ANUARIO DEL S‘EMINARIO DE FILOLOGIA
- VAXCA"JULIO DE URQUIO™

International Journal of Basque Linguistics and Philology

GIPUZKOAKO FORU ALDUNDIA  DIPUTACION FORAL DE GIPUZKOA
DONOSTIA SAN SEBASTIAN



ANUARIO DEL SEMINARIO DE FILOLOGIA VASCA
“JULIO DE URQUIIO”
ey Intematlonal Joumal of Basque Linguistics and Phllology
. ASJU

Ll

. Sortzaileak | Fundadores / Founded by
Manuel Agud - Luis Mlchelena (@)

' Zuzendaria | Director Argitaratzailea/Ediyor '
Ibon Sarasola (EHU, Gasteiz) .. ... Joseba Andoni Lakarra (EHU, Gasteiz)

ldazkaritza | Redaccién / Board .

Jesis Arzamendi (EHU, Donostia) Miren Lourdes Ofiederra, (EHU, Gasteiz)
Gidor Bilbao, (EHU, Gasteiz) Jon Ortiz de Urbina, (Deustua)

Ricardo Gémez, (EHU, Gasteiz) Ifigo Ruiz Arzalluz, (EHU, Gasteiz)
Joaquin Gorrochategui (EHU, Gasteiz) Blanka Urgell, (OEH)

Julian Martinez Ruiz, . Koldo Zuazo, (EHU, Gasteiz)

Aholku Batzordea:/ Consejo Asesor / Advisory Board

Jacques Allieres (Toulouse) .+ Itziar Laka (MIT)

Patxi Altuna (Deustua-EUTG) Jesiis Maria Lasagabaster (EUTG)

Jesus Antonio Cid (Complutense) Francisco Oroz Arizcuren (Tiibingen)

Joan Coromines (Barcelona) ‘ Jon Ortiz de Urbina (Deustua)

M Teresa Echenique (Valencia) Befiat Oyhargabal (CRNS-Paris VII)

EHU-ko E.F.S.-ko Burua (P. Salaburu) José Antonio Pascual (Salamanca)

Jean Haritschelhar (Bordeaux ITI- Georges Rebuschi (Sorbona III)
Euskaltzainburua) Rudolf P.G. de Rijk (Leiden)

José Ignacio Hualde (Illinois) . . José M.2 Sanchez Carrién (Gaslenz)

Bemnard Hurch (Wuppertal) - % - Ifiaki Segurola (OEH)

Jon Juaristi (EHU, Gasteiz) : Juan Uriagereka (Maryland)

Eta Gasteizko Filologia Faku]tatean atxikitako EHU-ko Euskal Fllologla Saileko irakasleen
laguntzarekin. .

ASJU 1954¢an sortutako euskal linguistika eta filologiazko nazioarteko aldizkaria da eta iker-eremu horietatik edo horieta-
rako ere interesgarri izan daitezkeenetarik goimalako artikulu, ohar eta liburu-iruzkinak argitaratzen ditu. Urtero 3 zenbaki ate-
ratzen-dira, guztira 900-1.000 orrialde osatzen dituztelarik. ASJU-K badu, orobat GEHIGARRI sail bat non artikulu formatoaz
gorako lanak argitaratzen diren.

Orijinalekiko hartuemanetarako ikus bitez zenbak1 bukaerako EGILEENTZAKO OHARRAK. Harpidetza eta eskarietarako
idatz 1.792 Apartadura 20080 Donostia

ASJU es una revista internacional de lingiiistica y filologfa vasca fundada en 1954. Se publican en ella articulos, notas y re-
sefias sobre los campos mencionados y otros relacionados con o de interés para los mismos. Aparecen 3 nimeros anuales com-
pletando un total de 900-1.000 péginas. Sin regularidad preestablecida ASJU publica en sus ANEJOS trabajos de formato

-superior al de un articulo.

Para correspondencia relacionada con los originales véase la INFORMACION PARA LOS AUTORES al final del niimero.

Para suscripciones y pedidos escribir al Apdo 1.792, 20080 San Sebasti4n

ASJU is a International Journal of Basque Linguistics and Philology founded in 1954. It publishes highquality papers. notes, '
squibs and reviews about the above mentioned and other related topics in three issues per yedr (up to a total of 900-1.000
. pages). Longer works are published as SUPPLEMENTS to the regular issues of the ASJU.
For correspondence about papers see the INFORMATlON FOR AUTHORS in the cover-book. For subscriptions and order
write to: Apartado 1.792, 20080 San Sebasti4n



ANUARIO DEL SEMINARIO DE FILOLOGIA
" VASCA “JULIO DE URQUIIQ”

International Journal of Basque Linguistics and Philology

GIPUZKOAKO FORU ALDUNDIA DIPUTACION FORAL DE GIPUZKOA
DONOSTIA SANSEBASTIAN



© ASJU Anuario del Seminario de Filologia Vasca
«Julio de Urquijoy»

ISSN: 0582-6152
Lege Gordailua: Donostia 400/1967

Inprimategia: Izarberri, S.A. - Usurbil



F okahzazma' hurbilpen teorikoa eta zenbait
aplikapen euskal narratlban

MARI JOSE OLAZIREGI

Abstract

The objective of this article is bamally two-fold, In the fzrst place to bnglngt the evolution that
has taken place in, what has been so far called, “the narrative point of view” (or Focalization) within
the Theory of literature and literary Criticism and, in the second place, after studying different relevant
works in the present Basque Literature, to apply it to 100 meter (1976) by Ramén Saizarbitoria, one
of the novels considered to be original and breaking away from the trend.in our too young Basque narva-
tive literature.

As for above mentioned first objective, the abundance of termmologze: used to describe this aspect of
the narvative text and the amount of different existing approaches to the subject have strongly induced
the descriptive nature of this article. In this sense, we can say that from the “Critical prefaces” by Henry
James to the latest criticism written, after Figures 1 (1972) by Gérard Genette in the field of present
day narvative literature, have enabled a more rigovous and systematic approach to the subject. However,
as we have stressed all along the. article, all these approaches to the problem of Focalization have “focus-
ed” on the problem with too an “inberens” point of view without considering the pragmatic aspect of all
literary work. That is why, as a conclusion, it would be interesting to consider the contributions by S.
Rimmon-Kenan, S. Sniader Lanser, and path-markers such as Boris Uspensky, who, basing their ap-
proach on the semiotic nature of Focalization, have tried to propose a model which takes into account the
different characteristics of narrative literature.

0. Sarrera*

“Gauzak hola, kontua ez duk, hainbeste, istorio bat asmatzea”,
—borobildu zuen nire lagunak—. “Egia esan, istorioak sobera ere
bazeudek. Kontua duk egilearen begirada, bere ikuspundua”.
(Obabakozk 1988: 222)

Aipu horretan dakusagunez liburuko azken atalean protagonista (iloba) “bapate-
an” ikuspuntuak istorioak kontatzerakoan duen pisuaz jabetzen da. Alabaina ‘ikus-
puntuaz’ hitzegitea bai eguneroko bizitzan edo bai literatur teoria-kritikaren espa-

(*) Artikulu hau 1990eko irailean irakurri nuen Tesinaren aldakia da. Eskerrak eman nahi nizkioke bero-

nen zuzendari izan den Jesus M* Lasagabaster-i, eta berarekin batera epalmahla osatu zuten Jon Juaristi eta
Jon Kortazar irakasleei.

. [AJU, 1991, XXV-1, 003_—063]
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rruan adiera gehien eduki dezakeen kontzeptu batez hirzegitea da. Argi dago, lehe-
nik eta behin, “kokagune” bat adierazten duela, zerbait ikusterakoan hartzen dugun
posizioa. . . :

Baina “ikustea” pertzeptzio modu bat denez, aldezaurretikako gure mundu-ikus-
kerak, eta errealiateaz eduki ditzakegun ezagutza desberdinek baldintzatzen dute.
Konplexutasun hori hizkerak, eta gure kasuan Literaturak bereganatzen ditu.

