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Yovka Tisheva

Bulgarian Yes-No Questions with Particles nali and nima

0. Introduction

Much resent work focuses on the interaction of Interrogativity and the Information
structure of the sentence because many lexical items can indicate interrogativity as well
as focusation.

In this paper I investigate Bulgarian yes-no questions formed with particles nali and
nima. While other lexical items used to form questions (e.g., /i) have been analyzed
within different theoretical frameworks, nali and nima haven’t been mentioned as part
of CP field in Bulgarian. Nali and nima display interesting similarities and differences.
They should be well distinguished from the clitic /i and the complementizer dali,
although all of them have the same feature — [interrogative]. Irrespective of which
particle is used, the surface form of Bulgarian yes-no questions seems to be quite
similar. When examine closely yes-no questions with rali and nima the syntactic
(formal) and pragmatic differences are displayed.

The paper has the following organization: after a brief description of syntactic
properties of the interrogative enclitic /i and the complementizer dali in Bulgarian
(Section 1), the distribution of nali and nima is presented (Section 2). Then in Section 3
the information structure of yes-no questions is discussed with respect to the problem
whether nali and nima take part in identifying Focus of the sentence. The theoretical
implication of this investigation follows Rizzi’s (1997, 2001) analysis of the CP
domain,

1. Alternative (yes-no) questions in Bulgarian

- Bulgarian has a large number of lexical items that indicate yes-no questions: /i, dali,
- nali, nima, migar, zer, da, da ne bi da, a, e. We can classify these lexems by giving an
: account of different features: frequency, modality, expectations of certain answer etc.
Some of these particles are more typical for colloquial (spoken) Bulgarian — migar, zer,
a, e. Nima, nali are used when the speaker expects to get certain kind of answer. The
#nswer is not specified when using /i or dali.
Before my analyses of nail and nima 1 will start by reviewing the properties of
garian question particle /i. By origin dali and nali are closely related with /i (da+li,
+i or ne e+1i) and one can expect some similarities concerning the main features and
ribution of rnali and nima which were “inherited” from /i. The differences will reflect
fact that /i is an enclitic and its placement depends on prosodic factors. More
portant here is that placement of /i depends of syntactic factors, too.
The question marker /i in Bulgarian is analyzed as complementizer (cf. RIVERO
3; RUDIN 1997). Since /i is a clitic, it needs a host to form a prosodic word together
it. Not only an XP as in (1a,b), but also V can host /i as in (1c):
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N a. KNIGATA i 3te vzeme Ivan?
BOOKdef Q will takes Ivan
‘Is it the book that Ivan will take?’
b. Tvojat kolega IVAN liste vzeme knigata?
yourDef colleague IVAN Q will takes bookDef
‘Is your colleague Ivan the person who will take the book?’
c. STE VZEME i Ivan knigata?
will TAKES Q Ivan bookDef
‘Will Ivan take the book?’

If the complementizer /i is in C, the verb should move to the position in front of it in
order to form a question as in (1c). Such position is SpecCP, but the verb cannot move
there; it can be only in C, not in its Spec. An XP can move to SpecCP where it hosts the
clitic /i. In neutral yes-no questions the finite verb moves to C° where it hosts the clitic,
Li is a clitic complementizer (more precisely an enclitic to constituents in SpecCP or C)
which also assigns a focus feature (cf. KING 1997; FRANKS & KING 2000). If a maximal
projection moves to SpecCP, it hosts the clitic /i and it is a focus of the question. If no
maximal projection moves to SpecCP, then the verb moves to C in order to host /i.

In yes-no questions with /i the focus position is stable; “bound morpheme” /i is a
morphological marker for Focus (see MOTAPANYANE 1997). In all configurations the
[focus] features associate with C and this follows from the lexical properties of the clitic
complementizer. In this article I will try to distinguish yes-no questions with nail and
nima from these with /i. In this respect it is important to point out that /i is specified for
both interrogative and focus features and attracts these features to C for checking
purposes.

Although Pengev (1998) claims that /i and dali are synonyms there are some
differences concerning their distribution and syntactic properties. The question particle
dali could be characterized as “non-clitic yes-no interrogative complementizer” (RUDIN
et. al. 1999). This particle is situated in C and examples as in (2a) show its canonical

position. Dali necessarily takes the entire proposition in its scope (see also KRAPOVA &
KARASTANEVA 2000):

2 a. Dali Ivan ve€e e kupil tazi kniga?
Q Ivan already is bought thisF book
‘Has Ivan already bought this book?’

