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: 1. Introduction

. We examine in this paper the case of Participle-Auxiliary word-orders in
Bulgarian. This phenomenon is exhibited by sentence (1a) in the following set of
" examples:!
(1) a Jal ¢ Zopskasalata.
: eaten is Shop salad
‘He has eaten Shop salad.’
b. *E jal Sopska salata.

: .ﬁ.u Vece ¢ jal Hopska salata.
already is eaten Shop salad
‘He has already eaten Shop salad.

As scen in example (1b), sentences in which the (present anmnv auxiliary
appears sentence-initially are ungrammatical. Furthermore, as shown in (2), when
other elements, such as an adverb, precede the auxiliary, the participle does not
appear before the auxiliary.

: Previous analyses (Lema and Rivero (1989), Rivero (1991), and related
‘work), dealing with Participle-Aux orders in many Romance languages and Slavic
languages (including Bulgarian) have treated the word order in (la} as involving
head movement of the participle to C°. This movement was dubbed Long Head
Movement (LHM) on the grounds that the participle was assumed to move directly
to C°, bypassing the intervening head occupied by the auxiliary, and thus violating
Eo Head Movement Constraint.

We will show through a detailed examination of the relevant data that a
LHM account of Participle~-Auxiliary orders is not motivated for Bulgarian. These
orders, previously assumed to be uniform in motivation, will be shown to be non-
uniform in motivation, with some being optional and others obligatory. For the
obligatory cases, an operation other than LHM, namely Morphological Merger
(Marantz (1988)), will be shown to derive the correct word order. We will argue
. that the cases of optional Participle-Aux orders do not behave like head movement to
C", and draw an analogy between the Bulgarian cases and phenomena in Germanic.

u A Brief Summary of Previous Accounts

Previous accounts of the Participle-Aux word order in Bulgarian have, since
the analysis of Lema and Rivero (1989), treated it as involving head movement of
the participle to C°.2
. Many analyses foilowing this paper have assumed this approach, and have
mocmE to answer two further questions: (i) the question of what drives the movement
of the participle; and, (ii) the question of how LHM may be made to satisfy the ECP.
As these analyses have varied somewhat along these points, we will provide here
a summary of what has been said on these points, and then proceed to discuss the
. features common to LHM-based approaches.
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L.HM ACCOUNTS IN SUMMARY FORM:

1. Lema and Rivero (1989): These authors were the first to propose that LHM
was the source of Participle- Aux orders. This violation of the Head Movement
Constraint is claimed to be legitimate on the grounds that the auxiliary and
the participle in LHM cases are coindexed through ‘Tense-Marking’.

2. Rivero (1991): Auxiliaries are dividied into two categories: functional aux-
iliaries, requiring government of their maximal projections, and lexical anx-
iliaries, which have no such requirement. The need to govern stranded func-
tional auxiliaries drives movement of the pariticiple to C°. An A/A’ distinction
between heads is appealed to in order to resolve ECP questions.

3. Roberis (1994): Head-movement is subject to a relativized version of the ECP
based on the L-Relatedness/Non-L-Relatedness of heads, and LHM satisfies
the ECP accordingly. LLHM is motivated by the need to provide a host for a
clitic-auxiliary (or a pronominal clitic in Romance).

4. Wilder and Cavar (1994): For Croatian only; LHM exists as movement of the
participle to the clitic-complex in C° in order to provide it with a host.

5. Rivero {1994): The functional/lexical distinction between auxiliaries is ap-
pealed to once again, with some modifications to the mechanics (this will be
taken up later.)

The features common to these previous LHM-based accounts can be given as
follows. First, as noted above, LHM is taken uniformly to involve head-movement

of the participle to C°, as shown in (3):
(3) [ep [eo jali 1L1p [ie €] [vp t: Sopska salata ]]]

The second common feature is that the relevant movement occurs in one-
step, and skips the position occupied by the auxiliary; the motivation of this is as a
last-resort movement, effected to save a sentence-initial auxiliary. Accompanying
these common features are a number of common predictions. The first is that LHM
should not occur optionally, because it is a last-resort operation. Second, LHM
should show locality effects, just like other cases of head movement. Finally, the
third prediction is that LHM, as movement to Y, should enly occur in matrix
clauses, because the driving factors for the movement would not be present in
embedded clauses; that is, whether the motivation for LHM is stated in terms of
support for clitics, or in terms of a government requirement for certain auxiliaries,
the motivation for the movement will not be found in embedded clauses because of
the presence of the complementizer. We take up each of these three facets of the
L.HM analysis in the following section.