Genette-ren iritziz, arazo tekniko hau “...la plus fréquement étudiée depuis la fin
de X1X siécle...” izan da baina lan honetan azaltzen saiatuko garenez, egin diren sail-
kapen eta ikerketa desberdinek arazo berak hartu dituzte kontutan.

Bibliografia ugaritasun horren arrazoia kontzeptu beraren nolakotasunean legoke-
ela uste dugu. Zentzu honetan, narrazio testuetan bereiz ditzakegun beste elemen-
tuak (istorioa, pertsonaiak,...)-askoz ere zehazgarriagoak eta horregatik finkagarria-
goak dira (nahiz eta jakin badakigun nobelagintza modernoan elementu guzti horiek
auzitan jartzen direla). “Tkuspuntu” edo “fokalizazioak” erlazio bat adierazten du, en-
titate bat baino gehiago, eta hau dela eta “helgaitzagoa” dela ere esan daiteke.

Gehienetan “narratzaileak narratzen duenarekiko duen erlazio-mota” gisara defi-
nitu izan den kontzeptu honen azterketak XIX. mendean nobelaren inguruan sortuko
diren zenbait eztabaida literariotan du bere hasiera. Narrazio perspektibaren arazoa
errealismo-objetibismoaren arazoarekin loturik zekusaten zenbait kritikarik (H. Ja-
mes, P. Lubbock, Spielhagen,...) eta kontaketa.mota “dramatikoa” deitu izan zenaren
defentsa bortitza agindu bilakatu zen garaiko nobelagile askorentzat.

Aristotelerengandik zetorren “mimesi” kontzeptu horren babesean XiX. mendeko
kritikari gehienek “errealitatearen ilusio”aren izenean ‘hirugarren pertsonan kontatu-
tako kontzientzia' teknikaren alderdi onak erakusten saiatu ziren.

Alabaina “showing/telling” bikotearekin zerikusia duen eztabaida honetako pat-
taideak dogmatikoegiak izan ziren eta iritzi hauen kontrako jarrerak laster agertu zi-
ren (W. C. Booth, E. M. Forster, Kite Friedemann,...).

Hortrelako sorrera zalapartatsu baten ondoren gauzak gehiago baretu dira eta ara-
zo honi buruzko ikerketak beste esparru batean egiteari ekin zaio. Zentzu honetan,
deigarri suertatzen da sailkapenek edukiko duten indarra aztertzea. Batzu aipatzeko-
tan, N. Friedman, Brooks & Warren, F. K. Stanzel,... eta hainbatek arazo tekniko ho-
netatik abiatuz egindakoak gogora ditzakegu.

. Baina esan daiteke Frantzian 60. hamarkada inguruko kritikarien lanek bultzada
handia emango diotela arazoari. Kritika estrukturalistaren esparru honetan 1972an
Gerird Genette-k argitaraturiko Figures III liburuak aurrerapausu handia emango
du. Ordurartean egindakoaren laburpena egin ondoren sailkapen guztiek oinarrian
zuten nahasketa salatuko du: narratzaileari zegozkion arazoak (‘Nork kontatzen du
istorioa?’ galderari erantzuten diotenak) eta zehazki ikuspuntuari zegozkionak
(‘Nork dakusa?” galderari erantzuten diotenak) ez bereiztetik zetorrena.

Horrekin batera “ikuspuntua”ren definizio zehatz bat ematen saiatuko da, jada-
nik kontzeptu honen adiera murriztuagoa definitzeko fotografia eta zinematik dato-
rren “fokalizazioa” terminua egokiagotzat joaz. Ondorioz, narratologia (narrazioen

azterketa estruktural gisara definitua) deiturikoan Genette-ren lanaren oihartzuna
' ifz'elé i'z‘érigo: dé@,‘-f era bertan sortuko diren eztabaidek frantziarraren teoriaren berri-
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kustapen interesgarriena egingo duen Mieke Bal kritikari holandarraren lana sortuko
dute.

Gauzak horrela, aipatu bi kritikarien teorien aldeko/kontrako lanak ugarituz do-

“fokalizazioa” aztertzeko dauden bi paradigma desberdinetan ondorengo lanak
sortuz. Gaur egun, Mieke Bal-en planteiamenduen pisua nabarmenagoa bada ere
(Cordesse 1988, Vitoux 1982, Rimmon 1988, Reisz de Rivarola 1986), Genette-ren
teoriak indarrean dirau beste askorentzat (hala nola, “fokalizazio”aren teoria zinema-
gintzara aplikatu denean Jost 1983 eta hainbatek egindako lanetan).

Alabaina, eta gure lanean azaltzen saiatuko garenez, narratologiaren esparruan
egindako lan horien emaitzen kritikaririk ere sortu da, eta kritika hauen sorrera

“ikuspuntu” hitzaren haserako definizioan bertan legoke: ikuspuntua gauzak perzi-
bitzerakoan hartzen dugun kokaguneaz gain, pertzeptzio hori baldintzatzen duten
gure aurreusteek (munduarekiko ezaguerek, sinesmenek, aurreko esperientziek,...)
osatzen dute.

Hori horrela izanik ere, aipatu ditugun narratologo horien lanetan “ikuspuntu”
edo “fokalizazioa” alderdi tekniko soil batetik ikusten zen: pertzeptzio gunea defini-
tzen duen fokoaren mugimendu desberdinak azaltzen saiatzetik zetorrenetik, eta hau
dela eta kritikari askok abiapuntu berrien beharra aldarrikatuko dute.

Boris Uspensky (1973) kritikari errusiarraren lanaren berrikuspena izan da, segu-
raski, narratologiaren eremu estutik irteteko aukerarik oparoena. Bere lanean ikus-
puntua (ez du fokalizazio hitza erabiltzen) alderdi psikologiko, pertzeptibo (berak
denbora-espaziozko ikuspuntua deituko duena) fraseologiko eta ideologiko batetik
aztertzen da. Rimmon (1983), Pozuelo Yvancos (1988a) eta hainbat kntlkanren la-
nek errusiarraren teoriek gerora eduki duten pisua adierazten digute. . . - »

Luze bezain korapilatsua izan da arazo hori buruzko lanetan ]orratutako bldea
Dena dela, bada gure ustez arazo honetan oraindik gehiegi aztertzeke dagoen abia-
puntu berririk, eta maila batean 1961ean W. C. Booth kritikariak hasi zuena: ikus-
puntu zehatz baten erabilerak irakurlearen testu-jabetze prozesu horretan duen era-
gina. Wolfgang Iser-ek noizbait “testu estrategia interesgarrienetakotzat” hartu zuen
arazo honek “efekrtu estetikoa” delakoaren zehaztapenean duen. eraginak azaltzeke di-
rau (S. Lanser-en 1981eko lana bideak urratzen saiatzen bada ere). Baina hurb1lpen
honen beharrari buruz azken kapituluan arituko garenez, lanaren nerabldearen eske-
ma izan nahi duen Sarrera hau amaitutzat jotzen dugu

I. Ikuspuntuari dagozkion lehenengo azterketak. :
Garaian ematen diren Filosofia eta theraturgmtza.reklko loturak

XIX. mendean, 1870 inguruan emango den leherketa 1ntelektual eta ﬁlosoﬁkoa.k
islada zuzena edukiko du literaturan Naturalismoa sortuz. Gifo horretan sortutako:
nobelagintzaren eredu Zola izango da bere nobela espenmenta.larekm :

Baina laster, XX. mendearen haseran positibismoak eta arrazionali moak lur jo-
tzearekin batera, nobelagmtza dezunonomkoak behea )oko du. Erteahtate bern ho—

rritako Jainkoaren henotza nobelaren baitara hedatzen denean 2enba1t kntlkank
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(Stanzel 1988: 125) “ikuspuntuaren sekularizazioa” deitu duena ekarriko dute ondo-

riotzat. Zentzu honetan adierazgarria da beranduago, 1939an Sartre-k Mauriac-i bu-
ruzko artikuluan zioena:

[Mauriac} Ha elegido la' omnisciencia y la omnipresencia divinas. Pero una
novela la escribe un hombre para los hombres. Para la mirada de Dios, que atra-
viesa las apariencias sin detenerse en ellas, no existe la novela, no existe el arte,
puesto que el arte vive de apariencias. Dios no es un artista, Mauriac tampoco.

