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Abstract

In Jaeger (to appear) | have described clitic doubling ingBtian wh-
interrogatives which constitutes a type of Superioritylation that cannot
be accounted for by any existing analyses. By showing thiét dioubling
of objectwh-phrases marks topicality, | raised the hypothesis thatynfan
maybe all) so called Superiority effects in Bulgarian are thutopic-fronting
of wh-phrases. Here, | provide further support for this hypdthaad show
that there is also evidence for topic-fronting of non-objeb-phrases. Dif-
ferences between colloquial and formal Bulgarian areictstt to how topi-
cal objects have to be realized at the site of the extractientlie VP), which
also makes the account readily extendable to other multipieting lan-
guages. The complex ordering constraints on the left peripare captured
in a Linear Syntax approach (similar to but different frontia 2000).

1 Introduction

Superiority in multiplewh-interrogatives has been an ongoing topic in generative
grammar for at least thirty years. Within the literature on Slavic syntax, Bialgar
has received special attention with regard to Superiority since the compiex c
straints that govern the ordering of frontedi-words in Bulgarian multiplevh-
interrogatives have been taken to be of great theoretical significdtiia @B/MP
research (Bskovic 1993; Chomsky 1973; Pesetsky 1987; Richards 1997). Still,
there is considerable disagreement over the acceptability of certain exxaamgle
overall, over the stability of the Superiority effects, just as much as abeuidht
account for the ordering constraints on Bulgaremquestions.

In this paper, | present a formal account that differs substantialiy fitwe
above-mentioned ones, most crucially in that | take so called ‘Superioféytefto
be — at least in large part — due to topicality. This paper thus aligns with otiers
have raised doubt about the Superiority as a syntactic axiom (e.g. Gjrenhd Sag
2000:2471. for English; King 1995:56f. for Russian; among many). direent
work is then motivated by the question ‘What is Superiority?’. In addrgstiis
guestion, | my use earlier work as a starting point.

The paper is structured as follows. In section 2, | provide the relevaak-b
ground on topic- and focus-fronting, clitic doubling, multiple-interrogatives and
so called ‘Superiority effects’. Section 2.3 discusses clitic doublinglephrases
and links it to topic-fronting (cf. Jaeger to appear). In section 3, | ldgvan
analysis for topic-fronting in- and outside wh-interrogatives, including the data
introduced in section 2.3. Finally, section 4 contains a summary and congusion

%My heartfelt thanks go to lvan Sag, Veronica Gerassimova (without tHeimpaper would not
have been possible), Loren Billings, Mila Dimitrova-Vulchanova, Mariaambova, Mila Tasseva-
Kurktchieva for their critical feedback and valuable discussions. | @aisold like to thank Lev
Blumenfeld, Elisabeth Norcliffe, and the audiences at the FASL-12 &®Ed12003 conferences.
The usual disclaimers apply.
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Billings and Rudin (1996, 1998) vs. Bkovic (1998b,a) vs. Grewendorf (2001) vs. Pesetsky (1987).



2 Background

In this section, | briefly introduce some relevant background. Sectiodeadribes
multiple topic- and focus-fronting and its relation to clitic doubling (henceforth
CD) in declarative clauses. Section 2.2 summarizes the relevant claims made in
the literature about Superiority in multipleh-interrogatives. The reader familiar
with the literature on Bulgarian syntax will not miss anything by skipping over
these two sections. In section 2.3, | summarize the data from Jaeger (&@rappe
showing CD inwh-interrogatives.

2.1 Discourse Function Fronting and Clitic Doubling

In Bulgarian, certain discourse functions (topic and focus) are marksgntax
by means of fronting of the respective constituents | will refer to this pees
discourse function frontingDF-fronting). In Bulgarian and other Slavic languages,
fronted topics precede fronted foci. Examples for Bulgarian and Russégiven
below:

(1) Decata MAMA Ste vodina cirk. Bulgariar
children-thg-o p momgoc will take to circus
The kids, MOM will take to the circus.[Lambova 2003b:1L

(2) Jak ANNE prsel. [Russiap
| to Anna arrived
| visited ANNA. [King 1995:207

In colloquial Bulgarian and some other languages (e.g. Albanian ankGree
Kallulli 2001) topic-fronted object constituents are CDed, i.e. they are doubled
by a clitic somewhere lower in the clause agreeing in person, number, rgende
and casé. CD is well-known from Romance languages (e.g. Rumanian, ltalian,
French, and Spanish) and the languages of the Balkan Sprachbgndlganian,
Bulgarian, Greek, Macedonian) among others. Although many difféuextions
have been proposed for Bulgarian CD (for an overview, see J&a§i#t), the
literature clearly converges on the claim that CD marks topicality (e.g. Alexan-
drova 1997; Dimitrova-Vulchanova and Hellan 1995/1999; Jaeger adsSi-
mova 2002; Leafgren 1997; Rudin 1997). Example (3), in which thadabFodor
is extracted out of a sentential subject, shows that topic-fronting is a listende
dependency. (4) shows that fronting and doubling of several coestifus possi-
ble. DOC stands for the direct object clitic and IOC for the indirect objétt.c
Topic-fronted constituents and clitics are underlined.

(3) Todor e jasno, e Ivan go e vidjal]
Todorrop is clear that lvan DOGCsa amrasc 1S seen
Todor, it is clear that Ivan has seen him.

2| restrict myself to object CD and ignore subject CD which is also possibseweral of the
above-mentioned languages.



(4) Nalvan  knigata azmu ja dadox.

to Ivanrop book-therop | 10C; s¢.ar45c DOCs s FEn gave
| gave the book to Ivan. [Dimitrova-Vulchanova and Hellan 1998:xiii

While CD of topic-fronted constituents @bligatory for colloquial Bulgarian
(i.e. (4) would not be acceptable without the clitics), more formal regisfeBsilo
garian do generally avoid CD, as e.g. in (1) above. This variation will fatlaf
the analysis proposed here (cf. section 3.1).

2.2 Multiple wh-Interrogatives

Bulgarianrequiresall wh-phrases in non-echo questions to be extracted to the left
periphery of the clause. In the case of embedded questidrghrases can be ex-
tracted to the front of the embedding clause or to the front of the embethlests.

In both cases they follow topics (Dimitrova-Vulchanova and Hellan 199%199
Rudin 1985). An example of an embedded question is given below:

(5) Cudja se kde kogo daizpratja.
wondef s¢ REFL where whom to send
| wonder whom to send where[Pavlov 2000:13}

Multiple wh-interrogatives have often been discussed under the keyword Supe-
riority (Chomsky 1973). As in the case of many other languages (e.g. Bragiid
Russian), in Bulgarian, too, Superiority has been taken to enforcdrcerter-
ing restrictions on frontedh-phrases. However, it is still unclear to which extent
Superiority applies to Bulgariawh-interrogatives. Many competing hypotheses
have been proposed since Rudin (1985) who was the first to addestssptb (for
Bulgarian) within a generative framework. Before | proceed, | sumradtizee
influential hypotheses with conflicting predictions (see also Jaeger tagppe

In (6), the subjectvh-phrase supposedly has to precede the direct and indi-
rect objectwh-phrases, but the latter two can order freely in the second and third
position. This is taken to also hold for sentences without a subjegthrase.

