjja?
only flowers Q gave to Maria
'Did you give only flowers to Maria?' (BL)

b *[Cvetia] 4 dadoxte samo [naMarijale
flowers Q gave only to Maria
‘'Was it flowers that you gave only to Maria? (BL)

(i10) 2 Dori [nalvenlr i ne  kazaxaza slutiloto se?
even to Ivan Q Neg said about the-happened refl
‘Didn't they tell even Ivan about what heppened? (BL)

b. *[Na Ivan] /i ne kazaxadori {za  sludiloto sel?
to Ivan Q Neg said even about the-happened refl
'Didn't they tell Ivan about even what happened?' (BL)

" ® The observation that sentences like (8b) and (8c) are not accepiable is due to Chvany (1973).

Multiple faci are possible in very limited situations, i.e., in correcsions of previously uttered quessons,
and yield an ocho reading. - :
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In (9a), the maximal projection before %, cvelja ‘lowers' is associated with the focus
sensitive adverh samo ‘only' and the question is well-formed. However, in (9b) a
maximat projection na Marija ‘to Maria' in the presupposed, i.e., post-/i, portion of the
question is the associate of samo and the queskion is ungrammatical (10)
demonstrates that the same pattern holds with the focus sensitive adverb dori ‘even’.
Thus, focus sensitive adverbs can only take the focused, pre-# maximal projection, as
their associate; they cannot be interpreted with constituents elsewhere in the clause.

2.5. Left Dislocatiox

Lefi-dislocated constituents cannot appear immediately before /i because their
backgrounded interpretation is incompatible with the obligatory focus reading of the
pre-li maximal projection. Left-dislocated constituents can appear in /i questions, but

only if another maximal projection or the verb appears before /i. These facts are
ilustrated in (11):

(11) a *[Ivan)p 4, toj kaza?
Ivan Q he you toid
‘Ivan, was he the one to tell you? (BL)

b. [Ivan]p ftoj] 4 4 kaza?
Ivan he Q you told
‘Ivan, was he the one to tell you? (BL)

c. [Ivankip [kaza] li 1 toj?
Ivan told Q you he
‘Ivan, did he tell you? (BL)

In (11a) the left-dislocated phrase van appears immediately before # and the question
is ungrammatical because of the conflicting requirements that /van be focused, due to
its pre-{i position, and imerpreted as part of the background, due to its left disiocation.
In contrast, {11b}) is fine since the left-dislocated phrase, aithough coreferential with
the focused pre-Ii constituent, is not itself focused.

2.6. The Domain qf Focus

Interestingly, the pre-li position defines the domain of focus, but need not be
focused entirely, This is similar to the observation in Chomsky (1971), Jackendoff
(1972) that in English clefts, aithough the focus must be contained within the clefted
portion of the sentence, it need not be the entire clefted portion. An example is
provided by the queskon-answer pairs in (12)~(13) (from Chomsky 1971). Although
(13a) is a possible answer to (12), so is (13b).

(12) Was it [an ex~convict with a red shirt] that he was warned to look out for?

(13) a No, it was [an AUTCMOBILE salesman]r that he was wamed to look cut
) for.

b. No, it was {an ex-convict with a red [TIE]r] that he was wamed to fook out
for.

o, <L
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The felicity of (13b) as a response to (12) shows that the focus may be just a
subconstituent of the clefted phrase, in this case tie, and need not be the whole c]eﬁed
phrase.

Similarly, in the XP-/i construction if & complex maximal projection is in initial
position, some subconstituent of it niust be focused, but the remainder of it need not
be. The focus intonation associated with the XP-Ji construction demarcates which
portion of the initial maximal projection is the focus, as in (14), (smular to facts
discussed in Selkirk 1984).

(14) a. [[NOVATAJskola}] /i prodade (ili starata)?
the-new car  Q sold or the-old
'Did you sell your [NEW]; car (or the old one)? (BL)

b. [Novata KOLAJr /Z prodade?
the-new car Q sold
‘Did you self your [new CAR}? (BL)

In (14a) the NP novata kola ‘the new car' is in the pre-/i position. However, the focus
of the question can be the adjective novata 'new’, while the head noun kola 'car’ may be
presupposed along with the rest of the clause.* As seen in (14b), it is also possible to
focus the entire pre-fi NP, although the stress pattern will be different. The same
situation holds in Russian, although this is somewhat obscured by the prosodic
restriction on Russian /i that it appear after the first prosodic word (King 1994).