[ Dali [ Ivan veée e kupil tazi kniga] ]

Dali occupies the head C; as complementizer it cannot be moved out of this ﬁo&mou.
Parts of the sentence, irrespectively of their grammatical function — subjects or objects,
which precede dali as in (2b,c) are moved and presumable adjoined to CP:

(@) b. Ivan dali ve€e e kupil tazi kniga?
Ivan Q already is bought thisF book
‘As for Ivan, has he already bought this book?’
c. Tazi kniga Ivan dali vee ja e kupil?
thisF book Ivan Q already sheAcc is bought
‘As for this book, has Ivan already bought it (or not)?’
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While /i always follows a focus phrase in SpecCP, the position of ooBv_oB.m::NQ &a:
“interacts” not only with Focus of the sentence, but with both vmn.ﬁm.ow information
structure. Dali is situated in C, focused phrases are in its wmn.wov so it is clear that the
preposed elements as in (2b,c) should be in a ,_,ov.r.u position. 5.@8 the mﬂimm
constituent tazi kniga ‘this book’ is clitic resumed. Clitic resumption is not an optional
process in Bulgarian, but sign for CLLD topic (see for more %S:.m Krarpova 2001).
Topics (including CLLD Topics) appear to precede dali; the following structure could
be established:

Topic > dali

Dali is also associated with the FocusP. Bulgarian allows for a FocusP to precede the
complemetizer as in (2d) or to be after dali as in (2e).

2) d. Cudjase KNIGITE dali Ivan wﬁ.m vzeme.
(I) wonder BOOKS  Q Ivan will takes
‘I wonder whether Ivan will take the books.” (from Krarova 2001)
€. Cudjase dali KNIGITE 3te vzeme Ivan.
(I) wonder Q BOOKS  will takes Ivan
‘I wonder whether Ivan will take the books.” (from KrarOvVA 2001)

When analyzing examples as in (2d,e) at first glance it seems that there are two moﬁ._m
positions — one in front and the other after the ooBEmBoa:.Nmn. For mmnr .mxmbﬁ_nm I will
use the explanation proposed by Krapova (2001). FocusP in wc_mmﬁwb is o.s._% one; En.
double position of Focus phrase is an illusion, created by the ovcoz.&. raising om. dali
around this single Focus projection. We find more mﬂ.ﬁvon .moﬂ raising mbm_Mm_m of
examples as in (2d,e) from the use of other ooBEanB_Noﬁmm in Bulgarian which has
the possibility also to raise, but around the highest CLLD topic.

3 a Vidjah &e Ivan go bijat.

saw ¢e Ivan himAcc beat3P1

‘1 saw that they were beating Ivan.’
b. Vidjah Ivan ¢e go bijat.

saw  Ivan&e himAcc beat3Pl

‘I saw that they were beating Ivan.’

iTo summarize this section, the clitic complementizer /i may be specified for both
interrogative] and [focus] features. The first one is intrinsic to /i and, thus, always

nted when this particle is used. Li cannot be used as marker for m..oocm. feature oEv\.
\”owanw-so questions with /i [focus] feature always forms a set i::. Tsﬁm:omm.:w&
, re. When the complementizer dali is used to form yes-no questions E.o raising
ysis should be applied to specify the placement of Focus. Constituents with Topic
ding may precede the CP with /i or dali situated there.
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2. Yes-no questions with ‘nali’ and ‘nima’

Before &mocmmmsm Gn syntactic and some of semantic properties of these questions, I
would like to provide a background on their use. It is necessary to include this amﬁm

because other Slavi i i i
beca r Slavic languages lack such particles corresponding to Bulgarian nali and

2.1, Background

In general, yes-no question can be felicitous only if neither an affirmative nor a negative
answer would o_wmr with its proposition. The speaker believes that the hearer _SMSE

more mgcﬂ certain events is able to specify the conditions of the truth of the pro ommmom
in question. From the subset of those conditions (as part of the pragmatic _Emwﬂmm of
&mooﬁ.m.mv ﬁ.rm hearer has to recognize the one corresponding to the part of the
proposition in question. This could be illustrated by the examples in (3a,b). Li-questions
are .orOmmn not only because their structure has been already m:m_vﬁma.mz details in
mmo:.o: 1, but also because they are neutral — the answer of such question is not
specified by the speaker’s presuppositions. S

3 a. Dojde li Ivan?
came Q Ivan
‘Did Ivan come?’
b. Ivanli dojde?
Ivan Q came
‘Was Ivan that person who came?’