(6) a. Koj kogo kak e celunal?
who whom how is kissed
Who kissed whom how?

b. Koj kak kogo e celunal?
¢. *Kogo koj kak e celunal?

d. *Kak koj kogo e celunal?

BosSkovic (1993, 1998b,a) and Lambova (2003b)
(a) Thefirst wh-phrase inwvh-interrogative is subject to Superiority.
(b) In a multiplewh-interrogatives, alWwh-phrases after the first order freely.




However, Grewendorf (2001:97) gives the following example to shotnibia:
subjectwh-phrases can actually order freely if there is no subjgephrase:

(7) a. Kakvonakogo e dal Ivan?
what to whom is given lvan
What has lvan given to whom?

b. Na kogo kakvo e dal Ivan? Gfewendorf 2001:97

Grewendorf (2001:97)
(a) Subject wkphrases are subject to Superiority.
(b) In a multiplewh-interrogatives, all othewh-phrases order freely.

This claim is further revised by Billings and Rudin (1998:5-6) who introduce
examples of sentences with non-external subjects, such as (8), angles of
psych verbs with obligatory clitic doubling, such as (9), to show that aninigteb
wh-phrases can sometimes precede subjbegbhrase.

(8) a. Kakvo kogo e udarilo?
what whom is hit
What hit whom?

b. Kogo kakvo e udarilo? Bjllings and Rudin 1998

(9) a. Koj nakogo mu xaresva?
who to whom I0C pleases
Who likes whom?

b. Na kogo koj mu xaresva? Bi[lings and Rudin 1998

Billings & Rudin (1996:46,1998)
(a-1) External[+human] subjectvh-phrases are subject to Superiority.

(a-2) If there is no external subje¢thuman] wh-phrases precede [-human] wh-
phrases

(b) All remainingwh-phrases order freely.

2.3 Clitic Doubling in wh-Interrogatives

In this section, | present data that constitute a systematic violation $fdit’s
claim and cannot be accounted for by Billings and Rudin’s animacy hypisthe
either. These data were first introduced and discussed in more detadigerJ#o
appear). | first summarize the phenomenon and then describe the apedysised

in Jaeger (to appear).



2.3.1 The Phenomenon

As already mentioned, colloquial Bulgarian exhibits CD, which in some casgs (
for topic-fronted objects) is obligatory. But aside from the well docunekoteses

of CD in non-interrogativeswh-phrases in interrogatives can be CDed, too. In-
terestingly, CD inwh-interrogatives licenses a clear violation of Superiority, as
shown in (10a) and (11a). In both examples, the objdephrase precedes the
subjectwh-phrase — contrary to what is predicted by any of the analyses distusse
in the previous section. Note that the direct object clitic (DOC) is obligatorthe
default order , given in (10b) and (11b), the subjebtphrase precedes the object,
and CD is unacceptable or at least not preferred (compared to thar{ajpts)?

(10) a. Kogo koi zeni *(g9 poznaxa?
whom whichp;, women_ prpr DOCs sa.amrasc recognized pr,
Whom did which women recognize?

b. Koi Zeni kogo(?g9 poznaxa?

(11) a. Kogo kakvo *(go) ubi?
whom what DOG sa.arasc killeds s
Whom did what kill?

b. Kakvo kogo(?g9 ubi?

The effect of CD is further illustrated by (12) which contains two 3\8@ch
phrases. With the DOC the firath-phrasekoj méz, is interpreted as object. With-
out the DOC the firstvh-phrase is interpreted as subject. Note that the the argu-
ment status of thevhich-phrases in (12) cannot be determined by means of gender
or case. The verb form in (12) does not mark gendenanidh-phrases — just like
almost all NPs in Bulgarian — do not have overt case marking.

(12) Kojmaz koja zena (g9 obica?
which man which woman DO arasc loves

Without DOC:Which maRry g loves which womaw ;?
With DOC: Which womap gy loves which mapg;?

CD of awh-phrase is neither limited to certain kinds of verbs (e.g. there are no
Aktionsart restrictions) nor is it dependent on the animacy of the argun(itets
latter is illustrated by (10) above).

3This generalization seems to be less clear for overtly D-linkbgbhrases (so called ‘which’-
phrases), which seem to be acceptable with CD even if they are notdronte



2.3.2 The Function: Marking of Topicality

The analysis of the above data put forward in Jaeger (to appear), statesut-
shell, is that CD ofwh-phrases, like CD of other types of fronted objects, marks
topicality. The topic of a question is what the questmimarily requests infor-
mation about(for topics in interrogatives, see also Leafgren 1997:127; Steedman
2000:659). The claim that CD afh-phrases marks topicality is supported by a
range of arguments that are discussed in detail in Jaeger (to appdtdrpugh
topicality in questions may — on the first sight — appear to be an odd claim, it has
nonetheless been argued for under labels like ‘D-linking’ for e.g. RisnaitCo-
morovski 1996), Russian (Scott 2003), and German (Grohmann vexew)*

In other words, | have argued that CDeth-phrases are topical and that CD
in wh-interrogatives works just like CD outside wft+interrogatives. A possible
objection to this claim could be that it has been argued thatamiywhphrase can
be CDed (Dimitrova-Vulchanova and Hellan 1998, 1995/1999), whdrbase
shown above that Bulgarian declaratives can have multiple fronted tapicthat
all fronted objects are CDed in the colloquial register. Dimitrova-Vulchareowd
Hellan (1998:xxi) cite (13a) to show that “in constituent questions with nvelmy
items, one, but not more than one, clitic may occur agreeing with the respectiv
wh-constituent”. In addition, Dimitrova-Vulchanova and Hellan (1995/1999:37
mention (13b) to illustrate that, more generally, only one constituent (regardfe
whether it is arwh-phrase or not) in avh-interrogative can be doubled.

(13) a. Nakogo kakvomu (*go) dadoxa?
to whom what 10G s¢ DOGC; s¢.vEuT 9aV8 PL
What did they give to whom?[Dimitrova-Vulchanova and Hellan 1998:xkii

b. Knigata nakogo (“mu) ja dadoxa?
books-the g to whom 10G s¢ DOGCs s¢.rEMm 0AVe.pL
To whom did they give the booksPD.V. and H. (1995/1999:37)

However, it turns out that questions with more than tephrases are much
more compatible with CD dfwo objectwh-phrases (Mila Vulchanova, p.c.):

(14) Nakogo kakvokoga mu go dadoxa?
to whom what when I0¢sq DOCs sa.NnEUT 0aVe. L
To whom did they give what when?PMila Vuichanova, p.d.