(1) a [{(DOROGUJUY /i knigu]l oma  kupila?
expensive Q book she bought
'Did she buy [an expensivelr book? (RS)

b. [Doroguju i KNIGUJr ona  kupila?
ewpensive Q book she  bought
'Did she buy [an expensive book]s? (RS)

To summarize the discussion in this section, in the XP-/ construction the maximal
projection appearing before 5 (or some subpart of that maximal projection) is
abligatorily focused, while the rest of the clause is presupposed and hence cannot
contain focused material.

4 Li is an enclitic and in Russian it exhibits strict second-word effects. In Bulgarian it is also possible
for 4i o split constituents, i.e., just the ad;ecuvecan appear before /i, as in (;), even thongh adiectives
cannot rormally be extracted from NPs.
(i) [NOVATA]¢li kolaprodade (ili starata)?

the-new  Q car sold or the-old

'Did you sell your [NEW]g car (or the oid one)?" (BL)
This placement is 4 remnant of the second pasition effets in the placement of &. In Izvorski, King, and
Rudin (1995) we discuss some of the issies concerning the interaction between the syntactic and
phonological requirements oa the placement of Ji,
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3. V-Ji Constructions

Next consider the V-4 construction, as in (16). Unlike the XP-/i construction,
-here there is no obligatory focus. Although the verb appears before /i, it need not be
focused, uclike maxima! projections that appear before /i® Instead, the question is
neutral and simpiy questions the existence of the event/state of affairs describad by the
clause. This neutral interpretation can be seen in the appropriateness of answers and in
the dissribution of contrastive foci and focus sensitive adverbs. As will be seen below,
a focus-presupposition reading similar to that of the XP-/ construction can be overlaid
on the V-/i construcion. This occurs in the same way that focus can be overlaid on a
simple declarative sentence.

3.1. 'Natural' Answers

Since the V-/i construction does not contain an obligatory focus or corresponding
presuppaosition, a negative answer negates the entire event/state of affairs. (For related
discussion see Hajicfova 1983; also see Kiefer 1980 on the felicity of responses to
different types of yes-no questions.) The distinction between 'natural' and ‘unnatural'
answers illustrated in (16) holds in tase the question has neutral intonation; if there is
emphatic siress on the verb, then the answer in (16b) becomes felicitous.

(16) [Dadoxte] /i nagradata na Marija?
gave Q the-prize to Maria
~ 'Did you give the prize to Maria?' (BL)

a. Nenei ja dadoxme.
no notherit gave
Mo, we didn't give it to her.'

b. #Ne, prodadoxme i ja.
no sold herit
No, we sold it to her.'

So, in (16), a negative answer denies that the addressees- gave the prize to Maria.
There is no focus reading on the verb in (16); if such were the case, someone's doing
something to the prize would be presupposed and (16b) wauld be feficitous as it would
instantiate the variable in the presupposition.

3.2. Contrastive Foci

We saw that in the XP-/i construction the remainder of the clause was presupposed
and hence no focus could appear in it. Since the V-I construction does not involve
focus-presupposition partizxomng it is predicted that focused phrases can appear
anywhere in the clause, as in (17) in which any constituent, mcludmg the initial verb,
can be focused by emphatic stress.

% The verb can be contrastively focused by emphatic stress in V-/i questions.

o, L
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(17) a Oni sprosili, [ufel] i Ivan vera
they asked left Q Ivan yesterday
'They asked ¥ Ivan had left yesterday.! (RS)

b. Oni sprosili, [USEL]s /i Ivan viera
they asked left Q Ivan yesterday
‘They asked if Ivan had [left]r yesterday.' (RS)

c. Oni sprosili, {udel] i [IVAN} v8era.
they asked lef @ ‘Ivan yesterday
"They asked if {Ivin]r had left yesterday.! (RS)

§

d. Oni  sprosili, [ufel] & Ivan [VCERAJ.
they ‘asked feR Q Ivan yesterday
‘They asked if Ivan had left [yesterday}r.’ (RS)

(17a) is the 'neutral reading of the question and has no emphatic stress. However, if
emphatic stress is placed on eny constituent, that constituent is the focus of the
question. This stress and corresponding focusing can fall on any item, even though it
is the verb that appears before li. First, the verb itself can be contrastively focused, as
in (17b). The stress on the verb forces a focused reading in which the implication of
the question is that Ivan did something yesterday, but the speaker is not sure what,
perhaps Ivan left. This conwasts with (17a) in which the question has no such
xmphcanon and merely asks whether Ivan left yesterday or not. In (17¢) the subject
Jvari is contrastively focused, and in (17d) the adverb vefera receives contrastive focus
interpretation. ‘ <

3.3. Focus Sensitive Adverbs

Similarly, iw’ the V-# construction adverbs associated with focus can appear
anywhere in the elause, in contrast to the XP-/ construction where such adverbs can
only be associated with the pre-/i constituent.