M”o question in (3a) presupposes nothing; it is a neutral question. The speaker wants to
ow whether there is a nonbm.ocow between the agent (subject of the sentence) and the
”MWMMNQ Mamo verb). M:am ncomw—oz in (3b) bears the presupposition that something has
someone did come), thus the speaker is inquiring whether th id i
was the person called Ivan or not. : ¥ © one who i it
<5_~.n= using the particle nali to form a question the pragmatic structure is more
MMBHV icated than the structure represented in (3a,b). These questions express not only
f M mﬂzoaoaf made by the speaker, but also his expectation this statement to be truth.
: e hearer _mr oxﬂnoﬁa to confirm the truth-value of the statement. The speaker
resupposes that the hearer shares the same presupposition i ith /i
es that s, while
presupposition is involved. o with fi nosuch

C)) a. Nali Ivan dojde?
Q Ivancame
‘Ivan came, didn’t he?’
b. Ivan nali dojde?
Ivan Q came
‘Ivan came, didn’t he?’

Mrow speaker and the rmE,mNn know that something has happened and this
acl ground/knowledge m:mnm.::mm the felicitous use of these questions. With questions
as in (4a) the speaker shows his presupposition that somebody was expected to do

Y. TISHEVA, Bulgarian Yes-No Questions with Particles nali and nima 719

something; and in (4b) — that the person who was expected to do something has done it.
The speaker expects to get an affirmative answer; it will confirm his own
presuppositions. Hence his question is about the truth-value of the whole proposition
plus the truth-value of speaker’s presupposition. The hearer is expected to confirm that
speaker’s expectations. The questions in (4a,b) both will get affirmative answers, but
concerning different parts of the proposition of the question:

) a. — Nali Ivan dojde?
— Da, toj dojde.
‘Yes, he did.’
b. — Ivan nali dojde?
— Da, dojde vece.
“Yes, he already did.’

The most striking difference between nali and nima concemns the expected answer — nali
is a sign that affirmative answer is expected by the speaker, nima implies the opposite
expectation. The question with nima is about the truth-value of the presupposition; the
speaker expects to get a negative answer.

6) a _ Nima Ivan ve¢e  dojde?
Q  Ivan already came
“Is it really the truth that Ivan has already come?’
b. —Ne, ne e do3al oste.
“No, he hasn’t come yet.’

When the speaker does not want to believe (or cannot) that the presupposition of the
question is truth, the question with nima could be used. Such questions carry wide range
of “special effects” — someone’s surprise, wonder that something has happened (so it is
truth) or doubts, uncertainty that something really has happened. From this point the
question in (6a) could be interpreted as: ‘Is this really the truth/fact that Ivan has already
come? 1 wonder if this could be possible. I can’t believe that he was able to come and is
already here.’

In addition to these pragmatic conditions motivating the use of nali and nima, other
factors also seem to play a certain role in the process in question. The contexts where
these particles usually function should be mentioned in order to differentiate between
nali and nima. Yes-no questions with nima are typical for the literary (written)
language. They are not regular or habitual part of spoken (colloquial) Bulgarian. The
questions with nali are contextually neutral and should not be attributed to any specific
language formation or standard. The questions with nima have very low frequency of
use due to the factors mentioned above.

So far only these semantic and pragmatic features of nali and nima have been
analyzed in Bulgarian grammars. Usage differences concerning the expected or desired
answer have been quantified by several studies. They could be a basis for characterizing
ali as marker for confirmative questions and nima as marker for rejective questions,
while /i and dali form neutral informative questions.

More interesting are the formal features of these particles. If nali, nima and dali are
synonyms, as Pengev (1998) argued, do they share same syntactic features? Both nali
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and dali originate from /i, but do they form a group and thus differ significantly from
nima when it comes to their syntactic features? These questions are just the starting
point of my investigations. In order to answer them 1 will take a close look at the
language facts and analyze them in the manner that was already applied for dali.

2.2, Yes-no questions with ‘nali’

The particle nali was already characterized as a marker for confirmative questions with
broad range of uses. It is very important to pay attention to the fact that nali could be
used as a marker of interrogativity only in direct alternative questions as in (4a,b) and
(5a,b) or in matrix clauses as in (7).

) Nali ti mi kaza, ¢e Ivan dojde?
Q you meDAT told that Ivan came
‘Didn’t you tell me that Ivan came?’