3. Problems with the LHM Accounts
3.1 Optional LHM

As noted in the previous section, LHM based accounts make the prediction
that optional LHM should not exist. The reason for this is to be found in the nature
of LHM as alast-resort operation; when there is no need for the movement to apply,
it will not take place. ‘Redundant’ applications of LHM are supposed to be ruled
out by Economy of Derivation, as in the case of the following example (examples
like this are discussed in Rivero (1991)):
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(4 Kakvoti ¢ kazal?
what you is told
“What has he told you?’

{5) *Kakvokazaltig?

In the ungrammatical example, LHM has applied redundantly because the
fronted wh-word suffices to prevent the anxiliary from appearing sentence-initially.

The problem with this approach to Participle-Aux orders is that such or-
ders may appear optionally, as seen in the following examples with the past and
conditional auxiliaries:

(6) a. BeZeizpil birata.
was drunk beer-the
‘He had drunk the beer.’
b. Izpil befe birata,

() a Bih igral tenis.
would-1sg played tennis
‘I would play tennis.’
b. Igral bih tenis.

In each of the (a) examples here the auxiliary appears sentence-initially in
* -a grammatical sentence, while in each of the pragmatically marked (b) sentences, a
grammatical Participle-Aux order is found.

A similar type of optionality is seen in examples with the future particle $te:®

(8) a. Ste g izpil konjaka.
will is drunk cognac-the
‘He will have drunk the cognac.’
b. Xzpil te ¢ konjaka.

Another type of optionality is seen in two-participle examples in the Renar-
rated Mood. either of the two participles may precede the auxiliary .

{9y a. Bili sa reSili zadacata.
been are-3pl solved problem-the
“They are said to have solved the problem.”
b. Resili sa bili zadatata.

‘3.2 Non-Local LHM

As seen in examples (8b) and (9b) above, Bulgarian exhibits what would
appear on the LHM account to be non-local head movement: movement of the
lower participle over two intervening heads (the auxiliary and the future particle
in the first case, and the auxiliary and the first participle in the second.) LHM-

" based accounts have recognized that the movement they posit violates the Head
Movement Constraint, and have addressed the question of how it satisfies the ECP.
In Roberts (1994), an L-Related/Non-L-Related distinction between heads and a
version of Relativized Minimality for head movement are argued to capture the
relevant locality effects. On Roberts’ assumptions, ¥ is an L-Related head and C* a
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non-L-related head; movement of the participle to C° is to a non-L-related position,
and is licit on the relativized version of the ECP because no non-L-related heads
intervene.

The data relevant for this are the two-participle cases mentioned in the

previous section. In Croatian (Wilder and Cavar (1994)) a second participle may
not move over the first participle:

(10) a. Bili sn <itali kniigu,
been be-3plread book
“They had read the book.’

b. * Citali su bili knjign.

Minimal pairs such as those in (10) were in fact used to argue that the rel-
evant Participle-Aux orders involve head movernent, given the locality-like effects
that they exhibit. On the L-Related/Non-L-Related approach to locality, the un-
grammaticality of the second example would follow from the fact that the second
participle has moved over the position occapied by the first, which is non-L-related.
The sentence is thus ungrammatical because a potential intervening non-L-related
landing site has been skipped.

Returning to the Bulgarian examples seen above, one could conceivably say
that the first participle is in an L-related position. But when we consider this in
light of the Croatian pattern, we see that this approach to locality would wind up
having to stiupulate on a language specific basis the status of certain heads. In other
words, no generalizations about locality are gained because the process becomes
fundamentally stipulative.