(18) a. ‘bade Ii samo [Ivanlr cvetja na Marija?
gave Q only Ivan flowersto Mara
'Did only [Ivan]e give flowers to Maria? (BL)

¥
b. Dade /i Ivan samo ({cvetjay ns Marija?
gave Q Ivan only flowersto Mara
‘Was it anly {flowers]y that Ivan gave to Maria? (BL)

c. Dade /i Ivan cvetia, samo [naMarja]s?
gave Q Ivan flowersonly to Maria -
'Wasg it only [to Maria]s that Tvan gave flowers?’ (BL)

So in (18) the focus sensitive adverb samo 'only' can be associated with any constituent
in the clause.
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The above discussion reveals that there is an asymmetry in the behavior of maximal
rojections and verbs in l-questions. While the XPs preceding % are obligatorily
iterpreted as focused, when the verb precedes Jf it ig not necessarily interpreted as
seused. A simflar asymmetry in the behavior of maximal projections and verbs with
spect to focus is noted in Selkirk (1984) who observes that "a non-focused NP is
ecessarily interpreted as old information, but a non-focused verb is not", ’

. Analysis
Examples (19) and (20) show that i camnot ‘appear sentence-initially ;;v'ithout 8

‘onted constituent” (2 meximal projection or the verb) and also that & cannot follow
waximial projections in their base-generated position, :

19) & *Lidadoxte nagradats ne Marija? -
Qgave - theprize to Mars
“Was it the prize that you gave 1o Maria? {BL)

b. *Dadoxte [nagradata] 4 na Marija?
gave the-prize Q to Mara
"Was it the prize.that you gave to Maria? (BL)

0) a *LiAnna protitela knigu?
Q Anng  read book
"Was it a book that Aana read? (RS)

b. *Amng protitala {kaign]#?
Anna read hook
"Was it 2 book that Anna read? (RS)

he ungrammaticafity of (19a) and (20a) can be attributed to the fuct that & in Russian
1d Bulgarian is an enclitic and requires a phonological host on its Jeft. The fronting of
aximal projections to I and their obligatery focused interpretation, however, cannot
: due to the enclitic nature of & ({feaving aside the question of whether syntactic
ovement can be triggered by phoiological requiremenss). If fronting was solely for
& purposes of providing / with a host, we would expect it to be possible for some
mstituent, let’s say the subject, to appear before &i while another constituent is
terpreted as focused. This, however, is never s option. The maximal projection that

rves as a host for /i is always interpreted as focused. Maximal profeciions in-situ
A never be the focus in /i-guestions. .- .

 The ungrammaticality of (19b) and (20b) further suggesis that /'s position in the
trase siructure is fixed and thus provides zdditional evidence that the varation in
ord order in Zi-questions (XP-If vs. V—_Iz‘) is the result of XP- or verb-movement.

We analyze this interaction of focus resdings and distribution of the pre-k
mstituent as follows. Lf is located in C° and is the Jexical realizaﬂ"on of the [+Q]

i
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feeture and, optiomally, of a [+F] feature® Th& satisfaction of these Reatures'

. requirements accounts both for the focus reading found in the XP-Ji construction and

for the distribution of pre-# constituents. Qur proposal differs from previous analyses
of B, such-as that of Penfev (1993), in which /i in Bulgaran is said to be adjoined to
the constituent it questions and thus is given an adverbial status. Rivero (1993)

- analyzes /i a8 a complementizer but she does not address thie question of focus.

" To explicate our proposal, first consider what happens when the [+F] feature is
present. ‘When /i has the [+F] feature, it attracts 2 maximal projection to its Spec
position where the [+F] feature is checked. As a result, the maximal projection is
abligatorily interpreted as focused and the rest of the clause is presupposed. The {+Q]
Teature is also checked via Spec-head agreement between F and the fronted XP This
configuration is shown in (21).