To sum up, although topic-marking wh-questions is subject to some ad-
ditional constrainty in principle multiple topic-frontingis possible forwh-
interrogatives.

“For a more general discussion of topicality and D-linkinguiinterrogatives, see also Kuno
and Takami (1993); Grohmann (1998); Boeckx and Grohman®3R0

SRecall that, after all, (13a) is possible with both clitics in declaratives, thabistifwh-phrases
are substituted by lexical NPs, as in (4).



2.4 Summary

In this section, | have provided a brief summary of the overall configuratio
the left periphery in the Bulgarian clause. | have paid particular attentiorhéd w
| take to be topic-fronting of CDed objegth-phrases. The type of Superiority
violations mentioned in section 2.3 cannot be accounted for even by thalyses
that predictsomeviolations of strict Superiority (e.g. Billings and Rudin 1996,
1998; Grewendorf 2001; Pesetsky 2000).

The remainder of the paper lays out a formal analysis of the left pegipher
especially topic-fronting (within as much as outsidendfinterrogatives). | also
gather further support for an extension of the above-stated hypethesn-object
wh-phrases. Whereas CD provides a way of identifying topical objecigas,
topical non-object phrases do not have a comparable morphologickingan
Bulgarian. There is, however, some support for topic-fronting of-olojectwh-
phrases, which | discuss in section 3.2.

3 The program

An adequate analysis of the left periphery of the Bulgarian clause (whitte
target of such phenomena as DF-fronting artdfronting) has to account for the
following issues: (A) the correct order of fronted constituents, i.elfAepics
precede non-topics; (A-2) topic-fronted nam-phrases can precede thi-cluster

in Bulgarianwh-questions (cf. (13b) in section 2.3.2); it also has to account for
the facts that, in colloquial Bulgarian, (B-1) topic-fronted objetisstbe CDed
and (B-2) focus-fronted objectannotbe CDed. For colloquial Bulgarian, this in
turn raises the following questions: (C) what information object clitics coritain
their lexical entry, and (D) how this information is passed from the clitics to the
constituents on the left periphery of the clause. Taken together, queétdmand

(D) address the question of how an analysis can guarantee that dijjesthave

to agree with the topic-fronted constituent they double (see above) anththa
constituent an object clitic agrees with must be topical.

Questions (B-1), (C) and (D) are addressed in section 3.1. The iszised
under (A) turn out to be quite intricate. They are discussed in detail in sectio
3.2. The remaining point (B-2) is addressed in section 3.3. | provide tineafo
constraints on the constructions of the left-periphery (e.gwttkeand topic-clause
types) and briefly sketch how the different parts of the proposed sinaheract. |
will assume familiarity with the framework proposed in Ginzburg and Sag (2000
as well as with the idea of Linear Syntax (Reape 1994; Kathol 1995,)2000

3.1 The Extraction Site: Colloquial # Formal Bulgarian

As | have already pointed out above, formal and colloquial Bulgariamse be-
have fairly similar much alike with respect to DF-fronting — except for the fac
that colloquial Bulgarian requires CD of topic-fronted object constitudntether



words, in terms of the relation between the ‘extraction site’ (i.e. the site froitchwh
something is extracted) in the clause and the ‘extraction target’ (i.e. the fgghpe
ery), object clitics have the same distribution as gaps. In light of this, lestgg
the following. First, Bulgarian object clitics (in their function as discussea@he
should be treated as phonetically non-empty gaps. Second, the ordarihg o
fronted field should be defined in terms of topicality rather than with direetref
ence to CD, which is onlpne way to mark topicalit{i.e. for objects in colloquial
Bulgarian). The second point will receive more attention in the next sediigr
ask the reader to keep it in mind while reading the current section.

What does this mean for clitics? Somehow the lexical entry of a clitic intro-
duces an element into the V& ASH set and state that this element is topical and
that it must have the right agreement features (i.e. the agreement tetitatrare
expressed in the clitic). Here | do not wish to discuss whether clitics in Balgar
are adjoined to the verb in morphology or in synfakor simplicity’s sake, let us
assume that clitics are adjoined to the verb in syhtaurthermore, given that,
whenever a topical object is extracted in colloquial Bulgarian it has to bedCD
| postulate that colloquial Bulgarian (unlike more formal registers) hasapaft
introducing topical object gaps. Note that this is the answer to (B-1) raistu
beginning of section 3, i.e. ‘Why do fronted topics have to be CDed?’ A clitic
identifies its ownLoCAL value as the only element of it8. ASH set and further
determines that theoNTENT of this element is a member of th®pricsset. The
template for an object clitic is given in (15).

(15) Schematic template for object clitics

[obj-cl
PHON list(form)

HEAD
LOCAL

n
AGR agr-cat
CONT [I[INDEX i]
sLasH {E]}
| CTXT | INFO-STR| TOPICS{[}

SS

| assume a construction which identifies clitics with items on the vetkis-sT.

Thus whichever fronted constituent fills the ‘gap’ introduced by a clitic wdl b
identified as a specific argument of the verb. EhasH value percolates up to
the clausal level due to the narwcAL Amalgamation Constraint (Ginzburg and

®This still appears to be an unresolved issue in the literature and is notrrelewthis paper (see
Franks and King 2000 for an overview over mostly syntactic appradbea recent morphological
approach, see O’Connor 2002; for a similar approach in HPSG, gk &hd Sag 1997).

’In Bulgarian, object clitics are part of the so calleedicate clitic clustemwhich is always verb
adjacent. One could therefore propose a construction that combinesrthevith all clitics to form
the predicate clitic cluster. The construction identifies clitics with elementskaf ST and cancels
the correspondingompPsin the resulting predicate clitic cluster phrase.



Sag 2000:398), which collects all daughtessAsH sets into the headsLASH set.
Therefore, the CDed phrase has to be topical since the clitic identifissAtsH
element as topicdl. Any element oftopicsis passed up to the clause by the
Information Structure Principl€¢ISP), which is defined as a constraint on headed
phrases (i.e. the typged-ph cf. Ginzburg and Sag 2000):

(16) Information Structure Principle (ISP)
For each information structural feature F (such as er@pricsor Focl), the value of F of a
headed phrase’s (hd-ph) mother is the union of all its daughters’ Feglu

[CTXT|INFO-STR\F }
DTRS
[CTXT|INFO-STR|F [Za]]

CTXT|INFO-STR|F[Z1] U ... U[EZx]

Since clitics identify theilCONTENT to be a member ofoprics the ISP ensures
that this information is passed up to the clausal level. In section 3.3, it willheco
clearer precisely how this in turn forces the extraction target to be a merhber o
TOPICS In sum, colloquial Bulgarian has only one way to realize the extraction
site of a topic-fronted object, namely via an object clitic. | have sketched fbe in
mation provided by clitics (agreement, topicality of co-indexed item, and indirect
argument identification). Formal Bulgarian, on the other hand, doesavet ¢ii-

tics because but allows topical object gaps. In other words, colloguiaf@amal
Bulgarian differ at the extractiosite. Note that | have refrained from introducing
acLITic feature (cf. Avgustinova 1997). Instead the absence or presé@i2
represented indirectly. If an object is CDed it is deleted fromcdbepslist and
required to be topical. This approach is a priori preferable to one thalbgma
cLiTic feature, and will in addition prove elegant once | provide the analysis for
the extractiortargetin section 3.3.