3.3 “LHM?” Word Order in Embedded Clauses

A third prediction common to LHM accounts is that participle movement
will not occur in embedded clauses, because such movement would be unnecessary.
The exact reasons for saying this vary from account to account; for instance, in
Roberts (1994) participle movement in an embedded clause would be unnecessary
because the complementizer would always provide support for the clitic auxiliary,
while in Riverc (1994) participle movement would be unnecessary because the
complementizer would govern the projection headed by the auxiliary. Examples
like the following from Serbo-Croatian have been given to support this claim:

(11} *Ivanka¥e,da Citala je Marija kojigu.
Ivan said thatread js Marija book
Tvan said that Maria has read the book.

(12) Ivan kaZe, da je €itala Marija knjigu.

In Bulgarian, however, Participle-Aux orders are in fact possible in embed-
ded clauses:®

{13} Rasbrah ¢&e profel befe knigata.
understood that read had book-the
‘I understood that you had read the book.

The grammaticality of these forms provides further doubts about LHM-based
analyses.

A possible counterargument to the claim that examples like (13) provide
support against LHM would be to say that embedded Participle-Aux forms involve



.CP-Recursion. That is, one might argue that Bulgarian allows two CPs in examples
- like (13), with the participle moving to the lower C°. However, CP-Recursed
. structures must meet certain licensing requirements, as discussed in the literature on
* the topic (see e.g. latridou and Kroch (1993) forarecent discussion.) Crucially, such
 structures are possible only under government by a verbal head. One environment
in which these licensing requirements are pot met can be found in if~clauses, which
also allow for Participle-Aux orders in Bulgarian:

(14) Ako proiele knigata ...
If tread isbook-the
“If he has read the book...

In conclusion, then, CP-Recursion as currently understood is not at play
in examples like (14). Such examples thus constitute a case in which there is no
motivation for participle movement on the LHM accounts, and in which there seems
" tobeno possibility of movementto an C? as being responsible for the Participle-Aux

- order.

3.4 A Summary of This Section

Concluding this section, we have seen that all three of the predictions made
by the LHM accounts of Participle-Aux orders are contradicted in Bulgarian, a
language to which the LHM analysis has been claimed to apply. These facts raise
serious doubts about the validity of a movement to C° analysis for the Bulgarian
‘data. In the next section, we will present an alternative analysis of these data in
which participle movement to €Y does not play a role.

4. An Alternative to the LHM Analysis

In analyzing the Participle-Aux orders of Bulgarian, we have two sets of
cases to account for. The first set will consist of the cases in which this order
is obligatory, i.c. those in which the auxiliary would otherwise have to appear
sentence-inmitially. The second will be those in which Participle-Aux orders are
optional; these are the cases seen in §.3.1, which have to this point not been
discussed in the literature {(an exception to this is Botkovié (1994), who discusses
the optional cases in Serbo-Croatian.)

4.1 The Obligatory Cases

The first point that will be relevant in our discussion of the obligatory cases
concerns the status of the present-tense auxiliaries, those which cannot appear
sentence-initially; this as opposed to €.8. the past auxiliary, which may appear
sentence-initially. We will assume that these auxiliaries are clitics, and that they
require an element to their left for support. This assumption is certainly not unique
to this account; it has, for instance, served as the motivating factor behind LHM in
analyses like that of Roberts {1994). In presenting our analysis, we will rely on the
status of the auxiliary as a clitic without invoking participle movement t0 Clasa
means of satisfying the clitic’s dependency; other factors will lead to the obligatory
Participle-Aux orders.