¢

Q) Xl M 4]

[+¥] -
HaQl

The [+F] feature is optional, However, whenever it is realized, a maximal projection
obgatorily appears in the Spec position, stiracted by the feature. Why then does the
verb appesr before Jf in neutral questions? This is because the verb satisfies #'s [+Q]
feature, resulting in the neutral question interpretation of the clause. This structure is

shown in (22):
22) e VI ] [¢ [ t]l]
{+Q] :

In compound tenses, the andliary raises, as seen in (23), and ay expected under the

. proposal that verb-movement to /i is not triggered by the need for checldng of a [+F]

festure.

(23) a Maria befe [/ napisala statijata?
Maria was Q written  the-arlicle
‘Had Maria written the article? (BL})

b. Bixte ¥ mi pomognali?
would Q me helped
"Would you help me?' (BL)

. Budet I on Ht'v Moskve?
willQ he livein Moscow
"Will be live in Moscow? (RS)

For exampie, in (23a) the auxiliary befe moves from I° to /i where it hosts J end
supporis li's [+Q] feature, There is no [+F] feature; this is why no constituent is
focused and no maximal projection is attracted to Spec, CP.

i

® There are some reasons to believe that. i in Bulgarian may be located in a fimctional projection
between CP and IP (see Ievorski 1994). Since such detalls are beyond the scope of the discussion in
this paper, we will consider & to bs a complementizer in both languages.
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5 The Range of Uses of L7

We presented 5o fhir an uniform analysis of the distribition of foeus in Bulgarian
and Russian Zi-questions. We next turn to some differences between the two languages
that are of interest fo our present discussion of focus and the nature of /i.” While in
Russizn Jf ia .mosﬂy restricied to yes-no questions, Bulgarian alfows its use in a wider
range of enviropments. That in Bulgatian & does not necessarily type the clause as
¥e5-00 queshon is evident fom the fact that ¥ is permitted in wh-guestions (both root
and embedded), while in Russian  cannot cooocur with wh-phrases; -

(24} 2 [Kakvolr 5 namer?
what G found
‘Wha_t on earth did s/he find? (BL}

b *[Cro]H ona delact?
what Q she do
‘What is she doing? (RS)

In thf. Bulgarizu} (248) U follows the Wh-phrase kakvo and the result is similar to an

XP-i constn‘actlon i_n that kakvo is focused. In contrast, in (24b) & cannot peeur with
a wh-phrase in Russian, regardiess of whether the wh-phrase is focused

) A coxisiderat'fon of g wider range of data reveals that & can alss occur in non-
interrogative environments. These are primarily exemplified by conditionals and related
adjunct clauses, fike the ones introduced by Bulgarian fato ¢z i 'as if. In Bulgarian 4

? The distribution of topics in I-guestions in the iwp iangvages also deserves to be mentioned 1z the

topicalized constituents behave differently. Topics precede the XPg group in Bulgaran, bm follow it
in Russian, So, in Russisn the i in initiai positi
topialized copstiramney 2 1 (i?me‘i elements aypea_r in SpecCP in posmm?, te the Jeft of any
G [fvank ¥ [u podmujyZital?

Wan .~ Q thispoem read

‘Did [Fvan]: read [this poem]Y (RS)
I {j) the abject étu. podmy 'this poent’ is topicalized and appears before the verb following the focused

part of the clause, i.e., it is not dislocated,
() a.  [NaMarija], [ovetiale ¥ podard  Tvan?
.m I\:Iaria flowers 3 gave Ivan
Was it fiowers that Fvan gave to Maria? (BL)
b.*[Cvetials B jna Merijalr podari  Tvam?
1 ﬂ;lwers Q o Mata gave Ivan
e game distinction obtaing in the cags of wh-questions: topicalized phrases follow the wh-phrase |
Russtan but prooede it in Bulgarian. Here we will not address ¢ question of th: wrope;‘ csnayatsof
xahig P dress the on of the p analysis of
Fixed expressions Hke oo & {literally ‘what i can stify 2ppear jn some emphatic, tag-lixe cﬁntﬂxts
in Russian: '
i Cto ty mad rami  smes¥yja, &g Ii?
what  yop over  us langh what
‘Why are you langhing st 7

&, -
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is productively used in conditionals, although it is less common than the ako f
complementizer {see (25 a, b)). In Russian, conditionals are formed with esf esl by

- (indicative/counterfactual) and % is mostly restricted to concessive adjuncis (see (25 5,