3.2 The left periphery of the Bulgarian clause

In section 2.1, | showed that Bulgarian has two types of DF-frontedtitoests,
namely topics and foci. The former always precede the latter. Similarly, in
guestions, CDedvh-phrases, which have been argued to be topical, have to
precede the non-CDedhphrases. Thus we already know thatwh;+top] <
[—wh;—top] (i.e. nonwh-phrase ‘topicalization’) and [+wh;+topk [+wh;—top]

(i.e. wh-phrase ‘topicalization’y. We also know thatfwh;+top] < [+wh;—top]

(i.e. nonwh-phrase topic-fronting before theh-cluster). Note that we do not
know whether fwh;+top] < [+wh;+top] (i.e. topic-fronted nonvh-phrases pre-
cede topic-fronteevh-phrases) simply because this combination is very difficult or

8Note that | treat topics in a slightly different way from that proposed indadfjand Valldu¥
(1996) in that | take topics to lm=mantic object§.e. of typesem-obj cf. Ginzburg and Sag 2000:387)
rather than signs (see also Jaeger and Oshima 2002).

°l use [+/~ o] purely as a convenient notation for thescriptive generalizationsThe sign<
denotes a linear precedence relatior(h if ‘a must precede b’).



even impossible to géP The same difficulty holds for the relative order between
nonwh-foci andwh-phrases. Rudin (1985:89) argues that focus-fronting is not
possible inwh-questions. Pavlov (2000:142) provides (17) to shelwfronting
before a focus-fronted phrase (marked by the focus pafiicleithin a yes/no-
guestion:

(17) Kade \CERA li  bjaxa xuknaliv tozi stud?
Where yesterdaypc FOC were rushed in this cold
Where had they rushed YESTERDAY in this freezing weather?

However, in the default order for (17) thérphrasekadewould follow the fo-
cus phrasetera li (Veronica Gerassimova, p.c.). Thus [+wlijwh;+foc].}! Note
that, strictly speaking, no focus feature is needed to describe this amsiraint.
A preliminary version of the left periphery precedence constraints engiv (18).

(18) Left periphery precedence constraints (preliminary version)
[-wh;+top] | [+wh;+top] < [+wh;-top] | [-wh;-top]

The precedence relations in (18) constitute the issue raised at the bggafnin
section 3 under point (A). Next, | will discusplitting of the wh-clustera phe-
nomenon, which, | argue, reveals further evidence for the existdnopio-fronted
wh-phrases.

Consider the following data, in which a phrase splitsuhrecluster. Lambova
(2003c), building on Rudin (1988), shows that emphatic particles, patcals,
and adverbs (both sentential and manner adverbs) can occur affestheit not
after the seconavh-phrase. Below | give one of her examples, wheawjarno
(‘perhaps’) splits the cluster of frontedh-phrases. Lambova (2003a,c) has taken
these data as evidence that the fisktphrase (sometimes) does not form a con-
stituent with the remaining/h-phrases:

(19) a. Koj, navjarno, &ade kogaSte poéca tortata?
who perhaps where when will order cake-the
Who will perhaps have the cake made where when?

b. *Koj kade, navjarno, kogéte poéca tortata?

c. *Koj koga, navjarno, &deSte poéca tortata? Lambova (2003d)

Lambova (2003c) also gives several examples illustrating that the saaseghr
that can split avh-cluster after the initialvh-phrasecannotdo that if the question

101 leave it open as to whether there may be sentences containing bothalhand wh-topics,
since | do not have enough data to decide this point. For some data thétpomsibly be taken to
support that [+wh;+topk [—wh;+top] cannothold, see Lambova (2003c) who argues that ndn-
topics cannot follow the firavh-phrase.

) use ‘a| b’ to indicate that ‘a and b can order freely’.



is preceded by a topic-fronted nevi+phrase. The translations have been slightly
changed to match the way other examples in this paper have been transbgiied. T
marking is indicated by underlining (not given in the original examples):

(20) a. Kakvg kazva, koga iska Sefat?
whatro p you-are-saying when wants boss-the
What, you're saying, does the boss want whefiambova (2003d)

b. *Sefit, kakva kazva, koga iska?
boss-the o p whatyo p you-are-saying when wants
The boss, what, you're saying, does (he) want when2mbova (2003d)

Although Lambova does not consider topic-frontingwdfphrases, she pro-
vides examples showing that the same types of phrases that can spfit thester
(henceforth SPP for splitter-phrases) can also appear after frantegh-topics
(Lambova 2003a). For multiple topic-fronting as well, speakers seem ferpre
SPPs between the topics and thecluster (rather than after the first topic-fronted
constituent):?

(21) NaMaria  (?obiknoveno) tortite (obiknoveno) koji  gi  dava?
to Mariarop usually cakes-thgy p usually who IOC DOC gives

Roughly: To Maria the cakes, who (usually) gives (them) (to her?)

| propose the following analysis. The SPPs in the above examples occur be
tween topic-fronted constituents and non topic-frontéddphrases. Whphrases
preceding an SPP are topic-frontedT his claim predicts that SPPs should be able
to occur after an initial CDed objeeth-phrase, since they are topical. This is
indeed the case:

(22) a. Kogo naj-verojatno, koj *(g® obra?
whomrop most-probably who DO&sq . arasc robbed
Intended:Whom did most probably who rob?

b. Koj, naj-verojatno, kogo (*go) obra
who most-probably whowp p DOCs 5.0 asc robbed
Intended:Who did most probably rob whom?

| thus take this to be evidence for the hypothesis stated above thatc8RPs
appear between CDed topioah-phrases and the remainder of twe-clustert®

12The data seem to be far more complex since judgements depend on té KPE that is chosen
(Veronica Gerassimova, p.c.). Here, it only matters that there sebm ¢ertain SPPs which occur
after the topic-cluster. | also do not discuss occurrences of &fBwing thewh-cluster.

13Since SPPs can also adjoin to VPs, one has to be careful, since beé€ahiseaosingle non
topic-frontedwh-phrase also ‘precedes an SPP’. Above, | refer to SPPs that diceatly beforethe
wh-cluster. Fowh-interrogatives with two or more/h-phrases, this is unambiguously identifiable.