Before we proceed with the analysis, a few points are in order considering
the distinction we arc making among Bulgarian auxiliaries. Factors other than
clitichood have been appealed to in classifying the auxiliaries according to whether
they may appear sentence-initially or not. Recently, Rivero (1994) has proposed a
distinction between auxiliaries meant to capture the relevant difference.
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The idea underlying the account of LHM gi in Ri
) I . C ! given in Rivero (1994) i
MMMMMHM Mmmm‘wmﬂwﬂﬂmmﬁomﬁﬂnmm have u_nmzm:-m requirements, and that a :Mo.\.%ﬁ% mwmw&m%w
s the motivation behind Long Head Movement. E i
Hﬂﬂoﬂ of the mwm.ﬁﬁo-nroo_cum system of Chomsky (1993), Rivero mwmcmmhww_mﬁm
ad ionto .< having features to c.m checked, functional categories, including I° and
_umn_%n wmwm“wmaw w,%mww Maums_oa wwn?<wawm to be generated in I°, have features that must
sed. plores two different ways in which this 1i i
accomplished. The first involves the licensing of th e e
\ . features through the raisi
of V to L. The second form of licensing i Fplishe enment of the
t 1 g is accomplished th
?moccmwm category by an immediately acgmmwm head. rough government of the
ccompanying this account of licensing is a distinction b
g - " - wﬁéo
w», mE.crm.DOm in Slavic. ..;m first type, the lexical auxiliaries behave :WMsmMMM “WWNM
”N MMHMW:MW_.EG m.aowmn.mmm om%_o by moving to I%; thus these act in accordance with
H-Checking Domain Condition. Another type of auxili b {
auxiliaries, are such that they must head o (o, they e
auxili EWHE@E.& ch thal Ow_._&mcnv. governed projections (i.e. they are subject
eturning to the clitic approach that we are adopti i iti
) ur: : pting, we see that in partition-
M_m.m _.MWM MMM%WMMMWM@HW:Q. the cmﬂwm_ of phonological considerations anamhww%a
TOUPS ¢ s they are on Rivero’s analysis. However, th liti itic
distinction makes the partition on much mo: P
¢ : : re natural grounds, and do t
invoke licensing or other mechanisms. Furthe v it
wvoke | : . rmore, support for the cliti -cliti
distinction may be found in the fact that, under oona% mmnozEmEanwsM“Mome“%m

auxili ...
quva ¢ may be stressed and appear senience-initially {(example from Haoge

(15) m 1i dejanieto na Kostova prestapleniei  ako é kakvo?
is Q deed-the of Kostova crime and if is what
Is Kostova's act a crime, and if it is, what kind of a crime is it?’

At issue here is the cancellation of the i
. phonological dependen
mwﬂmwmm.ruwﬁmmwﬁﬂ Wmm_ua.ow present-tense auxiliaries to romn_ mogmﬁg QMW@%M%%M

0 i ,
given that it is vious why stress should be relevant if government were the

Having decided that we will treat the iliari
) present-tense auxiliari i
HMMM.MHM Muwﬂn:%nmnww fwo .,S.”_W proceed to show that the necessary WMHWOMMMW—%:M
) e derived from the clitichood of the auxiliary in combinati i

operation of Morphological Merger of Marantz (1988) Mwm related %ﬂm: it the

{16) Morphelogical Merger

At any level of syntactic analysis, ..., a relation between X and ¥ may be

replaced b - ,
epaced by (expresed by) th afaton o h lvical head of X 10 the

The relevance of Morphological Merger to the ini
effects upon clitics that have been stranded W% mosﬁuo%wmmmwﬂm%wmﬂ% Mwmmoﬂwmm ﬂm
Ecm:mmmn with the following example from O’odham, taken from HSWEEN chm\m w
syntactically, we have a situation in which the auxiliary is leftward dependent, ?WR
sentence initial in the syntax (so that the sentence is ungrammatical as it mﬂmmamu.

(17y *’0 pi iam-hucikpang  Huan.
AUX NEG there work ART John
‘John is not working there.’

Morphological Merger applies to the stranded auxiii i
. ' Merger auxiliary to yield th i
order, in which the auxiliary "o has been affixed to the _Qawm cowa to z% MM%E e
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o (18) pi=o iam-hu cikpan g Hoan.

N The relationship between this case and the Bulgarian examples we have been
‘{ooking at is quite close, given that in each case we are dealing with a clitic auxiliary
thiat has been stranded sentence-initally. Still, one further point must be established
‘before the Merger analysis may be extended to Bulgarian. This concerns adjacency

of the auxiliary and the participle. The relevant Aux-Participle orders are obligatory

in Bulgarian, as seen in the following minimal pair:

(19) Koga e pil Ivanvino?
‘When is drunk Ivan wine
“When has Ivan drunk wine?
(20)  * Koga e Ivan pil vino?
The grammaticality of (19) as opposed to the ungrammaticality of (20) shows
that the participle must precede the subject when both of these elements occur after

the auxiliary. A further type of example relevant to what is happening in (19) can
be seen in the relative orders for participles and VP-adverbs like bérzo, ‘quickly’:

'(21) a Az sam protel birzo knigata.
I am read quickly book-the
‘I read the book quickly.’
b. 27) Az sim barzo procel knigata.