When nali is in the matrix clause it takes the scope over the whole sentence. The
attempt to transform the direct questions from (4a,b) and use them as indirect questions
will be completely unacceptable. The result of such transformation as shown in (8) is
completely ungrammatical. From such examples we can conclude that nali cannot be
used in embedded clauses. This contrasts with the possibilities of dali and i which
freely could be used in indirect questions as in (9a,b).

(8) *Toj ne mi kaza nali Ivan dojde
he negmeDAT told Q Ivan came

&) a, Toj ne mi kaza dali Ivan dojde.
he negmeDat told whether Ivan came
‘He didn’t tell me whether Ivan came or not.’
b. Tojne mi kaza Ivan dojde li vege.
he neg meDat told Ivan came Q already
‘He didn’t tell me if Ivan has already come.’

The examples in (7)-(8) illustrate the fact that nali functions only as a marker of
interrogativity, but not as subordinator. That is one of main differences between /i, dali
and nali.

In Bulgarian the enclitic /i is a morphological marker for interrogative features and
could be used together with wh-words (k-words in Bulgarian). Although such option to
form questions occurs only for special effects (when the speaker does not expect any
answer), examples as in (10) are completely acceptable and of great use. Each of the

interrogativity markers has fixed position in the structure. Wh-word occupies SpecCP
and /i is attached to it.

(10). Kade Ii zaminava Ivan?
where Q leaves  Ivan
‘I really wonder where Ivan is going.’

This kind of “overlapping” when marking the interrogativity is possible only for the
enclitic /i. The use of nali in direct questions together with wh-words is not allowed, as
it is visible from the example in (11a,b).
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(11) a *kade nali zaminava Ivan
where Q leaves Ivan

b. *nali kidde zaminava Ivan

Q  where leaves Ivan

It seems very tempting to generalize that the use of nali in 4:-@._.8&63 m_.,um\wcw_ﬁm”m“
unacceptability. The following example shows that the ooB.E:w:oz is Nmow.m_ Buw_nm e
question particle and wh-words have to wo:o.i certain o&%a._ ali
interrogativity in the matrix clause and wh-word is in the embedded clause.

(1) e Nali ti mi kaza kide zaminava Ivan?
Q you meDat told where leaves  Ivan )
“Weren’t you the one who told me where Ivan would go?

Examples as in (11c) show that nali and s&-io.am could be used Smoﬁ:o__, but MMw\oM
they follow a strict order. They have to be in Emﬂnnsﬁ parts of the 85% mxﬁ MMa rmbm.
The position of nali must be higher than the vOm_.coz of wh-word. O.= ﬁ.ﬁnﬁo her b ﬂrm
nali cannot be added to a sentence if /i or dali are already used in it to

interrogativity.
(12) a. *nali Ivan li zaminava
Q Ivan Qleaves
b. *nali Ivan dali zaminava
Q [Ivan Q leaves

The model from examples like (11c) distributes nali .m:a wh-words in .&QQQ.: vmshw oM
the complex sentence. However, it is not applicable if we try to combine nali with dali

orli.

(13) a. *nali i mi kaza dali Ivan zaminava
Q youmeDat told Q Ivan _nm,.\om
b. *nali i mi kaza Ivanli zaminava

Q youmeDat told IvanQ leaves

From the test of “double specification” of Eﬁ:.ommzinx m_roirs in Mhmav_om ﬁm Mwmcwuwmw
it i tion particles have the same .
13a,b) it is reasonable to suppose that all ques ve :
M:m ncvomaos particle could be used in the structure, :Em the vo.m:_os Eo.vw oo.BvﬂM ﬁ..OH mm
not a multiple position, it is not a Spec position. Li is Wsmnn&. in Ow dali is &8&8 in C,
so it seems this is also the position for other interrogative vwn_n*ow in _wc_mmn.w:.._ o
More evidence for this assumption we get when analyzing Mﬁ ﬁOmM_c_:Eowc.mﬁ_m
i i - i The example in (14) shows the “neu
fronting of elements in nali-questions. he (] o .
&magwmon of constituents. The interrogativity marker nali is first; it ooomv_om the Mu
osition and takes the scope over the whole sentence. The o_nBoE.m after qn: follow the
M»Bm order as in a declarative clause. In this case the entire clause is questioned.