140ne may ask why it is not possible to have two topighiphrases or one topical namk-phrase
and a topicawh-phrase followed by an SPP. As already discussed above, Dimitrolcdrahova



While more data are needed to be certain, it seems plausible that noniehject
phrases, e.gkoj in (19a) orkakvoin (20a), are topic-fronted, just as CDed ob-
ject wh-phrases are, e.gkogoin (22a). This would simplify the formulation of
the left periphery precedence constraints, thereby allowing a unifoetysis for
SPP-placement. Furthermore, the proposed analysis of (at least sdtmaé)virn-
phrases as topics provides an explanation for (at least some) so-8apedority
effects. Rather than restrictingh-topic-fronting to CDed objeawh-phrases, | as-
sume (based on the data presented in this section) that tegigalhrases of any
kind precede non-topicalh-phrases. This parallels the data known from declar-
atives where topics precede foci. The revised and simplified versionedeth
periphery precedence constraints is the following:

(23) Left periphery precedence constraints (final version)
[ttop] < SPP< [-top]

The next section addresses those parts of (23) that are crucial to multiple
guestions with and without CD.

3.3 The Extraction Target: Colloquial = Formal Bulgarian

Below | present an analysis of the linear order constraints on the ldfissy
described in the previous section. After considering a range of diffexealy-
ses (some rather hierarchical, some purely linear), | have come to thisionc
that the best analysis makes reference both to linear order constraihts an
hierarchy of phrases on the left periphery. Linear order is needpdotode an
elegant description of the phenogrammatical properties of the left peyjred a
hierarchical organization proves necessary in order to capture itgtanimatical
propertiest® | therefore adopt a version of Linearization-based Syntax (cf. &eap
1994; Kathol 1995, 2000), which makes use of the idea of topologiddkfi@e-
fore | proceed, let me briefly summarize the core of Kathol's proposahdrere
the approach taken here deviates from his (for further details, seelk&00).

In addition to the standard features, each construction/phrase/woslimes
to contain anORDER DOMAIN feature (hencefortibom). | follow Reape (1994)
and Donohue and Sag (1999) — and deviate from Kathol (1995:12¥7Kathol
(2000:99-100) — in that | take the valuemdm to be a list ofsigrs. The advantage
of this stems from the fact that the information-structural statusa elements
has to be accessible for ordering constraints (I elaborate on this beélaggpt the
idea of topological fields (Kathol 1995, 2000). The fact that a givem element
has to be realized in a specific topological field is encoded in the type oflthat e
ment (following Kathol 2000). That inom elements are of typgignand of type

and Hellan (1998, 1995/1999) have shown that it is extremely difficuletessgveral topics imvh-
questions. Adding an SPP does not make the sentence less complex -gdigitimjuestion becomes
increasingly difficult. Note, however, that the same difficulties hold for fswated nonwh-topics.

5For the distinction between ‘phenogrammatical’ vs. ‘tectogrammaticatesgmtations in lin-
guistics, see Dowty (1996).



topoand therefore “positionalized signs” (Kathol 2000:77). This also implies tha
all words must be of a speciftopotype (i.e. words specify in which topological
field they can occur).ooM values are handed up to constructions (although the
order within theDoMm list may change). Thus thepotypes of allbom elements
are available at the constructional level and ultimately at the clausal level: Co
structions can determine or constrain tbpotype of any of their daughters. For
example, the filler constructions for the left periphery could specify thérdito

be of the left periphery field type. | will come back to this below. At any give
point, the actual phonological realization of a construction/phrase sponels to
the order of elements inoM (Reape 1994:155). The order withiroM is in turn
determined by Linear Precedence (henceforth LP) constraints, wheckeasi-
tive to topological fields (i.e. theom elements’ types). To sum up, Topological
LP constraints determine the linear order of phonological elements in a senten
thereby accounting for phenogrammatical restrictions. At the same timdroons
tions/phrase types constitute the tectogrammatical structure of a sentence.

The Bulgarian type hierarchy assumed here for topological fields isrsirow
(24). Although by no means complete, all typetevant to the current problem
are given. The left periphery contains all elements that are frontesubeahey
bear discourse functions, such as topics and foci (includinghrases). In other
words, a word can only appear lihif it is marked to be part of a topic or focus
of a sentence (or some other kind of discourse marking function, amasdsior
SPPs). The main field contains everything between the left and the righhper
ery. The right periphery contains right-dislocated elements such as dcgi{ch
Lambrecht 1994), which | will not discuss here further. Even thougly&ian,
unlike German, lacks a ‘Satzklammer’ (sentence bracket), it shares withaBe
the property that the left and right periphery are the target of (diseofumction
driven) extractions:

(24) The topological fields of the Bulgarian clause

t(opological) f(ield)
-
I(eft periphery) f(ield) m(ain) f(ield) r(ight) p(eriphery)

The ordering constraints observed in the previous section are cajyitbe LP
Constraints in (25).

(25) Topological LP Statements for the Bulgarian clause

LP-1 (Bulgarian TF Constraint]if[< [mf[< [rf]
If

LP-2 (TopicsFirst! Constraint);| CONT
TOPICS setw {[T]}

If
< SPP[If|< | CONT
TOPICS set—{[0}

LP-1, the Bulgarian Topological Fields Constraint, states that elements infthe le
periphery precede elements in the main field, which in turn precede elemergs in th



right field. LP-2, the Topics-First! Constraint (henceforth TFC), is enmomplex

in that it does not only make reference to topological fields. The TFC éceff
tively restricted to the left periphery (since it only states precedencstrents

on elements of typ#). Within the left periphery, the TFC enforces the order that
has been described in (23) in the previous section (i.e. topics have &deraon-
topics, and SPPs appear after topics but before non-topics). GiedrH, it also
becomes clearer why it is advantageous that elements be of typsign As
shown throughout this paper, especially in the previous section, the bneear of
elements in the left periphery of the Bulgarian clause is clearly sensitivedo inf
mation structure, most clearly to topicality. It thus seems as good or better a way
to encode thidinear order constraint directly by means of LPs (such as the TFC)
rather than, for example, in the tectogrammatical component of the grammar (i.e.
by means of phrase structure in the widest sense). Another way to edipéuiact

that topics precede foci would be to assume two left periphery fieldBiftiitrova-
Vulchanova and Hellan 1995/1999) and associate one with topics and greath

with focus. This approach would not be incompatible with the one that | ddpt

but | prefer the latter because of its conceptual clarity. Furthermotestasv fur-

ther down, the approach taken here reduces the number of constsuittairare
required in order describe the left periphery.

Note that the LP rules do not make direct referenceephrases. While the
correctorderingof all fronted phrases is achieved via the TFC, | have yet to provide
the tectogrammatical structure that explains how the extracted phraseslefi the
periphery (e.gwh-phrases) are combined with the remainder of the clause.

In order to do that, | sketch the type hierarchy for the constructions déthe
periphery and show how the extracted elements in, for example, a ‘topicatiza
clause or a multiplevh-question are combined with the remainder of the clause.
For the reader’s orientation, the proposed type hierarchy for the Batlgelause
is shown in (26). The two typeBg-df-clandBg-wh-int-clcorrespond to the con-
structions for DF-fronting and/h-interrogatives, respectively.