(Sartre 1985: 1, 49)

Aurreko sinesmenekin apurtzen duen Erlatibismo berri hau maila guztietara he-
datuz doa, eta horrela, zientzia mailan ere X1x. mendeko oinarri “sendoak” zalantzan
jarriko dira. Joan den mendean zuten unibertsuaren irudia eta hau aztertzeko meto-
doak erabat aldatuko dira XX. mendean matematika eta logikan egingo diren iker-
kurtza eta aurrerapenekin (Cantor, Frege, Russell, Gédel,...); baina, batez ere, fisika
mailan emango da iraultzarik nabariena unibertsuaren kontzeptzio newtoniarra baz-
tertzean. Einsteinek 1905-15 artean egingo dituen ikerkuntzen ondorio den erlatibi-
tatearen teoriak mekanika klasikoaren oinarriak ikutuko ditu. Une honetatik aurrera
zientziak bere baieztapen seguru eta tinkoa galduko du, aldagarria den zerbait izate-
ra pasatuz; indeterminazioak ziurtasun positibista ordezkatuko duela esan daiteke.

Jadanik ezin da baieztatu teoria bat egia ala gezurra den, esan daitekeen gauza
bakarra, Poincaré kimikoak dioenez, “baliagarria” zalgun ala ez da.

Halaber filosofiari dagokionez. Erlatibismo hori, “egia” bakar baten ukapen hori,
korronte filosofiko desberdinetan gauzatzen da:

a) Marxismoa: gizarte bateko instituzio eta moralak ez dira berezkoak agintean
dagoen klase sozialaren irudi baizik.

b) Fenomenologia: Disziplina deskriptiboa da. Espiritu kartesiarrak finkatutako
arrazonamendu prozesuen kontrakoa. Sinesmen ororen aurretik ipiniz, emandakoa
bakarrik du aztergai. Intuizioa ezaguerabide zilegizkotzat dauka.

d) Existentzialismoa eta Jaspersen bitalismoak su)etuaren garrantzia azpimarra-
tzen dute.

e) Freud eta psikoanalisiak ordurarte ezezagunak ziren mundu eta grinak erakus-
ten dizkigute.

Erlatibismoak dakarren jarrera epistemologiko berri honek XI1xX. mendeko sinis-
men guztiak baztertzen ditu, eta literatura bere garai konkretuarekin loturik dagoe-
nez (lotura horretan inongo morrontasun edo islada zuzenik baztertuz, alegia), XX.
mende haserako hteraturgmtzan lehenago iragarritako aldaketak sortuko ditu. Al-
béres-ek dioen bezala,

No existen un “Mundo real”, ni psicolégico, ni social ni de cualquier otra
clase del que podamos sacar a fuer de fotégrafos expertos ciertos “clichés” objeti-
vos e instructivos; lo tnico que hay en cada uno de nosotros es una especie de
concurso de imdgenes de las cuales iremos extrayendo mitos —individual o co-
lectivamente— es decir, bandadas de representaciones caleidoscépicas, constante-
mente cambiantes, de una “realidad” imposible de captar. Esto supuesto, el arte .
consiste en barajar esas imdgenes, en contrastarlas, en agitar el caleidoscopio...

(Albéres 1971: 94)



FOKALIZAZIOA: HURBILPEN TEORIKOA ETA ZENBAIT APLIKAPEN EUSKAL NARRATIBAN 7

Norberaren mundu “pertzeptzio’aren berezkotasunaren garrantzia dugu nobela-
gintzan isladatuko dena, eta bereziki ikuspuntuari buruzko eztabaidak hasten dituen
Henry James (1843-1916) idazle ifarramerikarraren lanetan. Honek, 1907-1909 ar-
tean “Critical Prefaces” (Hitzaurre kritikoak) direlakoak egingo dizkie bere nobelei,
eta hauetan “Post of observation” (ikuspuntuaz) delakoaz arituko da. Ikuspuntuaren
garrantzia esplikatzerakoan “House of Fiction” (Fikziozko Etxea) irudia darabil The
Portrait of a Lady (1880) nobelari egindako hitzaurrean: etxearen leihoetan pertsonaia

" desberdinak kanpoko gertaera bati begira daude. Bakoitza bestearengandik desberdi-

na den heinean, eta kokagune guztiak ere berdinak ez diren neurrian, gauza desber-
dinak dakuskite. '

Halaber, H. James-ek bere “The art of Fiction” (1884) artikuluan nobelak litera-
turan duen lekua definitu nahiko du. Artikulu honetan esaten digunez, tradizio “vic-
toriat” batetik ‘ihes egin nahi du Dickens eta Thackeray-k nobelaren formaz zuten
kontzeptua “Niif” (mozoloa) bezala definituz. James-entzat nobela bizitzaz dugun
inpresioa da, eta horregatik, inpresio hori sinesgarriagoa izan dadin narratzaileak
pertsonaia baten ikuspuntutik kontatu behar du istorioa. “Kontzientzia gunea’k na-
rratzaile orojakilea baztertuko du eta errealitatea gure begien bidez eskuratzen du-
gun bezala, nobelan pertsonaiak bere begien bidez atzeman behar du errealitatea.

Horren arauera, errealismoa ez dago nobelaren gaian, tratamendu berezi batean
baizik. René Wellek-ek dicen bezala (1983: 212-213) James-ekin “etrealismo” kon-
tzeptu aldaketa bat ematen da. Errealismo berri hau indibidualistagoa da, eta he-
mendik aurrera, “Nobelagintza dezimononikoaren” ezaugarri zen narratzaile guztia-
haldunak zuen jarrera boteretsua sinesgaitza gertatuko zaio irakurleari. Objetibismo-
aren izenean inpertsonalitate osoa eskatuko zaio kontalariari, desagertzea, eta
horregatik kontateknika desberdinen artean “showing” deiturikoa (kontaketa drama-
tikoa) “telling” delakoa baino (kontaketa narratiboa) egokiagotzat joko da. Azken
batean, Flaubert-en nobelagintza hobetsi egingo da (eta ez Balzac, Dickens,.... eta
hainbatena). '

Nobelagintzan “hirugarren pertsonan kontatutako kontzientzia gune” gisara defi-
nituko den teknikaren erabilera dugu teoria horren ondoriorik zuzenena. Bestalde,
planteiamendu hauen fruiturik interesgarrienak sortu zituen jarraitzaile (Percy Lub-
bock, Friedrich Spielhagen) eta kontrakoen arteko (F. M. Forster, W. C. Booth) ezta-
baidak izan ziren. '

Dena dela, esan dezagun H. Jamesen lanek oihartzun eta ezagutza handiagoa lor-
tuko dutela Europan 1943an bere jaiotzaren mendeurrena ospatzen denean.

Idazle konkretu bat gogoratzekotan aipa dezagun Proust. Jakina da Proust-ek Ja-
mes ezagutu zuela, baina ezin daiteke esan elkarrekiko eragina zein mailatakoa izan
zen. Hori horrela izanik ere, argi dago biek oinarri teoriko bera dutela sakonean: bi-
zitza eta errealitatea kontzientzi baten arauera kontatzearen egokitasuna.