()

(25) & Zavali G dizd, Be s ostanem  vkiid.
start-falt rain  willrefl  remain  at-home
If it starts raining we'll stay at home.' (BL)

b. Razvalena /i e jabiilkats, trjabvada ja hvidis
rottenn s the-apple must to it throw
'If the apple is rotten] you must throw it away.’ (BL)

(26) a; Idet 4 dod' ili svetit solnce, vseravno oni  guljajut - po
: comes rzin  or shine sun  all equal they walk for

dasu v den'
hour in day

‘Whether it rains or it's sunny they still go for a walk for an hour avery

day. (RS)
b. Reno Ji pezino 4 no pridu.
early late but will-come

Whether sconer or later I will come.’ (RS)

Both the verb and fronted maximal projections can precede /i in these cases, just ke in
sentences where If is used interrogatively. Thus it appears that the syntax of # is the
same in all constructions end what is changing is i's featural composition, A promising
extension of our analysis is the position that J is signaling non-assertion, aud its feature
content, rather than being strictly [+Q)] is mote along the fines of indefinite truth

- value® Such an approach would unify the interrogative and conditional uses of 4 and

would account for the fact that /i does not appear in declarative clauses ®

The link between conditionals and questions is common crosstinguistically (e g.
English if'whether), therefore /s behavior is not surprising. What is perhaps more
interesting is the diachronic relationship between the conditional and the interrogative
uges of /# in the two languages. As pointed out above, Ji iz no longer productively uzed
in Russian conditionals. Its use in matrix interrogative clauses ls alsa becoming more
restricted in this language, at least in the ahsence of focused maximeal projections;

* We thank Barbara Parice for this suggestion.
** In'bath languages & alsv appears In the fixed phrase ecva Jf which is used in declaratives but
which contributes to them the meaniog *Ti's doubtfinl that! (cf. (i) from Bulgarian):

@ Ivan edva U e dojde
Evan hardly will come
'It's doubtfisl that Ivan will come.'

Strce the use of Jf in this case results in irrealis intstpretation, the ‘declarative’ edva B selences,
rather than being a counterexample to our proposal that J is a non-assertion complementizer, actually
suppart it. .
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instead sentences with declarative word order and interrogative intonation are mostly
used as root questions. In fact the most usual way to form a main clause yes-no
question is with no interrogative pasticle at all. In (27a), for example, question
intonation is the only formal mark of interrogation. Li in Russian is used primasily for
embedded questions and questions with a focused element. In Bulgarian, in contrast,
(27b) with no /i is ungrammatical,

(27) a. Anna procitala lenigu? (cf. (2b))
Anna read book
‘Did Anna read a book? (RS)

b. *Dadoxte nagradata na Marija? (cf (1b))
gave the-prize to Maria,
Did you give the prize to Maria? (BL)

So, unlike in Russian, in Bulgarian, % is fully productive in both root and
embedded interrogative clauses as well as in conditionals. Thus it appears to be the
case that what is being lost in Russian-is the ability of /i to function as an unselected
complementizer. This loss directly affects root and adjunct environments, leavmg intact
only embedded interrogatives.

Ifthe idea just suggested is on the right track, then it also would prowde a way of
accounting for the fact that /i is disallowed in wh-questions in Russian, but is permitted
in Bulgarian. A development that would make the use of /# in conditionals obsolete
would also affect its feature content and would namrow down non-assertion to [+Ql.
The contents of the complementizer could then be even further restricted from a
general interrogative to just a yes-no complementizer. This would prevent /i from
accurring in wh-questions in Russian since the requirement that the clause be a yes-no
question will conflict with the requirements of the wh-phrase.

The synchronic effect of the changes discussed above can be summarized in the
following way. We started the discussion in this paper proposing that 4 is a lexical
realisation of the features [+Q] and [+F]; we saw that the presence of {+F] was
optional (i.e. absent in the V- construction), and now we see that Ji is not necessarily
{+Q] either. So, for Bulgarian we may conclude that the featural content of 4 is non-

* assertion (i.e. subsuming both the interrogative, [+Q], and the condikional uses). In the
productively used Russian constructions, &, which was originally 8 nom-assertion
complementizer, is now restricted to a yes-no complementizer. Thus it seems that in
Russian the /i construction is becoming more restricted, with not only the non-
interrogative uses but also the root occurrences that do not involve focusing tending to
becoime archaic or marginal, while in Bulgarian a broader range of uses remains robust.