(26) Type hierarchy for the left-periphery of the Bulgarian clause{leaf nodes)

phrase
/\clause .../\hd-ph
.me_d hd-mult-fill-ph
inter-cl
Bg-wh-int-cl ...  Bg-df-cl

| begin the discussion of the new types whith-mult-fill-ph an extension of the En-



glishhd-fill-phthat allowsmultiplefillers instead of just one. A similar type will be
needed for any kind of multiple fronting language (e.g. Serbo-CroatiassiRn,
Romanian). Thénd-mult-fill-ph as defined in (27), describes a flat structure with
multiple non-head daughters (cf. Ginzburg and Sag 2000:364). Likergksh
hd-fill-ph, the hd-mult-fill-phis a subtype ohd-ph(i.e. hd-mult-fill-phis a headed
phrase).

(27) Bulgarianhd-mult-fill-ph

[hd-mult-fill-ph
SS| SLASH
DTRS <[Loc @], [Loc &), ...[Loc }@>

LOC|HEAD v

HD-DTR
I sLasH {DB .. m ]

The constraints dfid-mult-fill-phare inherited by the type for DF-fronting clauses
(Bg-df-c) and the type fowh-clauses Bg-wh-int-c). | discuss those two new
types in turn.

The Bg-df-cltype is very similar to the Englistop-cl suggested in Ginzburg
and Sag (2000:379). It is a head-filler construction, and all its fillens'values
must be empty (this guarantees tidtinterrogative phrases cannot be fillers in
Bg-df-c). Each filler has to correspond tosaAsSH element of thedD-DTR. The
mother'ssLASH value is theHD-DTR’S SLASH value after all the fillersLoCAL
values have been removed from it. Unlike the Englagticl, Bg-df-clenables both
topic and focus fronting. The Discourse Configurationality Constrai@pin
(28) states that theoNTENT values of all non-head daughters of 8g-df-clmust
be either a member aforicsor FocC!:

(28) Discourse Configurationality Constraint (DCC)Bg-df-cl

DTRS<[LOCCONT } ..[Loc|coNT ]>

HD-DTR[1]
Bg-df-cl=
TOPICS { }u set

CTXT|INFO-STRUC
FOCI { }u set

Note that nothing prevents the daughters from being members ofrfbetic sand
Focl. This allows for ‘newly introduced topics’ (e.g. the optiorsatof TOP-
ICs could in principle contain any of theONTENT values G.; .. C,). ‘New
topics’ (here, also [+top;+foc] elements) are indeed possible in Bulgéaisiin
English left-dislocations; cf. Keenan-Ochs and Schieffelin 1976). Notker that
instances oBg-df-clare also subject to the ISP becagdf-clis a subtype of
hd-ph This implies that theopricsandrFoci values ofBg-df-clcorrespond to the
union of theTopicsandFoci values of its daughters.



Thus, if both topics and foci (and possibly other discourse functiors) a
fronted by the same construction, how, one may ask, can the correctairbF-
fronted elements be predicted given that Beg-df-cl does not place any direct
restrictions on the order of iteom elements? This brings us back to the TFC,
stated in (25) above. Since the linear ordering is done by the TFdkdf-cl
type only has to state that tiseom elements corresponding to its fillers must be of
typelf (i.e. that the fillers must be realized within the left periphery field). This is
achieved by the Left Periphery Domain Condition (henceforth LPDCtHemo-
tion of Domain Conditions, cf. Kathol 2000) formalized in (29) below. While the
LPDC states that theom value corresponding to filler daughters must be of type
If, the TFC orders theseoM elements (and thereby determines the phonological
realization), so that topics precede non-topics (e.g. ordinary fodomsedd phrases
andwh-phrases, as long as the latter are not topic-fronted). Because Igdhen
Bg-df-clbut (as | will show below) also thBg-wh-int-clis subject to the LPDC, |
state this constraint on their common supertiidemult-fill-ph

(29) The Left Periphery Domain Condition (LPDC) bd-mult-fill-ph

DTRS( ..., (=, [0])
hd-mult-fill-ph= | HD-DTR[®]
DOM <[|f] i), @>

At this point one may wonder why the order among topics and foci is notttiire
encoded via th&g-df-cl Recall, however, that Bulgarian also allows for topic-
frontedwh-phrases. These phrases cannot be daughtd3g-of-cl Instead, like
other non-topicalvh-phrases, they are fillers in the Bulgariah-interrogative con-
struction Bg-wh-int-c). If the ‘topics must precede foci’ constraint were postu-
lated onBg-df-cl(and maybe eveBg-wh-int-c) it would not be possible to derive
the fact that topics precede foci in tisole left periphery® On the contrary, for
the account proposed here, this is not a problem at all. As a matter oé¥acy;-
thing that is necessary to predict the correct ordering of frontedsphitaas already
been given above.

Like the Bg-df-cl type, Bg-wh-int-clinherits the LPDC fromhd-mult-fill-ph
This predicts thatvh-phrases inh-interrogatives have to appear in the left periph-
ery where they are subject to the same linear order constraint as Bedrphrases
(i.e. the TFC). Here, | do not discuss the details ofueinterrogative construc-
tion but merely summarize the formal details for the interested reader. | follow in
essence what has been proposed in Ginzburg and Sag (2000pt klaelénterrog-
ative Retrieval Constraint (Ginzburg and Sag 2000:365) which esshat, in a
guestion, at least one elementraRAMS is retrieved from theiD-DTR’S STORE
Next, | update the Filler Inclusion Constraint (FIC; Ginzburg and Sa@ Zx&B),

8Accounts that rely on separate types for topic- and focus-frontingeadde linear order di-
rectly via those types (rather than via Topological LPs) run into similarlprob since there is no
easy way to predict the correct order of application for the two cortabrutypes.



which guarantees that the extractgd-phrases contribute theivH values to the
PARAMS set of the mother. The new version, the Multiple Filler Inclusion Con-
straint (MFIC) given in (30), is compatible with thel-mult-fill-ph It also differs
from the FIC in that it doerotallow optional retrieval of additiongdarars (which
could only come from in-sitwwh-phrases). Th@eArRAMS value of Bulgarianwh-
interrogatives is determined exclusively by the values of its filler daughters.

(30) Multiple Filler Inclusion Constraint (MFIC) oBg-wh-int-cl

SS|LOC|CONT [PARAMS {m}w..¥ {wn}}

DTRS <{WH {m}}, ...,[WH {wn}}[]>

| also assume a couple of constraints definedvords to guarantee that (a) only
fillers in filler-extraction constructions can have non-empty WH values, (aphd
all wh-phrases with non-emptyH values have to be fronted (cf. WHSP, WHC,;
Ginzburg and Sag 2000:189).