Puntu honekin bukatzeko H. Jamesen artikuluen ondorioz nobelagintzan gizaba-
nakoaren perspektibak hartzen duen indarra arte mailan, eta bereziki pinturan ema-
ten den garapenarekin alderatu nahiko genuke. Arte historiagileen eritziz XIX. men-
de bukaerako Inpresionismoarekin perspektiba subjetiboranzko bira adierazgarria
ematen da. E. H. Gombrich-ek dioenez, Inpresionismoa heltzearekin batera pintura-
pertzeptzio eredu klasikoek porrot egiten dute, perspektiba indibidualagoa sortuz.
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Objetibismo berri bateraniz: Bebaviorismoaren isladak.

Frantziara itzuliz, jakina da Proust eta gero nobelagintza nahiko tradizionala egi-
ten dela, argumentuaren indarrean oinarritutako nobelagintza, alegia. Nobela errea-
litatea isladatzeko bide bezala ulertzen dute honako idazle ezagun hauek: Gide, Co-
lette (intimista eta kostunbristak), Mauriac eta Bernanos (katolikoak), Saint-Exu-
pety, Malraux,...

Baina egoera horren aldaketa Bigarren Mundu Gerraren ondoren ifarrameriketa-
ko “Lost Generation” delakoaren barruan sartzen diren idazleen lanak itzultzen dire-
nean hasten da. Aipatu taldeko idazleek 1920 inguru Europara emigratu zuten Pari-
sen geldituz Gertrude Stein idazle amerikarraren inguruan. Ernest Hemingway eta
John Dos Passos-i buruz ari gara batipat.

Idazle horiek errealitate berriak azalduko dizkigute beren obretan, hizkuntza oso
kaletarra erabiliz zinearen eragina beren nobeletara barneratuko dute (plano
aldaketak, travelling, flash-back, cross-up,... direlakoen erabileraz baliatuz).

Esan bezala, Bigarren Mundu Gerra eta gero aipatu idazle ifarramerikarren lanak
itzultzearekin batera Frantzian literaturari buruzko, eta konkretuki teknika berriei
eta ikuspuntu narratibo desberdinen baliabideari buruzko ikerlanak sortuko dira. In-
teresgarrienak aipatzekotan: C.E. Magny-ten L'dge du roman américain (1948), Sartre-
ten Situations I (1947) eta Situations 11 (1948) eta Jean Pouillon-en Temps et roman
(1946).

. Aipatu liburuetan “ikuspuntu”aren garrantziaz eztabaidatzen da, baina batez ere
idazle ifarrameriketarren nobeletan deigarriena gertatzen den ikuspuntu berriaz,
“kontaketa behaviorista” deiturikoaz, azalpen ugari egiten da. Mende hasieran
ematen zen aldaketa nabariena kontzientzia gune batetik abiatuz eraikitako fikzioa-
ren idazketa bazen, orain, autore hauek idatzitakoaren bidetik, objetiboki behaga-
rriak diren gertakizunak azalduko zaizkigu nobelan. Geroago “zine-kamara” edo
“narrazio objetiboa” deitu izan den teknika honen cinarrian teoria konduktistaren
ideiak ditugula ezin ukatu.

Dakigunez, psikologiako korronte honen oinarriak John B. Watson-ek (1878-
1958) zehaztu zituen “Konduktismo Klasikoa” deiturikoa sortuz. Psikologismo guz-
tiak baztertuz gizakion jokabide hutsa aztertuko du. Psikearen barrubizitza ukatzen
du, eta gure jokabide guztiak estimulo batzuri emandako erantzun gisara ulertzen
ditu. Orainartekoa Sartre-ren hitzetan laburbilduz:

El novelista puede mostrarnos el curso integro de los acontecimientos a tra-
vés de los ojos de sus personajes y, de esta forma, hacernos compartir sus limites
de visién, la imperfeccién de sus puntos de vista, como sucede, por ejemplo, en
el caso de Joyce o de Henry James, o puede retener por completo esta realidad
subjetiva y psicolégica, y ofrecernos tan sélo las acciones externas, las palabras y
los gestos de sus personajes, a la manera de la novela “conductista” estadouniden-
se de los afios treinta, la novela de Hemingway o de Dashiel Hammet. (Simon
1984: 212)

Nobelaren baitan ematen den aldaketa hau J. Pouillon-en hitzetan azalduz: “Vi-
sion avec” (Narratzailea=Pertsonaia) batetatik “Vision par dehors” (narratzai-
lea<pertsonaia) batetara pasa garela esango genuke.
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“Ez dago objetibismorik objeribatze ckintza baino” (Heidegger)

Ikuspuntuaten bilakaeran zehar egiten ari garen ibilbide honetan objetibismoa-
ren hurrengo adibide nabarmeneraino iritsi gara: ‘Nouveau Roman’ deituriko mugi-
mendura (nahiz eta jakin badakigun talde honetako partaide den J. Ricardou-k talde
honetako idazleei buruz hitzegiterakoan ez duela “mugimendu” ez eta ere “eskola”
izena inoiz onartu; horrelatsu Nathalie Sarraute-k ere bere L'ere du soupgon (1956) li-
buruan)’. _ ‘

Nouveau Roman-ek gutxi iraun bazuen ere (1954-60 arteko epea Albérés-en us-
tez) nobelagintzaren planteiamendu berri honek etekin izugatriak eman zituela esan
behar. Merleau-Ponty-ren fenomenologiazko ideiak bere eginez, gizakiok munduan
“egote” hori adierazi nahiko du nobelak. Sujetua ez dago berak dakusan munduaz
bananduta. Sujetua-mundua arteko erlazioa ezinbestekoa da. Zentzu honetan ulertu-
rik, “objetibitatea” (=inpartzialtasun osoa) ezinezkoa da:

La objetividad en el sentido corriente del término —impersonalidad absoluta
de la vista— es, a todas luces una quimera. Pero la libertad por lo menos deberia
ser posible, y tampoco lo es. A cada instarite, retazos de cultura (psicologia, mo-
ral, metafisica,... etc.) vienen a afiadirse a las cosas, confiriéndoles un aspecto me-
nos extrafio, mds comprensible, mas tranquilizador. (Robbe-Grillet 1973: 24).

Nolanahi ere, ordurartean “objetibitate”az ulertzen genuenaz aldendu egiten ga-
rela onartu behar, erabateko objetibotasuna ukatuz.

Hori horrela izanarren, idazleak ahal duen “objetiboki”en jokatu behar du, horre-
tarako bere esku dituen tresnez baliatuz. Ez du mundua esplikatu behar, azaldu bai-
zik eta ondorioz “egote” huts hori eskeini behar dio irakurleari honek gero interpreta
dezan: ' :

En lugar de ese universo de “significados” (psicolégicos, sociales, funcionales)
habria pues que intentar-construir un mundo mds sélido, méds inmediato. Que
sea ante todo por su presencia por lo que se impongan los objetos y los gestos, y
que esa presencia siga luego dominando por encima de toda teorfa explicativa
que tratara de encerrarlas en un sistema cualquiera de referencia, sentimental, so-
ciolégico, freudiano, metafisico, etc. (Robbe-Grillet 1973: 27).

Objetuez inguraturiko mundu honetan objetuekiko gure erlazioaren bidez defini-
tuko gara. Ortegak nobelari buruz zituen ideiak errepikatuz “objetuak dauden le-
kuan, beraiei buruz hitzegitea alferrikakoa da”. Mende erdialdeko nobelagintza berri
honek, mende hasierako ifarramerikarren teknikak (kontaketa behaviorista, denbora
aldaketak,...) bereganatuz, kontzientzia fenomenikoa isladatuko digu behin eta be-
rriz beren nobeletan. Nathalie Sarrante, Michel Butor, Claude Simon-ekin batera tal-
de honetako partaideetako den Alain Robbe-Grillet-ek Descartes-en baieztapena
eraldatuz “banakusate beraz banaiz” baieztatuko du.