(14)  Nali Ivan zaminava za Sofia utre?
Q Ivanleaves to Sofia tomorrow )
‘Ivan is leaving for Sofia tomorrow, isn’t he?
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Any XP can precede the i i as |

particle nali as illustrated with exam i
. . . ples in (15)-(16).
question particle E.S takes the scope over the constituents on its right ,_,M, Hv ot
sentence also contains the focus of the question. e partofthe

(15)  Ivan nali zaminava za Sofia utre?
W<E.u Q leaves to Sofia tomorrow
Is it truth that Ivan is leaving for Sofia tomorrow?’

(16)  Za Sofia utre nali Ivan zaminava?
to Sofia tomorrow Q Ivan leaves
Is Ivan the person who is leaving tomorrow for Sofia?’

MM_H MMN_ Mwwﬂ_ﬂmwﬂ_oﬂ o% Mc:&% concerns the verb, no matter if only the verb is moved or
s had been already moved in front of nali
The question particle nali is in C, th i front of malh s s Second
tio . » the verb moves in front of nali and should i
Spec. This is not possible and yields the ungrammaticality of examples as %._.MH wmw&ﬂo "

(17) a. *zaminava nali Ivan za Sofia utre
. *_mw<om . Q Ivan for Sofia tomorrow
. Ivan zaminala nali za Sofia utre
Ivanleaves Q to Sofia tomorrow
[ *za Sofia utre zaminava nali Ivan

to Sofia tomorrow leaves Q Ivan

,_,M”m NMGA owwav_om give more oﬁanaoo which confirms the assumption that questio:
vaonm NQMNM MMM MMMM vmw:ﬁ.: :E the structure. It is head position, not B:_%Eo o:m
pec). Ne ¢ the highest position (higher than V and ,
this question particle has to be in C i ot o thus
. Any XP i ]
movernent thh hace e nom&sm.w could be moved in front of nali, after the
,_,:me\wﬁﬁ two very Sﬁnomaam. m.mﬁm about nali have to be added to the analysis here
et w Mso concerns the possibility to have the verb in front of the particle, but not ;
&m,ww_ Ho any verbal movement. Nali could be placed after the V, but we mi: r%\nmm
ent structure to analyze. The question particle is at the end of the moan:omm

Yy rest Cm. 50 €lements v% _05 CO! ause.
O_—Eﬁnﬂﬂu —m:OW: set OA» A.n0=.— QHQ — men! m mma @ mﬂmmm—nm

(18) a. Zaminavas, nali?
leave2Sg  #Q

“You are leaving, aren’t you?’

,,_\MM_M mem of :m:%. :a%. is %oﬁ connected only with the distribution of the particle and the
. generalized and nali could be at the righ
ght of the sentence. The parti i
M,w”w hro scope over the whole sentence, but now the SCope is on its left. %EM_MMMMEM
€ questions corresponds to English question-tags. “Question tags” :EVOM@

affirmation, agreement, thus in exam i
ffir , , ples as in (18a, i i i
similar models to form affirmative questions, (1500) Bulgarian and Enelish show quie

(18) b. Utre Ivan zaminava za Sofija, nali?
moBoRoi Ivan leaves  for Sofia # Q
Tomorrow Ivan is leaving for Sofia, isn’t he?’

i
{
{
!
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In this article 1 investigate Bulgarian question particle nali and 1 will restrict my
attention to the data from this language. However, after introducing the model of
“question-tag” in Bulgarian it is interesting to be mentioned that other Slavic languages
also dispose the same model. The difference between them and Bulgarian concerns the
lexical elements in “tag” position. In Bulgarian the particle nali is used, while other
Slavic languages have other lexical items (adverbs, nouns, complementizers) or li-
phrases, as shown in examples (20a-d).

(19) Ivanse obadi na Petér, nali?

Ivan Refl called to Petdr Q
‘Ivan called Petér, didn’t he?’

20) a Ivan pozvonil Petru, pravda? Rus
b. Iwan zadzwonit do Piotra, prawda? Pol
c Ivan Petrovi zavolal, Ze? Cz
d. Ivan se javio Petru, je ’da? SC

The second surprising detail concerning the use of nali is that this question particle can
have non-interrogative reading. Often the sentences with nali loose their interrogative
status. This happens when they are about facts of common sense (common knowledge)
or at least the speaker and the hearer know them, because they share the same
experience, etc. The usage of nali is a sign of their cooperation as in examples (21a,b).

Sled tolkova experimenti nali nie vete znachme kak da izpolzvame

21) a
aparata...
(After so many attempts finally we learned how to use the device...)
b. I tja nali ne moze da muldi, vednaga mu otgovri, e mozZe da go Caka...