To sum up, the tectogrammatical analysis of Bulganaminterrogatives
closely resembles the analysis for Enghghinterrogatives proposed in Ginzburg
and Sag (2000). Thearans contributed by thevh-phraseswH features (i.e. the
semantic content of theh-phrases) are added to the motherskAm value. This
and the fact that the motherSONTENT value is defined to be of typguestion
(that is an abstraction over its head daughtesNTENT value, which must be a
proposition cf. Ginzburg and Sag 2000) create the necessary question semantics
whenevewh-phrases are fronted. The two main differences to Ginzburg and Sag’s
approach to the left periphery are that (a) Bulgarian hag-anult-fill-ph i.e. it
allows multiple DF- andvh-fronting (a language-specific difference), and (b) the
ordering of fronted constituents (including tiv-cluster) is achieved by Topolog-
ical LP Constraints (a theoretical choice which | have motivated above).

| have already stated that the daughters ofBhewh-int-cland Bg-df-clcon-
structions are subject to the LPDC. Thus all topic-fronted phrasbglirases or
not) will be ordered before SPPs (which | assume to be introduced byaaate
construction | do not discuss here) by the TFC, as stated above in‘f&&)mal’
wh-phrases (i.e. non-topical ones) are correctly predicted to follow JRPasS
(non-topical) foci are predicted to follow SPPs.

Finally, let me come back to the claim | made at the end of section 3.1, namely
that it would be advantageous to avoid a spedifictic feature. Instead, | sug-
gested that colloquial Bulgarian realizes topical object extraction with ggcob
clitic at the extraction site, whereas formal Bulgarian allows topical objges.ga

Bg-wh-in-cl=

In addition to the changes just mentioned some additional small changethze made: (a) the
constraint on English subjeeth-clauses that handles the gap-filling for subject gaps (cf. Ginzburg
and Sag 2000:237) has to be updated to be compatiblenaiithult-fill-ph and (b) the Inversion con-
straint (INVC; cf. Ginzburg and Sag 2000:231) is irrelevant for Brilya Since | am not concerned
with infinitival wh-questions here, | will not discuss the necessity of the Opti@nalCondition
(OPC; cf. Ginzburg and Sag 2000:231).



While Bg-df-clallows both topical and non-topical fillers, only topical ones can be
CDed?® This is sufficient to capture the fact that, in colloquial Bulgarian, topic-
fronted phrases will have to be CDed further down in the clause (sincevdisishe
only way to introduce a topical object gap). Thus, the current préfosthe left
periphery (i.e. the extraction target) holds unchanged for both the fanththe
colloquial registers of Bulgarian.

4 Conclusion

| have provided a general account of the Bulgarian left periphecyding on clitic
doubling (CD) inwh-questions. While fronting of constituents bearing discourse
functions is well-researched for non-interrogatives (see refeseincsection 2.1),

the possibility of topicalvh-phrases has mostly been ignored in the literature on
Bulgarian®. Similar ideas have, however, occasionally been mentioned — mostly
under the related label of D-linking — for other languages (e.g Comorde8é6;
Grohmann 1998; Pesetsky 1987; Scott 2003).

After providing an argument for the general possibility of topic-frontihgvb-
phrases, be they CDed or not (cf. section 3.2), | outlined a formaluatad the
Bulgarian left periphery (both the syntax and at least to some degreerttanscs).

The account employs topological fields and Linear Precedence Cotsttafined
on them, thereby distinguishing between pheno- and tectogrammatical {pEsper
of the left periphery. The analysis handles topic-fronting in and outsidehe
interrogatives as well as simpieh-interrogatives (without topic-fronting). As it
stands, the overall framework assumed for the phenogrammatical anslgsig-
brid of Kathol (1995, 2000) on the one hand and Donohue and S&9)1® the
other hand. What | really had in mind while drafting this analysis is, however,
version of construction grammar in which constructions are — among othessthin
— responsible for organizing the information necessary for the lineariogl of
their daughters. Although this is in some respect close to what | have sgdpo
here, the current analysis would benefit from being restated (ame:dgfivithin a
construction grammar framework of that type.

By basing the order of the fronted periphery on grammaticalized sensitivity to
a general pragmatic concept (namtpicality), rather than on a morpho-syntactic
feature of colloquial Bulgarian (i.e. CD), the present account wodth for col-
logquial and formal Bulgarian and can in principle be extended to other &ayegu
with similar left periphery ordering (e.g. Russian, which also seems to allaertop
fronting of wh-phrases; cf. Scott 2003).

Finally and maybe most importantly, once we accept the hypothesis proposed
in section 3.2 thatvh-phrases followed by e.g. a parenthetical are topical (in-
cluding subjecwh-phrases, as in (19) and (22) above), this sheds new light on

18T be precise, CHlefinesvhichever filler the clitic agrees with as topical.
1%Dimitrova-Vulchanova and Hellan (1998, 1995/1999) and Jaeger2j2@@ntion CD inwh-
interrogatives without directly relating it to topicality.



what has traditionally been called ‘Superiority effects’. Suddenly, tloé tfzat
subjectwh-phrases occur clause-initially in a large majority of Bulgarian clauses
‘suspiciously’ resembles the fact that, cross-linguistically, subjects Ihe®e most
frequently observed to be topics (cf. Lambrecht 1994:131f.). Thukel itato be

of crucial importance to investigate to which extent ‘Superiority’ (in Bulgaias
much as in other languages) can be accounted for by semantic and/orapiag
facts.

References

Alexandrova, G. 1997. Pronominal clitics as g(eneralized) f(amiliatitgnsing agro. IrFormal
Approaches to Slavic Linguistics: The Cornell Meeting, 1%3b Browne et al., 1-31. Ann Arbor:
Michigan Slavic Publications.

Avgustinova, Tania. 1997Word order and clitics in Bulgariapivolume 5 ofSaarbiicken Disserta-
tions in Computational Linguistics and Language Technaol&parbiicken: DFKI.

Billings, Loren, and Catherine Rudin. 1996. Optimality and superiority: ¥ approach to overt
multiple-wh ordering. InFormal Approaches to Slavic Linguistics, The College Park meeting,
1994 ed. J. Toman, 35-60. Ann Arbor: Michigan Slavic Publications.

Billings, Loren, and Catherine Rudin. 1998. Animacy and focus in Bidgawh questions. In
Proceedings of Conference on Slavic Morphosyntax, Bloomingto8, 199

Boeckx, Cedric, and Kleanthes Grohmann. 2003. SubMove: Tenanthified account of scram-
bling and D-linking. InPeripheries ed. David Adger; €cile de Cat and George Tsoulas. Dor-
drecht: Kluwer.

Boskovic, Zeljko. 1993. On certain violations of the superiority condition, agra, economy of
derivation.Journal of Linguistics

Boskovic, Zeljko. 1998a. Multiple WH-fronting and economy of derivation.Time Proceedings of
the Sixteenth West Coast Conference on Formal Linguistics held at thersinvof Washington
Stanford: CSLI Publications.