Horrela, kontzientzia fenomenikoaren luzapena eman dadin begirada izango da
_idazleek beren esku edukiko duten baliabidea (ez dezagun ahaz lehenengo momentu-

(1) Objetibismoaren kontzeptutik abiatuz nobelagintza desbetdinen azalpen honetan alde batera urtzi
nahi izan dugu objetibismoa “filosofikoki” ulertzen duen nobelagintza mota bat: “errealismo sozial”a deituri-
koa. Testimoniozko nobela hauetan (edo nobelagintza “konprometitua” ere deitu izan zaion honetan) nobela-
ren xedea salatu beharteko egoera sozial bat agertzea denez, mezuak berak duén pisuarengatik alderdi tekni-

koak, eta bide batez guri interesatzen zaiguna, ikuspuntuarena, bigarren maila batera pasatzen dira, eta zen- .
tzu honetan ez diote orain artean esandakoari berrikuntzarik eransten.
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ko Nouveau Roman-i, hots, 50eko hamarkadan ematen denari “2cole du regard” dei-
tu zitzaiola). '

Begiradak hutsunea ezabatzen du eta objetuak (objeczum-en etimologia jarraituz,
kanpora botatakoa) bereganatzen ditu. Begirada beharrezkoa zaigu munduan gure
egoera definitzeko: “La relativa subjetividad de mi mirada me sirve precisamente pa-
ra definir mi situacién en el mundo. Sencillamente, evito contribuir yo mismo a ha-
cer de esa situacién una servidumbre” (Robbe-Grillet 1973: 87).
~ Alabaina bada kontutan hartu beharreko beste ezaugarri bat: objetu horiek nobe-
la tradizionalean barruko izaera baten adierazle baziren jadanik ez direla beste ezeren
ispilu izango. Horregatik narratzaileari ez dagokio errealitatearen mezu ezkuturik
aurkitzea, objetuen egoera hori azaltzea baino.

Azken finean, guzti honen ondoriorik bortitzena begiradaren, kontzientziaren he-
dapena dugu. Lz Jalousie (1957) nobelan dakusagunez, garrantzitsuena etengabe he-
datzen den begirada horren egonkortasuna dugu, ez sujetu beraren identitatea (na-
rratologoek arazo handiak dituzte nobela honetan fokoaren kokagunea, edo Bal-en
terminologian fokalizatzailea delakoa zehazteko).

Bestalde deigarriena, seguraski begirada sortzaile horren onarpenak suposatzen
duen bira dugu. Izan ere, begirada horren nolakotasuna, beste ezer baino lehenago
linguistikoa da. Hasera batean objetuetara iristeko bide gisara definitzen genuen
hau, azken batean dena bateratzen duen kontzientzia bilakatzen zaigu. Objetuekiko
hurbilpen horretan idazleak asmo horten ezintasuna isladatu digu nobelan. Hori ho-
rrela izanik, NR-eko nobeletan objetuak baino gehiago, objetu horiek bereganatzen
dituzten subjetibitateen presentziak somatzen ditugu. Sujetu/objetu binomioa gain-
dituz dena kontzientzia (=hizkuntza) bilakatu da:

“(...) més all4 del lenguaje no hay ya probablemente nada. El mundo “se hace
en nosotros” y “se completa mediante la palabra, pues la palabra es Verdad: “Ver-
dad cuando del acto de nombrar un objeto ella extrae el advenimiento del hom-
bre” (Robbe-Grillet 1973: 122).

Hizkuntza, hizkuntzaren mugetatik ezin ateratzea, dena hizkuntza dela baiezta-
tzea, planteiamendu wittgensteiniarraren ondoriorik bortitzenera iritsi gara. Eta Vie-
nako homosexuala inoiz ixildu ez zen moduan, nobelan narratzaileak “begiratzen” ja-
rraituko du. Ez begiratuz “munduaz”, “errealitate objetiboaz” jabe daitekeela pen-
tsatzen duelako (izan ere hizkuntzaren ahalmen “erreferentziala” aspaldian jarri bait
zen zalantzan), baizik eta etengabe isladatzen den kontzientzia horretan “izaten” se-
gitzen duelako®. ‘

Bukatzeko, esan dezagun “objetibismo” kontzeptuaren inguruan XIX. mende bu-
kaerako eztabaidetatik hasita XX. merideko nobelagintzan zehar egin dugun ibilbide
honetan ikuspuntuaren auziak izan duen garrantzia azpimarratzen saiatu garela (no-
lanahi ere Bruce Morrissette-k esandakoa “Chaque modalité du point de vue renvoie
2 une ontologie” (1962: 163) azaldu nahian). Ondoren alderdi tekniko honetaz kriti-

(2) Errepresetazio modu klasikoaren kritika hau pintura mailan ere ematen da. Maila honetan oso interes-
garria da Michel Foucaule-ek (1984) liburuaren lehenengo kapituluan Velazquez-en Las meninas (1656) koa-
droari buruz egiten duen gogoeta. Margolaria ez da jadanik bere koadroaren bidez ikusleon begietara zerbait
irudikatzen duena. Koadroa bera da errepresentazio horren muga bakarra.
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kan ulertu izan dena azaltzen eta bere inguruan sorturiko teoria desberdinak -aurkez-
ten saiatuko gara. '

I1. Ikuspuntuari buruzko teoria pre-genettiarrak.

Lehenago iragarri dugun bezala, Ikuspuntuari buruzko teoria desberdinen aur-
kezpena egin nahi genuke orain, bigarren kapitulu honen muga tituluan bertan
adierazten dugularik: funtsean Figures 111 (1972) azaldu aurretiko lanez ihardungo
garela esan behar. ' _

Banaketa honen arrazoia dagoeneko sarreran ematen genuena liczateke: gaur egun
onartua dago eta kritikari gehienek behin eta berriro hala azpimarratu dute (Culler
1986: 10, Rimmon 1988: 72 hh) Genette-ren hurbilpenak edukitako garrantzia.

Garrantzi hori ez datorkio ikuspuntuari buruzko azterkerak eredu edo paradigma
metodologiko sendoago batetan egiteagatik (estrukturalismoaren ildotik) bakarrik,
ordurartean esandakoaren laburpen bat egin ondoren sailkapen guztiek oinarrian zu-
ten nahasketa salatzeagatik baizik. Izan ere, Genette dugu lehenengoa modua eta
ahotsa, hau da, ikuspuntuari dagozkion arazoak (‘nork dakusa? galderari erantzuten
diotenak) eta narratzaileari dagozkionak (‘nork narratzen du?) bereizten®.

Bereizketa hori funtsezkoa bilakatuko da ondorengo ikerketetan eta ondorio zu-
zenena ikuspuntuari berari dagozkion arazoen azterketa serio eta sistematikoagoa li-
tzateke.

Bestalde, ondoten aurkeztuko ditugun ikerlanen eskema argitzeatren, esan deza-
gun beren jatorrizko lurraldea kontutan harturik banatu ditugula. Horrelako bana-
keta batek hasiera batetan zilegi ez badirudi ere, arrazoi desberdinen artean XIX.
mende bukaeran eztabaidak hasi zirenetik mende honetako lehenengo hamarkaden
bitartean tradizio bakoitzak bestearekin edukitako harreman urria aipa dezakegu
(Rossum-Guyon 1970: 476). Halaber, azpimarragarria da tradizio guztiak ez direla
neurri berean ezagutzera eman, eta batzuei buruzko (tradizio angloamerikarra, esate
baterako) datu aberastasuna, besteekiko informazio urritasuna bihurtzen da.

a) Tradizio alemaniarra.