(You know her; she can’t keep her mouth shut that’s why she reacted
immediately and told him that she couldn’t wait for him any more...)

The use of nali in examples like (21a,b) could be analyzed as a signal of interpersonal
relations, or an instructions to the hearer to use his/her background knowledge in a
certain way. Nali is not used to mark interrogativity any more; it is only a “reminder”
that refers to background assumptions. The particle nali is not part of the formal
structure of the sentences in (21a,b). Hence, these examples show that nali is a possible
candidate for the group of pragmatic particles in Bulgarian.

2.3, Yes-no questions with ‘nima’

Most of the syntactic features that the question particle nima display had been already
mentioned when nali was analyzed. I will not repeat all the details about these features;
they will be just illustrated in order to show the similarities and point out the
differences. Like nali the particle nima can be used as marker of interrogativity only in
direct alternative questions or in matrix sentences. It does not function as subordinator,

as the ungrammaticality of (22) indicates.

(22) *Tojmi  kazanimavele zamina.
he meDattold Q already left
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. . . . . . . .
H:O Quw—u ~UCH~OD Om QQ: NEQ :Q: MC—UUOH ts ﬂ_—ﬂ —QQW EN—“ O 18 ﬂ—H@ U~NOO E:ﬂ—@ ~—~0 uestio;
. — . ~ . _ . . _ 1: m 7.7 I —
2 Q S n

occupy the first position as in (23a) and th
e fir us takes the
The question is about the truth-value of the whole Eonohmwﬂo over the whole sentence

23) a. Nima Ivan vede  zamina?

Q ) Ivan already left
Is it truth that Ivan has already left?’

Uumm.0~0=ﬁ constituents Oozma —uO :.-Or\nﬁm n Dozﬂ Om nima i O—Qﬂ~ gwmﬂ ﬂ:Gw TO S:: GQ
ﬂOmu:um._uN@Qu as u:_hmgﬂ—“ﬂ& n ANwGuOv.

23) b Ivan nima zaminava za Sofija?
Ivan Q leaves for Sofia
‘Is Ivan really leaving for Sofia?’
c. Za Sofijas Marija nima Ivan zaminava?
,mg .momm with Marija Q Ivan leaves .
Is it truth that Ivan is the one who is leaving for Sofia with Maria?’
The verb always has to be after the particle nima. Examples in (17a-c) with nali and

AN_ _v ._ . _ _ .. m. wmq :ﬁ, ’ .y . m
Om ﬂrﬂwﬂ ﬂﬁ@wn—oz par :O~Qm Isa M@OO UOm:uozu _QEH Q.-@ (ONG cannot go Zw@m@

24) a. *Ivan zaminala nima za Sofia utre
. *HSS leaves Q to Sofia tomorrow
. za Sofia utre zaminava nima Ivan

to Sofia tomorrow leaves Q  Ivan

The o . C e e
mhmmwwﬂ. Smwr double specification” of Interrogativity by using more than one questio
wo ooBc_.n e mgaﬁom wro.im more similarities between nali and nima. It is not QOmmE_s

ine nima with nali, dali or li in one sentence. Examples as in (25a-c) %:mﬁ _:AM

nmﬂOwﬂ mn AuNN&Uv :-Hr :Q: M:O.. w_wﬂ restriction on Zwo ::QH_UO~ Om uestion part —0 u QQ
. ~
n_ 1 Hu 1Cles us

25) a. *Nima (toj) dali toj zamina
Q he Q he left
b. *Nima (toj) nali toj zamina
Q he Q he left
c. *Nima (toj) li toj zamina
Q  he Qhe left

esti . L
%m Emm _Mwswmn_&n M&:w in Amm.m-ov E_n.mm the first position; it marks the illocutionary force
o ihe se .oﬂson and it is m.voo_mma as interrogative. Therefore no more lexical markers of
e Emmw HS y maM Wo&o& in the sentence. There is only one head position in the structure
o dhis %MMA ooEoBo markers. _ME question particles carry the same [interrogative]
, y one can be inserted in i i i
o atioeliny b (e C. Two constituents in C yield
i .
he M:mmqwﬂnm not compete 55 wh-words for the same position in the structure, but still
! EN . e :mwa together as illustrated in (26a,b). The particle and wh-word ; h
¢ [interrogative] features, which can’t be checked twice in the sentence sy e
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(26) a. *Nima koga zaminava
Q when leaves

b. *Koga nima zaminava
when Q  leaves

The examples in (27a,b) show the distribution of nima in complex sentences with
indirect wh-questions. The restriction to use nima as subordinator is the reason for the
ungrammaticality of the example in (27b). In (27a) the question particle is in the matrix
clause, whereas wh-word is after (lower) than nima.