Boskovic, Zeljko. 1998b. On the interpretation of multiple questions. Ms.

Chomsky, Noam. 1973. Conditions on transformations A IRestschrift for Morris Halle ed. St.
Anderson and P. Kiparsky. New York: Holt, Reinhart and Winston.

Comorovski, lleana. 1996Interrogative phrases and the Syntax-Semantics Interf&ardrecht:
Kluwer Academics.

Dimitrova-Vulchanova, Mila, and Lars Hellan. 1995/1999. Clitics and Buidgaclause structure.
In Clitics in the languages of Europed. Henk van Riemsdijk, volume Empirical Approaches to
Language Typology dfanguage TypologyBerlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Dimitrova-Vulchanova, Mila, and Lars Hellan. 1998. Introduction. Tbpics in south Slavic syn-
tax and semanti¢ed. Mila Dimitrova-Vulchanova and Lars Hellan, ix—xxvii. Amsterdam and
Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing.

Donohue, Cathryn, and Ivan A. Sag. 1999. Domains in Warlpiri. Sixth In-
ternational Conference on HPSG-Abstracts. 04—06 August ,1989®1-106. Edinburgh.
http://www-csli.stanford.edu/"sag/papers/warlpiri.p df .



Dowty, David. 1996. Towards a minimalist theory of syntactic structureDikcontinuous con-
stituency ed. Harry Bunt and Arthur van Horck, 11-62. Mouton de Gruyter.

Engdahl, Elisabet, and Enric Valldunvi996. Information packaging in hpsdedinburgh Working
Papers in Cognitive Science, Studies in HPEGEL-31.

Franks, Steven, and Tracy Holloway King. 2008. handbook of Slavic clitics Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Ginzburg, Jonathan, and Ivan Sag. 2000terrogative investigations. the form, meaning, and the
use of English interrogativesStanford: CSLI Punlications.

Grewendorf, Ginther. 2001. Multiple wh-frontingLinguistic Inquiry32:87-122.

Grohmann, Kleanthes. 1998. Syntactic inquiries into discourse restdabiormultiple interroga-
tives. Groninger Arbeiten zur germanistischen Linguistik 1-60.

Grohmann, Kleanthes. under review. Top issues in questioribalMIT Press.

Jaeger, T. Florian. 2002. On the optional and obligatory realization oBtihgarian direct object
clitic. Ms, Stanford University.

Jaeger, T. Florian. to appear. Topicality and superiority in Bulgariamquéstions. IrProceedings
of Formal Approaches to Slavic Linguistics: The Ottawa meeting, 20688me 12. Ann Arbor:
Michigan Slavic Publications.

Jaeger, T. Florian, and Veronica Gerassimova. 2002. Bulgariathevder and the role of the direct
object clitic in LFG. InProceedings of the LFG02 Conference, Athens, July 3rd,-€sthM. Butt
and T. King, 197-219. Stanford: CSLI Publications.

Jaeger, T. Florian, and David Oshima. 2002. Towards a dynamic Inobdepic marking. In
Pre-proceedings of the Information Structure in Context Workshoptg&tti University, 15-16
November 2002153-67. Stuttgart.

Kallulli, Dalina. 2001. Direct object clitic doubling in Albanian and Greek.domparative syntax
of Balkan languagesd. M.L. Rivero and A. Ralli. Oxford University Press.

Kathol, Andreas. 1995. Linearization-based German syntax. Dé&dgsertation, Ohio State Uni-
versity.

Kathol, Andreas. 2000Linear syntax Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Keenan-Ochs, E., and B. Schieffelin. 1976. Foregrounding eefsr A reconsideration of left-
dislocation in discourse. IRroceedings of BLS/olume 2, 240-57. Berkeley.

King, Tracy H. 1995.Configuring topic and focus in russian. in: Dissertations in linguistiEss-
sertations in Linguistics. Stanford: CSLI Publications.

Kuno, Susumu, and Ken-Ichi Takami. 1998rammar and discourse principles: Functional syntax
and gb theory Chicago: Chicago University Press.

Lambova, Mariana. 2003a. On information structure and clausaitectire: Evidence from Bul-
garian. Doctoral Dissertation, University of Conneticut. DRAFT.

Lambova, Mariana. 2003b. On the interaction of multiple (non) wh-frgnéind multiple topicaliza-
tion in Bulgarian. InThe 26th Penn Linguistics Colloquium



Lambova, Mariana. 2003c. When is splitting the wh-cluster in Bulgariasipe® InFormal
Approaches to Slavic Linguistics: The Amherst Meeting, 2682Wayles Browne, Ji-yung Kim,
Barbara H. Partee, and Robert Rothstein, volume 11, ? Ann Arbolhily$ia Slavic Publications.

Lambrecht, Knud. 1994.Information structure and sentence form. topic, focus, and the mental
representations of discourse referen®ambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Leafgren, John R. 1997. Bulgarian clitic doubling: Overt topicalilpurnal of Slavic Linguistics
5:117-143.

Miller, P., and Ivan A. Sag. 1997. French clitic movement without cliticsrmvement. NLLT
15:573-639.

O’Connor, Rob. 2002. Clitics and phrasal affixation in Constructivepgfiology. InProceedings
of the LFG02 Conference, Athens, July 3rd —, %H. Butt and King, 315-332. Stanford: CSLI
Publications.

Pavlov, Ivan V. 2000. The non-argument functional field of Bulgaigéause structure. Doctoral
Dissertation, NTNU Trondheim.

Pesetsky, David. 1987. Wh-in-situ: Movement and unselective binding he representation of
(in-)definitenessed. Reuland and Meulen, 98-129. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Pesetsky, David. 200@hrasal movement and its kimolume 37 ofLinguistic Inquiry, Monograph
Cambridge: MIT Press.

Reape, Mike. 1994. Domain union and word order variation in Gernra@erman in Head-Driven
Phrase Structure Grammaed. John Nerbonne; Klaus Netter and Carl J. Pollard, number 46 in
CSLI Lecture Notes, 151-197. Stanford: CSLI Publications.

Richards, Norwin. 1997. What moves where when in which languag® T Working Papers in
Linguistics MIT Press.

Rudin, Catherine. 1985.Aspects of Bulgarian syntax: Complementizers and wh constructions
Columbus, Ohio: Slavica Publishers.

Rudin, Catherine. 1988. On multiple questions and multiple wh frontikgtural Language and
Linguistic Theory6:445-502.

Rudin, Catherine. 1997. AgrO and Bulgarian pronominal cliticsFdrmal Approaches to Slavic
Linguistics: The Indiana meeting, 199824-52. Ann Arbor: Michigan Slavic Publications.

Scott, Tatiana. 2003. Cp-topic parameter and Russian WH. Handdu$foAnnual Meeting 2003,
Atlanta, GA.

Steedman, Mark. 2000. Information structure and the Syntax-Phgynatterface. Linguistics In-
quiry 31:649-89.