Lehenengo eta behin, tradizio hau ezezagunegia zaigula esan behar dugu, eta ho-

rregatik, ondoren egingo dugun laburpen hau burutu ahal izateko Rossum-Guyon-
en artikuluaz (ikus bibliografian) baliatu garela.

(3) Desberdintze honi buruz ohartxo bat egin beharrean aurkitzen gara. Izan ere jadanik Todorov-ek
1966ko artikuluan diskurtsuaren barruan hiru alderdi bereizten zituen: denborz (diskurtsuaren denboraren eta
historiaren denbora arteko erlazioak), aspektuak (natratzaileak historia pertzibitzeko dituen modu desberdinen
azterketa) eta modua (nacratzaileak historia kontatzeko dituen “modu” desberdinen azterketa, edo beste hitze-
tan esateko pertsonaien/natratzailearen hitzen arteko harremana). Honi dagokionez Todorov genuke lehenen-
goa ikuspuntu/kontakera moduak arteko desberdintasuna egiten. Baina autore honek beranduago idatziriko
Literatura y Significacion liburuan narrazio ororen alderdi hirukoitza: hitzezkoa, sintaktikoa eta semantikoa be-
reizi ondoren, lehenengoaren barruan (hitzezkoan) sartzen du ikuspuntuaren azterketa. Alabaina, Todorov-en
bigarren lan honetan ikuspuntuaren barruan “narratzaile errepresentatua/narratzaile ez-errepresentatua” be-
reizketatik hasita narratzaile/pertsonaia arteko erlazioak (kanpo/barru) aztertu behar direla dio, ondoren-na-

" rratzaileak natrazioaren unibertsuan duen presentzia handia/txikia neurtuz. Ikusi bezala, azken planteiamen-
du honetan ez dira esplizitoki ikuspuntuari eta narrazioari dagozkion alderdiak bereizten. Horregatik diogu,
Genette dela 1972an ordurarteko oinarrizko nahasketa honen salakuntza egingo duen lehenengoa.
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Tkuspuntuari buruzko lehenengo iruzkinak Friedrich Spielhagen-ek 1848-1898
urteetan argitaraturiko idazkietan aurki ditzakegu. Planteiamendu teoriko batetik
abiatuz, nobelaren “Poetik”ari dagozkion ezaugarri desberdinak eztabaidatuko ditu
kritikari honek, eta tradizio angloamerikarrean H. James bezala, objetibismoaren de-
fendatzaile sutsu gisara agertuko da bere lanetan, “nobela poetikoa” izendatuko due-
na bilakatuz objetibismo hori autrera eramateko kontamolderik egokiena.

Aipatu “ nobela poetikoa”n autorea guztiz ezabatzen da, ez du inongo iruzkin eta
aurkezpenik egiten eta pertsonaiei uzten die “hitzegiten” eta beren eritziak aurkez-
ten (cf. James-en “showing” delakoa).

Kontamolde horri esker, nobelak “ilusio dramatiko”a lortzen du. Ondorengo au-
toreek (Friedmann, O. Walzel eta Kite Hamburger-ek batez ere) “ilusio” horren no-
lakotasuna definitu nahiko dute epiko/dramatiko kontzeptuen arteko desberdintasu-
netik abiatuz. ‘

Bi kontzeptuen etkaketa horren bilakaera hemen aurkeztea luzeegia denez, bere
ondorioak bederen azalduko ditugu. Horrela, narrazioaren ezaugarririk berezkoena

“zeharkakoa” izatearena dela baieztatuko dute. Zeharkako izaera hori narratzaile ba-
tek kontatua izatetik datorkio.

Alde horretatik, ondorengo ikerlariek narratzallearen agertze’ mallak aztertzeari
ekingo diotela esan behar. Funtsean W. Kayser-en lana interesgarria izango bada ere
ez du “ikuspuntuari” buruz hitzegingo, narratzailea bilakatuko da bere ikerketen
eginkizun bakar eta fikziozko izaera duen kontalari honi buruzko azterketa serioa al-
darrikatuko du.

Narratzailearen “agertze” maila horiekin lotuz F. K. Stanzel-ek “egoera narratibo”
desberdinak definitzeari ekingo dio 1955eko Die typische erzablsituationem im roman
liburuarekin. ‘ ‘

Liburu horrek geroragoko argitalpenetan berrikuntza eta eranskin ugari ezagutu
baditu ere (1979ko Theorie des Erzilens liburuan, 1982an bigarren argitalpenean be-
rriro zuzendurik agertu zena) “egoera narratibo” desberdinen sistematizazio sujeren-
tea egiten du.

Dorrit Cohn ikerlariak autore honen aportazioa ez dela inoiz kontutan hartu sala-
tu du eta Genette-k berak 1983ko Nowvean discours du récit liburuan autore honen
sailkapena interesgarritzat joko du, handik abiatuz aldaketa desberdinak proposatuz.

Stanzel-ek bere lehenengo liburuan hiru “egoera narratibo” desberdin bereiziko
ditu:

a) ‘Die auktoriale erzalhsituation’ (kontaketa autoriala). Narratzaile orojakilea du-
ten nobeletakoa (Norman Friedman-en orojakitasun editoriala-ren parekoa)

b) ‘Die ich erzahlsituation’, kasu honetan narratzailea pertsonaia bat da.

d) ‘Die personale erzahlsituation”: pertsonaia baten ikuspuntutik hirugarren per-
tsonan kontatutako errelatoak osatzen duena. ‘

Dakusagunez, sailkapen hau ez dagokio ikuspuntuari hertsiki. Bestelako elemen-
tuak hartzen dira kontutan: narratzailea/pertsonaia-k kontatzen duen istorioa, na~
rratzaileak dakiena,... Genette-k geroago kritikatu zuen bezala 2. eta 3. sailaren arte-
ko desberdintasuna ez dagokio ikuspuntuari, narratzaileari baizik.

Lehenago aipatu dugun 1979ko liburuan egoera narratiboak hiru izatetik sei iza-
tera pasatzen dira, ikuspuntuaren bereiztasun esplizitoagoa eginez. Baina bere teo-
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rian kanpo/barru perspektibak besterik bereizten ez dituenez, eta bereizketa hau ba-
tipat Bal-en “kanpo/barru fokalizazioaren” pareko denez (Ikus Bal-i buruzko puntua)
gehiegi ez luzatzea erabaki dugu.

b) Tradizio angloamerikarra:

“Ikuspuntu” hitza goiz azaltzen bazaigu ere, (1866ko Uztailean, British Quartely
Review delakoan X1IV. zenbakian, 43-44 otrialdeetan) Henry James idazlea izango da
hitza teknikoki erabiltzen hasten dena.

Lan honen lehenengo kapituluan idazle honen ideien laburpena egin dugunez, ez
gara bere planteiamenduen ondorio den “kontzientzia dramatizatua” kontzeptua
errepikatzen hasiko. Alabaina bere ideien mezu nagusia gogora dezagun: narratzaile
dezimononikoak istorioak kontatzerakoan ikuspuntu zeharo “artifiziala” zuen Jainko
baten kokagunea hartzen zuela salatuko du: Horregatik, sinesgarritasunaren izenean,
egokiagoa izango da fabulako pertsonaia baten ikuspuntutik istorioa kontatzea.