Q7 a Nima toj ti kaza koga zaminava?
Q  heyouDat told when leaves
“Is it really truth that he told you when he was going to leave?’
b. *Koga ti kaza nima zaminava
when youDat told Q  leaves

All examples with nima presented here show many similarities between rima and nali
concerning their distribution and syntactic features. The only difference in them is that
nima cannot be used at the end of the sentence to form a question tag, as shown in

(28a,b).

(28) a. *Zaminava§, nima
leave2Sg #Q
b. *Utre Ivan zaminavaza Sofija, nima?

tomorrow Ivan leaves for Sofia # Q

To sum up Section 2, nali and nima are markers for interrogativity and occur in direct
questions or in main clauses. They do not occur in embedded (indirect) questions. Nali
and nima cannot be used together with other markers of interrogativity — /i or dali. Only
one question particle could be presented in the structure. There are certain restrictions of
using nali or nima together with wh-words.

Nali has larger range of use than nima. Nali is the lexical tool to form question tags.
Only this question particle could loose its [interrogative] features and function as a
pragmatic marker, thus it is not part of the formal structure of the sentence.

3. Topic and Focus in questions with ‘nali’ and ‘nima’

The question particle /i is underspecified for set of [interrogative] and [focus] features.
Li cannot occur as a marker only for [focus], this is always presented in interrogative
sentences. Hence, [interrogative] feature is intrinsic to /i, whereas the [focus] feature is
optional. The distribution of dali shows similarity between dali and [i in their
[interrogative] features. It is important to remind that the distribution of dali is
connected with the process of focus marking. For dali Krapova (2001) concludes that it
raises around the Focus phrase (see (2d,e) as well)).

29 Foc dali

1 i

From the analysis of nali and nima proposed here it seems reasonable to suppose that
these question particles will also play certain role in the information structure of the




726

FDSL IV

sentence. The question arising is whether [interrogative] features of these particles are
necessarily related to other features, especially to [focus] features.

Topic and Focus of the sentence could be defined as pragmatic categories (cf.
Jacoss 2001; Kiss 1998; LAMBRECHT 1994; see also NicoLova 2000, 2001 for
Bulgarian). The analysis of Rizzi (1997, 2001) provides the theoretical tools for the

present investigation. In this framework, the CP domain has a finer structure and should
be split into several CP projections.

(30)  Vimatrix [roreep Force [1opp Topic [rocp Focus [ope Topic [rinp Finiteness [ip ... ]1]]]]

Force phrase carries information about the illocutionary force of the sentence. Topic and
Focus phrases are lower than Force. It is important to be mentioned that according to
Rizzi there is a projection higher than Force. He calls it Subordinator phrase.

Krapova and Karastaneva (2000) have arrived at similar ideas about ordering CP
elements in Bulgarian, as illustrated in (31).

(31)  SubordinatorP [TopicP [ForceP [FocusP [FinitenessP  [IP....]]]]]
ce wh-words/dali/li da

(KRAPOVA & KARASTANEVA 2000)

Wh-words, dali and /i are in Force phrase, which is lower than the subordinator ce.
Focus phrase is after the Force phrase.

Following Rizzi (2001), Krapova suggests that “it is worth subdividing ForceP
(which was meant to convey information about clause type or illocutionary force) into
two different heads — a declarative and an interrogative head. Like English, Bulgarian
possesses a single lexical item for declaratives, the complementizer ¢e ‘that’, which
appears only in subordinate clauses. Bulgarian also disposes of an interrogative
complementizer, dali ‘whether’, which unlike Ce, can appear both in embedded yes-no
questions and in main yes-no questions” (KrRAPOVA 2001:2). The analysis of nali and
nima led to the conclusion that dali, nali and nima behave alike with respect to their
syntactic distribution and main features. I will not discuss here whether nali and nima
could be part of complementizer system in Bulgarian, since they cannot appear in
embedded questions. For my analysis it is more important that all these particles are
markers for interrogativity. If dali is situated in Interrogative head, presumably this will
be the position of nali and nima in the structure. If this is truth, TopicP must precede
nali and nima, but FocusP will be after them.