We take these word-orders to be the result of a process that we will call
Short Participle Movement; this moves the partieiple to the next higher functional
head, which is that immediately beneath the head occupied by the auxiliary (we will
indicate this projection as XP.)’

Operating on the assumption that Short Participle Movement applies to make
the auxiliary and the participle adjacent in the syntax, the manner in which Merger
applies in Bulgarian becomes clear. Taking the following (which is un grammatical
as it stands): : :

(22) *E zaspal
: is fallen-asleep
“‘He is fallen asieep’

we have the structure in {(23) in the syntax:

(23) Before Merger:
(12 [ {1 &) [xp [xo zaspal; [vp [y £; 111HI

‘Merger then applies to affix the auxiliary to the participle, yielding the following:
"(24) Zaspale.

Affixation of the auxiliary to the head of the projection that is right-adjacent to it
thus resolves the dependency of the clitic.

Before we proceed to examine how Merger can be applied to other cases of
Participle-Aux orders, a few words are in order concerning why we have chosen
Merger as the means of capturing these data, as opposed to a prosodically based
formulation of inversion like that of Halpern (1992).2

Two separate considerations lead one to the conclusion that the inversion
should be captured in terms of Merger. The first is that the dependency of the present-
tense auxiliaries may be satisfied by elements which are themselves not prosodic
words; in particular, the proclitics ste (the future particle) and ne (negation) may
provide support for the auxiliaries in guestion:
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(25) Ne sim jal riba.
notam eaten fish
‘I haven’t eaten fish.’

(26) Ste e izpil konjaka.
will is drunk cognac-the
‘He will have drunk the cognac.”

The fact that the auxiliary may be supported by these eleme

! 12y | LS § ts
EMH me Enmnmm.mmmgmmw_@ for R%o_ﬁam its dependency Mﬂo not defined in ﬁMmWMwOm
prosodic wordhood. The second sort of examples rel i
D e ol i ples relevant to our choice may be

{27y a. Dobér studente.
good student is
‘He is a good student.”
b. *Dobir e student.

The second example here is one that would be allowed if inversion defined in
terms of the prosodic word were at play; the fact that the clitic may only appear after
the head of the phrase, student, once again argues for the non-prosodic analysis,

m?o% that prosodic inversion could place the clitic after dobdr, which is a prosodic
EOH.

4.2 The Optional Cases

As we showed in the last section, the obligatory cases of iciple-
orders may be analyzed without recourse to Long m.mmmmwgoﬁggwmﬁﬂuwom%wm
question that now arises concerns the behavior of the optional LHM orders exhibited
earlier; in particular, do these case show optional head-movement to C®? Consider
the following pairs of examples; (28) simply shows an optional LHM order, while
(29) provides evidence that bears directly on the question just posed: '

(28) a. BeSe procela knigata.
was read-F book-the
‘She had read the book.’
b. Proéela befe knigata.

{29) a. Paulina befe procela knigata.
Paulina was read-F book-the
‘Paulina had read the book.’
b. * Procela Paulina befe knigata.”

. These four examples taken together constitute a strong argument that op-
tional LHM orders are not an instance of optional movement to C° Atissue here
is the nzmﬂgmanmbq of (29b). As seen in (28a), the auxiliary befe may appear
sentence-initially, and has no need to be supported. Unnecessary movement cannot
be invoked as the reason for the ungrammaticality of (29b), given that the movement
in gramumatical (28D} is equally ‘unnecessary’. The only difference between the two
cases is the presence of a Jexical subject in (29b), and there is no clear reason why
head-movement to C° should be affected by the presence or absence of a subject.