Esan bezala, Percy Lubbock izango da James-en teorien defendatzaile sutsuena.
Honela dio 1921eko The Craft of Fiction liburuan:

The whole intrincate question of the method in the Craft of fiction, I take to
be goberned by the question of the point of view — the question of the relation
in which the narrator stands to the story. (Lubbock 1921: 251)

Autore honek bi kontaketa mota bereizten ditu bosgarren kapituluan: modu es-
zenikoa (“Drama” James-en sisteman) eta modu panoramikoa. Lehenengoa hobetsiko
du nobela ongien definitu eta mugatzen duen teknika dela kontsideratzeagatik:

It is a question, I said, of the reader’s relation to the writer; in one case the
reader faces towards the story-teller and listens to him [kontaketa panoramikoa},
in the other he turns towards the story and watches it. (Lubbock 1921:111)

Esan dezagun interesgarria iruditzen zaigula aipu horretan irakurleari egiten
zaion erreferentzia hori. Liburuaren zahartasuna kontutan harturik, gerora ikuspun-
tuari buruzko eztabaidetan maizegi ahaztu den alderdia izan bait da. Dena dela, erre-
ferentzia horretaz gain dagoeneko ohartuak gara Lubbock-en baieztapen horietan
ikuspuntua “narratze modu” desberdinei loturik azaltzen dela kontzeptuaren azter-
ketari iluntasuna emanez. _

Lubbock-en liburuari kronologikoki E. M. Forster-en Aspects of the novel
(1927/1985: 84-88) darraikio, eta fikzioaren metodoan aztertu beharreko gauzarik
garrantzizkoenetzat jotzen du ikuspuntu narratiboaren arazoa. Forster-en eritziz no-
belagileak “perspektiba” desberdinak har ditzake:

~ Pertsonaiaren kanpotik obserbatzaile partzial edo inpartzial modura jokatu.

~ Orojakilea izan eta pertsonaiaren barrutik deskribatu gertaera guztiak.

— Pertsonaia batean bakarrik zentratu -

— Erdibidea

Dakusagunez, berriro ere narratzaileari buruzko ezaugarriak (nor den narratzailea:
pertsonaia/narratzailea, zein mailatan kokatzen den .narratzaile hori, intradiegeti-
koa/extradiegetikoa den Genette-ren formulazioan, pertsonaia baten ikuspuntua ba-
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du (barru fok.) finkoa ala anitza den....) hertsiki ikuspuntuari dagozkienekin nahastu
egiten dira. :

Nahasketa horretatik abiatuz “ikuspuntua” nobelaglleak irakurlea harritzeko
duen ahalmena dela adieraziko du. Ahalmen hori da Forster-entzat nobegileak bere
esku duen baliabiderik interesgarriena, eta horregatik James eta Lubbock-ek narra-
tzaileari eskatzen dioten etengabeko objetibotasun hotren atzean dogmakeria dakusa.
Forster-en eritziz, baliabide guztien artean momentuan interesgarriena iruditzen -
zaiona aukeratzeko askatasuna eduki behar du nobelaglleak (jarrera bera defendatuko

du 1961ean W. C. Booth-ek).
~ Ikuspuntuaren azterketan hurbilpen sistematikoagoa “New Crmasm delako ko-
rronte kritikoaren partaideen eskutik etorri zen. 30eko hamarkadan Estatu Batueta-
ko hegoaldean (Vandervilt-eko Unibertsitatearen inguruari) sorturiko kritika berri
hau ordurarteko kritika amerikarraren moralkeriaren aurka egongo da, ikerketa lite-
rarioetan objetibotasunaren beharra aldarrikatuz.

Zenbaiten eritziz korronte honen islada eta hedapena oso laburra izan bazen ere
(Garcia Berrio 1973:'87) beren lanetan literatur testuekiko azaltzen duten hurbilpen
inmanentea aurrerapausu garrantzitsua izango da garaiko kritikan. Zenbait izen ai-
patzekotan: J. C. Ramson, Allen Tate, Cleanth Brooks, Robert Penn Warren, K.
Burke,... ditugu gogoragarrienak (Aullén de Haro 1984: 167). Aipaturiko idazleeta-
tik bik, Cleanth Brooks eta Robert Penn Warren-ek, 1943an Urderstanding Fiction
argitaratu zuten, eta bertan, ikuspuntu desberdmak azaltzen zituen taula hau propo-
satu zuten (1k Genette 1972: 204). ’

" Barrutik ikusitako ekintzak Kanpotlk 1kusxtako ekintzak

Narratz. Fikzio A o
barruko pertsonaia a-heroiak bere h* b-lekuko batek heroiaren h?
kontatzen du ' kontatzen du.

Narratz.ez da
Fikzio barruko :
pertsonaia d-autore orojakile batek e-autoreak historia .
historia kontatzen du. kanpotik kontatzen du

Itxuraz honelako sailkapen egokiaren atzean erizpide desberdinak ezkutatzen di-
ra (aurreko sailkapenenetan salatu dugun gisara), eta funtsean, sail bertikalak baka-
trik legozkioke ikuspuntuaren arazoari. Dena dela, gure eritziz aipatu sailkapenean
lehenengo aldiz planteiatzen den kanpo/barru dikotomia hori aurrerapausu handia
izango da geroko sailkapenetan ardura gehiagoz aztertu ahal izateko.

Banaketa horiei kronologikoki Norman Friedman-en “Point of view in fiction”
(1955) artikulua darraikie. Bertan fikzio barruan narratzailearen presentzia zein mai-
latakoa den zehazteko 1kuspuntua z1leglzko baliabidea dela baieztatuz (Friedman
1955: 1163).

Hortik abiatuz, eta James-ek “esan” (narratu "telling”) eta “adierazi” (“showing™)
artean nabarmendutako desberdintasuna kontutan hartuz, sailkapen zortzxkou:za
proposatuko du subjeripitare maila handicncrerik sbjeribivate maila band e
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1) Orojakintza editoriala (iruzkinak egiten dituen natratzaile orojakilea)

2) Orojakintza neutrala (iruzkinik gabeko orojakintza)

3) Ni-lekukoa '

4) Ni-protagonista :

5) Orojakintza mugatu anitza (historia pertsonaia desberdinen ikuspuntutik abia-

tuz antolatua dago, narratzailearen presentzia antzematen ez delarik).

6) Orojakintza mugatua (aurrekoaren berdina baina pertsonaia bakar baten

ikuspuntura mugatua).

7) Kontaketa dramatikoa (eskenifikazioa)

8) Kamara (erabateko objetibotasuna). - :

Sailkapenaren aberastasuna begibistakoa da eta nobelagintza modernoaren konta-
teknika desberdinen azalpen bat egiterakoan guztiz errentagarria izan daitekeela du-
darik ez. Hori horrela izanik, adierazkorra da N. Friedman-en sailkapen honek egun
oraindik duen onarpena eta, adibide bat aipatzekotan, Darfo Villanuevak 1989an ar-
gitaraturiko liburuan eredu honetaz baliatuz egiten duen azterketa aipa- dezakegu.

Baina orokorki baliagarria den eredu honen atzean, zenbait kritikarik hala adiera-
zi duen bezala, (Genette 1972: 205; Gnutzmann 1984: 120) abiapuntua ez da “ikus-
puntu” desberdinen sailkapen bat eskeintzea, Stanzel-ek “egoera narratibo” deituri-
koaren adibide desberdinak eskeintzea baizik (horretatako erizpide desberdinak era-
biliZ‘ pertsona gramatikala 1goa ala 3.a den, narratzailea pertsonaia bat den ala

...). Bestalde, Friedman-en 6. puntuan ikuspuntu kontzeptuan dagoklon kontrae-
sana ikusi izan da “orojakitasun” hitza erabiltzeagatik. '

Eskuartean dugun arazoari hurbilpen berria eskeintzen diguna W. C. Booth dugu
1961eko The Retoric of the Fiction bere liburuarekin. Aipatu kritikari hau “Chicago-
Critics” deituriko talde neoaristotelikoaren partaide dugu eta talde honetako partai-
de askok bezala, ordurarteko ikerketen ez nahikotasuna salatuko-du (talde honi bu-
ruz ikus Aullén de Haro 1984: 167).

Aipatu liburuan, W. C. Booth-ek fikzioaren teknikaren berri eman nahi duela dio
Sarreran. Ordurarteko sailkapenek deskribapenetan erabiltzen diren baliabide des-
berdinén azalpena egiten bazuten ere, Booth-en eritziz ez zuten gauza garrantzitsu
bat kontutan hartzen: baliabide guzti horiek idazleak 1rakurlearek1n harremanetan
jartzeko bere esku dituen tresna botetetsuak direla.