The examples in (32a) and (33a) show that it is normal Focus phrases to follow the
interrogativity markers. The attempt to have Focus in front of nali and nima leads to
ungrammaticality, as in (32b) and (33b).

32) a. Nali IVAN zaminava za Sofia? (a ne Petar)
Q [IVANleaves for Sofia (not Petar)
‘Is IVAN the person who leaves for Sofia?’
*IVAN nali zaminava za Sofia

IVANQ leaves for Sofia
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(33) a Nima IVAN zaminava za Sofia?

Q IVAN leaves for Sofia Sofia?”

“Is it truth that Ivan is the one who leaves for Sofia’

b. *IVAN nima zaminava za Sofia?
IVANQ leaves for Sofia .

own in examples in (2d,¢), but o_u.Soch
ossible to have FocusP Eooo&.:m nali
er of elements in Interrogativity and

Dali can raise around the Focus vd«mmﬁ as sh
this is not the same with nali and nima. It is not p
or nima. This suggests the following relative ords

Focus illustrated in (34).

(34) nali > TFocus
nima > Focus . N
From the hierarchy, illustrated by the schedule in (31) ,_,om_o MENNMMW mmwﬂ_vmmwmmmmg
i Mo rrogativity markers. The examples in (15), (16) for =n~.~ and ( » X 2 o T
o mm:.m that prediction. Any XP moved in front of the particles gets top .
n . : I
Mhﬁamasm that CLLD Topics can also precede nali or nima.

. . . N
a. Knigata nali [IVAN ja vze!
9 bookDef Q IVAN Cltook -
‘It was Ivan who took the book, wasn’t he?
b. Knigata nimaIVAN ja <Nam
bookDefQ  IVAN Cltoo ,
‘It is truth that Ivan was the one who took the book?
one CLLD Topics can precede the

i than ¢
The examples in (36a,b) show that even more O P e onrasce in front

i ivi i and nima. It is possible
interrogativity markers rali an e
of :n:.moH nima, but only one of them to be resumed by a clitic.

i nali PETAR (mu) ja dade?
cor = Mm Muwbb _Mw%ww@m Q PETAR heDat mrm.>oo gave
It was Petar who gave the book to ?mb,. right? 4o
b Na Ivan knigata nima PETAR (mu) ja dade?
. to Tvan bookDef Q PETAR heDat sheAcc m~m<no,
“Is it really the truth that Petar gave the book to Ivan?

nted here confirm the suggestions ao.:o. by Krapova QMW“%MW
Interrogative head is higher than Focus, but _o,.zon M,EE M_ww_o m: hmm MMMM”“M: Howe Aom
i how one very interesting fact. Chitic dou (
Mo Mwwﬂm”wwn_ﬁwwwwammmwow 2000; ToMIC 1996 for more details) can be after nali or
v 5

nima. These constructions get Topic reading:

. . o
. Nali knigata IVAN ja vze?
en- Q bookDef IVAN Cl took .
“It was Ivan who took the book, wasn’t he?
b. Nima knigata [VAN ja vze?
Q bookDef IVAN Cl took o
“Is it true that Ivan was the one who took the book?

The examples prese
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The fact that clitic doubling constructions functining as regular Topics or CLLD Topics
could be found to the left or to the right of nali or nima could be generalized as

(38) CLLD Topic > nali > Topic
nima

Focus could be an XP after nali, nima. Focus phrase is below Interrogativity head.
Topics (more that one), CLLD Topics can occur in front of nali, nima or after them. To
explain the positions of clements presented in (34) and (37) I will adopt the idea
proposed by Rizzi (1997). “The global articulation of the topic-focus field in Italian
involves a FocP surrounded by recursive TopP’s, this configuration being in turn
sandwiched in between the Force-Finiteness system. The non-recursiveness of FocP
may be a consequences of its own interpretative characteristics” (RIZZ1 1997:287). The
examples from Bulgarian yes-no questions with nali and nima show that topic phrases
can undergo free recursion.

Such relations between the preverbal elements and their mutual ordering follow
Rizzi’s conclusion for the fine structure of the C system:

60 Force op* Int Oﬁ* Focus Mod* O_u* Fin IP
(from Rizz1 2001:21)

To sum up, it is reasonable to suggest that Bulgarian interrogative particles dali, nali
and nima interact with both Force marking and Topic-Focus distribution. While
[interrogative] features of dali are related especially to [focus] features, nali and nima
are connected with Topic phrases. Dali has the possibility of raising around a single
Focus projection, while rali and nima are connected with Topic recursion.
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