We thus conclude that the optional cases of Participle-Aux word-order are not the

ent of the participle to C°, .

result oﬂMMﬁMﬁgﬁ_ Em%bo ovmosm._ cases do not behave :wwmmmam oﬁﬁ movement

iciple to C9, we will now present considerations that allow us to see more
mﬂwﬁ% Wﬂm%rm« do look like. OEmU approach will be to make an analogy between
Bulgarian Participle-Aux orders and the same types of word-order in Germanic.
The phenomenon in Germanic that is relevant to our m_.mnammwomoﬁ. LHM-orders Hm
the Stylistic Fronting of Icelandic, shown in the following in both on.pvnnaoa an
mairix clauses (Examples from Rognvaldsson and Thrainsson (1990)):

(30) a Allt sem hefur verid sagt er satt.
everything that has been said is true
‘Everything that has been said is true.’

b. Allt sem sagt hefur verid er satt.
everything that said has been is true.

(31) a. Keypt hafa pessa bok margir stidentar.
bought have this book many students

‘Many students have bought this book.’
b. Fram hefur komid a8 ...

out has come that..

‘1t has become clear that...’

A series of generalizations about this phenomenon are given in the following
list, taken from Maling (1990}

1. Applies to participles, adverbs, adjectives
2. Possible in embedded clauses
3. Subiject gap required

Each of these properties, as is evident from the preceding discussion, holds
for Bulgarian m.manoww%m->=x orders as well.® in addition, Bulgarian wmhﬂo_?w}”ﬂx
once again resembles Icelandic Stylistic Fronting os.Em issue of negation. 1n : e
original work that posited head movement to C% asbeing no.mmommn.c_o for m..&dﬂws e-
Aux in Bulgarian, Lema and Rivero (1989) take mﬁ ?.:oé:.m contrast to E.mcn at
Participle-Aux shows the locality effects characterisitic of head movement:

(32) Ne ¢ prodel knigata.
notistead book-the
‘He has not read the book.’

(33) 77 Prolel ne e knigata.

Once again, this situation seems to be paralleled in Icelandic (Examples
from Maling (1990)):°

(34) a. betia er gleepamadurinn sem ekki hefur verid ao@B.aﬁ.
this is the-criminal  that not had been convicted.
“This is the criminal that had not been convicied.’
b. * pettacr gleepamadurinn sem demdur hefur ekki verid.
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In light of the parallels seen above, it would seem that an analysis of Stylistic
Fronting would certainly shed light on the Bulgarian Participle-Aux cases. However,
analyses of the phenomenon in Icelandic are less than clear concerning the exact
nature of what is moved. In the approach of Rogdnvaldsson and Thrainsson (1990),
Stylistic Fronting moves the participle to the position normally occupied by the
subject (SPEC/IP in analyses of Icelandic). Yet in their phrase structure, this is
shown to be fronting of the verbal head only- and this raises serious questions about
the nature of the movement.

An option which then suggests itself would involve the fronting of the entire
VP; this is illustrated in the following case from German, which is analyzed as
involving extraposition of the object das Buch along with fronting of the VP:

(35) [vp Gestohlen] hat Fritz das Buch.
stolen has Fritz the book
‘Fritz stole the book.’

Extending such an analysis to Bulgarian would immediately raise a difficult
question. This concerns the object within the VP; in the German case above, the
object is assumed to have been extraposed. However, it is also possible for the
object to fronted with the entire VP, as in the following:

(36) [vp Das Buch gestohlen] hat Fritz sicher.
the book stolen has Fritz certainly
‘Fritz certainly stole the book.’

The question that this raises for Bulgarian concerns the extraposition of the
object from the fronted VP; in Bulgarian, fronting both the verb and its object results
in ungrammaticality. This is expected to be legitimate on the VP fronting account;
thus in order to maintain this approach one would have to explain why the object
must obligatorily be extraposed from a fronted VP in Bulgarian, and there is no
basis for explaining why this should be this case at present.!! These considerations
apply as well to the two-participle cases in which either participle (but not both)
miay appear before the auxiliary, introduced in (9) above.!?

A further option, and one that seems promising initially, would be to hold
that the optional cases involve incorporation of the participle into the auxiliary
in I. Among other things, an account based on this would have to explain why
this movement is apparently non-local in the two participle cases discussed above.,
But such an approach could be used to explain the following case, in which the

participles appear in reverse order after the auxiliary (accompanied by a change in
pragmatics):

(37) lIvane procelbil knigata.
Ivanisrcad been book-the
‘Ivan had read the book.’

‘We will not explore the consequences of such an approach in detail here, but
will leave this for another occasion.