6.Conclusion and Cross-Linguistic Application
In conclusion, we have seen that bbth Bulgarian end Russian yes-no questions can

be formed with the interrogative head /i. There are two types of /i constructions: one
in which a maximal projection appears before /i and one in which the verb does. These

-, 2
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two syntactic structures correspond to different interpretations. In the XP-/i
construction, the [+F]} feature of J# attracts a maximal projection to the Specifier .
position of [, where the fronted XP is obligatorily focused and the remainder of the '
clause is correspondingly presupposed. The V-#- canstruction results when Z has no
[+F] feature. The verb moves to the head where 4 is (namely, C°) to check the [+Q]
feature of /. There is no obligatory focusing since there is no [+F] feature to be
checked and the result is a neutral yes-no question.

Thus, a division of yes-no questions into neutral and focus-containing types is
supported by syntactic evidence in Bulgarian and Russian questions with the
interrogative head ;. The basic analysis proposed for Bulgarian and Russien yes-no
questions formed with /i can be extended to other languages with question particles.
In particular, the mesh paxticle ko and the Turkish parucle mi pattern similarly to the
B constructions."’ First conbider Finnish. As seen in (28), the question particle can
follow the verb, resulting in neutral yes-no question interpretation as with the V-Ii
construction in Bulganan and Russian. The neutral nterpretatxon is indicated by the
na.tural answers in (28 a, b).

(28) Juo-tt-i-o Jussi Marja-lle vodka-a?
drink-caus-past-Q John Mary-alla vodka-part
'Did John make Mary drink vodka?'
a. Juott-i.
drink-PAST
(Yes), he made her drink.’

b. Ei juotta-nut.
not drink-PAST NEG
"(No), he didn't make her drink.’

As with the If construction, a maximal projection can precede the question marker
ko and the resuiting interpretation is necessarily that of focusing the pro-ko phrase.
This is demonstrated in (29)—(31).

(29) [Jussil-ko Marja-lle vodka-a juotti?
John-Q  Mary-alla vodka-part drink-caus-past
Did [John]r make Mary drink vodka?'

Ei, vaan Pekka.
No, but Peter.
No, Peter did.'

(30) [Marja-lle}-ko Jussi vodka-a juotti?
: Mary-alla-Q John vodka-partdrink-caus-past
'Did John make [Mary)e drink vodka?

¥ For discussion of the Fiunish question/focus particle see Vainikka (1991); the Tarkish
question/focus particle is discussed in Kuno (1980).



224 Cathexine Rudin, Tracy Holloway King, and Rotimyana lzvorski

Eii vaan Liissle.
No, but Lisa-alla
No, Lisa was inade to.'

(31) [Vodka-a-ko] Jussi Maria-lle juotii?
vodka-pari-Q John Mary-alla drink-cans-past
Did Yohn meke Mary drink [vodkals? ’

Ei, vaan viini-d
No, but wine-piv. -
'No, wine'

Next consider the Turkish data. The yes-no question marker in Turkish is mi
which has four vowel harmony varfants. When m is affixed to the verb, the result is a
neutral yes-no question, as seen by the question-answer sequence in (32).

{32} Avize kepamayi pisirdi mi?
Azize kapama cook Q
'Did Azize cook the kapama?

Haywr, pigirmedi.
no cook-Neg
No, she didn't coolk it

However, when mi appears after a coﬂstimgnt other then the verb,™ that constituent is
focused, as in (33) and (34},

(33) [Azize] mi kapamayr pigirdi?
Azize Q kapama cock
"Was it Azize who cooked the kapama?

Hayar, Durdug! pigirdi.
No  Durdugu] cooked
No, Durdugul cooked it

(34) Azize {kapama] mu pigirdi?
Azize kapama @ cook
"Was it kapama that Azize cooked? )

Haysr, baklava,
No, {she cooked) baklava.

** The word order in (33) is refatively free in that the focused subject Aztze and the question paxtlcle
mican ats0 appear in the cannonical focus position, inunediately preceding the verh,

L

Focus in Bulgarian and Russian Yes-No Questions ) 225

Thus, the Finnish and Turkish constructions demonstrate that the distinction
between XP-# fype constructions which encode obligatory focus on the maximal
projection and V-I type constructions which encode neutral yes-no questions is
necessary for the analysis of yes-no questions in 2 number of unrelated languages.
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