In sum, then, while the Bulgarian and Icelandic constructions are parallel on
anumber of points, it is not clear at this point how precisely either of the movements
should be analyzed. Nevertheless, we have shown that progress on either case will
have significant cross-linguistic implications, whether in affirming or denying the
parallels we have drawn.

One'more point that remains concerns the relationship hetween the obligatory
Participle-Aux orders and the optional ones discussed in this section. The fronting
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~process responsible for the optional orders could presumably apply in the obligatory
cases to produce the Participle-Aux surface. Thus it is conceivable that all such
orders might be handled with one syntactic operation, despite the fact that the
motivation for this movement would still be different in each set of cases. In patt,
questions concerning this reduction of cases will depend upon one’s theoretical
assumptions, We have been able to analyze the obligatory cases in detail, but have
left some of the structural questions concerning the optional cases unresolved. For
the time being, then, we will not argue for a compleie reduction, but at the same
time we leave open the possiblity that such a reduction could be accomplished as
our understanding of the optional cases improves.

5. Conclasions

Qur purpose in this paper has been to show that Participle-Aux orders in
Bulgarian, argued by earlier authors to be an instance of head movement to C°,
do not in fact behave as if they involve such movement. In addition to this, it
was shown that Participle-Aux orders are not uniform in moftivation; some are
obligatory, in the sense that the participle appears before a clitic auxiliary that must
be supported, while otbers are purely optional. In the obligatory cases, the effects
of Morphological Merger were shown to produce the Participle-Aux orders, with no
need for head movement of the participle to C°. In the optional cases, it was shown
that optional head movement to C? is not at play, and that the Bulgarian cases are in
many ways quite similar to the Icelandic Stylistic Fronting. We thus conclude that
Bulgarian does not exhibit head movement to C? that bypasses intermediate heads,
i.e. Long Head Movement.

Notes

% For helpful discussion of the issues presented here we are indebted to Michael
Hegarty, Sabine Iatridou, Tony Kroch, Ian Roberts, and Bernhard Rohrbacher.

1. Throughout the examples participles will appear boldfaced while auxiliaries will
be underlined. )

2. One analysis departing from the LHM approach is that of Bogkovi¢ (1994), who
analyzes Serbo-Croatian. We will not discuss this approach in detail because our
focus is on the appropriateness of LHM analyses for Bulgarian.

3. The future particle, unlike auxiliaries, is not inflected.

4. Examples like the following are also relevant to the questions of locality that
surround LHM, and are taken up in the next subsection.

5. Such examples are claimed to be grammatical in Bo¥kovié (1994}, The opinions
of other native speakers we have consulted are divided; this seems to be due to
.dialect variation.

6. Examples with Participle-Aux orders in embedded clauses have been claimed
to be ungrammatical in the literature (Rivero (1991)); the judgment given here,
however, is one shared by many native speakers.

4. This head could be an Agr, but this will depend on one’s assumptions. We leave
open the question of what drives this movement.

8. Halpern’s definition is as follows:

1. Prosodic Adjunction of Clitics: For a clitic X, which must have a prosodic
host w to its left (respectively right),

a. if there is a w, Y, comprised of material which is syntactically immedi-
ately to the left (right) of X, then adjoin X to the right (left) of Y.
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b. else attach X to the right (left) edge of the w co ;
material immediately to its right C%&. w composed of syntactic

9. With regard to point (3) here, it shonid be noted that Bulgari i

] re, oul garian marginally allows
sentences with the order [Subject Participle Aux]; i i
mﬂv prva oty j ple Aux]; but {Partciple Subject Aux] orders
1. Negation in Icelandic can be fronted in the Stylistic Fronti
and must be fronted to the exchusion of other elements in th s oot
B Mt (1930t e s in the relevant circumstances.

11. See, however, Bogkovié i i i ,
e mmﬁw?omom%”: . ofkovi¢ (1994) for discussion of such a VP-fronting approach
12. One more note on the two participle cases is necessary; i

: ! ! . e ary; we regard such inst
as involving Merger in the case in which the first participle mz,nmwmom the mcmwmm%w
(see e.g. (9a) above) We class the other cases, in which the second participle
precedes the auxiliary (see (9b}), with the optional cases discussed in this section.
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