Bere emari interesgarrienetakoak bi kontzeptu berrien inguruan egindako oha-
rrak izango dira. Batetik, autoreak narrazioaren autrean duen distantzia (denboraz-
koa, morala, intelektuala, fisikoa,...) aztertzeari ezinbestekoa deritzo, bestetik, horre-
tarako lagungarri gertatuko den autore inplizitoaren kontzeptua proposatuko du (ba-
rrerarven estetika-n funtsezko bihurtuko den kontzeptua, hain zuzen). Autore
errealaren “bigarren NI-a” gisara definitzen den hori ez da literatur testuan “gauza- .
tzen” (iruzkin edo honelako zati metanarratiboetan ezik), testuan gorpuzten den ins-
tantzia bakarra narratzailea bait da, aitzitik, obra zehatz baten irakurketa gauzatu
ahala irudikatzen dugu bigarren imajin hoti.

Booth-ek zenbait nobelatan (Friedman-ek “orojakitasun autoriala” izendatutakoa)
autoreak egiten dituen iruzkinen funtzioaren azterketa egiten du. Bere ustez honela-
ko iruzkinetan “autore inplizito”aren “arauak” zeintzu diren isladatzen da. Aipatu
kasuetan narratzailearen gainetik ipintzen den ahots batek (autore inplizitoarenak)
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zenbait sujerentzia egiten dizkio gehienetan irakurleari (“irakurle inplizitoari” esan-
go du beranduago W. Iser-ek) eta honelako iruzkinak ez direla gaitzetsi behar esango
du. Adibide bat jartzekotan gogora dezagun Txomin Agirreren Garoz-n (1912) aur-
ki daitekeen “autore inplizitoaren” iruzkinetako bat:

Irakurlea: nik eztitut gauzatxo auek Ana Josepa makurtzeagatik ipintzen.
Eztira orrenbesteko akatsak, etxekoandrea zan, ta etxekoandre danak egiten diote
diruari ongietorri andia; ama zan, ta ama guztiak nai dute beren semeak gallu-
rrik gallurrenean ikustea. (1966: 96)

Argi dago horrelako ohar baten bidez Txomin Agirreren itzala den “autore inpli-
zitoak”, irakurleak pertsonaia batez (Ana Josepaz hain zuzen) eduki dezakeen irudi
eta eritzia berak nahi duen lekutik bideratu nahi duela. Etxekoandreei egozten diz-
kien “berezko” ezaugarri horiek alde batera utziz, horrelako pasarteak komenigarriak
direla esango du Booth-ek obraren beraren ulergarritasuna edo irakurlearen “harrera”
(kontzeptu berriago bat erabiltzekotan) auzitan dagoenean.

Ildo beretik, Booth-ek James eta bere jarraitzaleek * ob;eubotasunaren izenean
planteiatzen dituzten arauei desegokiak derizkie. Bere ustez, “pertsonaia baten ikus-
puntutik” kontatutako istorioetan (“kontzientzia dramatizatua” delakoan) objetuak
ez dira “naturalki” azaltzen, fikziozko lan batean dena, eduki guztiak, “narratzailea-
ren” eskutik pasatzen bait dira. Horrezaz gain, “objetibotasun” hori azken muturrera
eramaten denean ere beti dago narratzailearen ikutuaren beharra, “erretorika’ren
(Booth-en hitzetan) beharra. Erretorikaren beharra ukatzea, irakurlea laberinto bate-
an galtzera bultzatzea da:

Todas las complicaciones de juicio que vimos en el dltimo capitulo se
combinan cuando el autor siguiendo el deseo de James de “gradaciones y super-
posiciones de efecto” que produzcan “una cierta abundancia de verdad” procura
darnos la “visién turbia” de un pasaje “reflejada en la. visién también bastante
turbia” de un observador. (Booth 1974: 321)

Distantzia/autore inplizitoa dikotomia kontutan harturik narratzaile mota des-
berdinen sailkapen hau proposatzen du:
1) Narratzaile Dramatizatua: narratzailea istorioko pertsonaia bat denean:
1.a Egilea (= protagonista denean)
1.b Obserbatzaile edo lekukoa
2) Narratzaile ez-dramatizatua
3) Kontzientzi-gunea (James)
4) Narratzaile dramatizatu fidagarria (autore 1npl1z1toaren arauekin bat datorrena)
5) Narratzaile dramatizatu ez-fidagarria (autore inplizitoaren arauekin ez datorre-
na bat)
6) Narratzaile konszienteak/ez konszienteak
Sailkapen honetan “ikuspuntua” kontutan hartzen ez bada ere, narratzailearen
“ahotsak” har ditzakeen modu desberdinak antolatzen saiatu dela dio Booth-ek
(1961: 142).
Hala eta guztiz ere, Booth-en sailkapen hori hemen ipini nahi izan dugu, objeti-
bismoaren kontra gorago aipaturiko kritikez gain James-en aginduak jarraituz idaz-
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leek “ez dutela moralki jokatu” salatzen duelako. Izan ere, kontateknika desberdinez
ihardutean “morala” kontutan hartu beharreko puntua dela aldarrikatuko.bait du:

La narrativa impersonal ha creado dificultades morales demasiado a menudo
para poder descartar las cuestiones morales como irrelevantes para la técnica

(Booth 1974: 358).

Bukatzeko, esan dezagun aipatu baieztapenek Booth gaur egun onargarri ez diren
zenbait ondoriotara eramaten badute ere (zenbait nobela moderno, adibidez, Joyce-
ten Portrait of an artist, irakurlearen ulermena zailtasunez betetzen duten forma esi-
bizio hutsa direla baieztatuz). gure ustez autore honen hurbilpenaren interesa dudae-
zinezkoa da. “Kontzientzia dramatizatu” teknikaz egiten duen interpretapenari es-
ker, ikuspuntu zehatz baten erabilerak irakurketan eduki dezakeen islada neurtzen
saiatzen denean ordurarteko “sailkapen deskriptiboek” kontutan hartzen ez zuten al-
derdi bat bere egiten duelako, ondorengo zenbait kritikariren lanetan berreskuratu-
ko den joera bati hasera emanez (adibidez Lanser 1981, Rimmon 1988).

Tradizio angloamerikarraren barruan kapitulu honetako azken puntu bezala Ber-
til Romberg-ek 1962an Studies in Narvative Technigue of the First Person Novel liburuan
eginiko sailkapena gogoratu nahiko genuke. Honek Stanzel-en 1955eko sailkapenari
bat erantsiko dio, ondorioz kontaketa mota desberdinak honela gelditzen direlarik:

a) Autore orojakiledun narrazioa

b) Ikuspuntu baten arauera antolatunko kontaketa

d) Kontaketa objetiboa

e) Lehenengo pertsonan eginiko kontaketa.

Laugarren atalak aurrekoekiko agertzen duen desegoklta.sunaz gain, sailkapen ho-
nek aurrekoekiko gauza berririk ekartzen ez duela esatea besterik ez zaigu geratzen.

d) Tradizio frantsesa

Lan honen lehenengo kapituluan esan bezala, Frantzian berandu sortzen da ikus-
" puntuarekiko ardura eta II. Mundu Gerraren bukaerak emango die hasiera ikerketa
hauei. Rossum Guyon-ek (1970: 491) hiru aldi bereizten ditu:

a) M. Raimond-en La Crise du Roman. Des Lendemains du naturalisme aux anées
vingt (1966)-ekin hasten dena

b) Jean Paul Sartre-k Mauriac-i eginiko kritikek osatzen dutena (lehenengo kapi-
tuluan aipatua)

d) Kritika estrukturalistaren barruan sorturiko ikerlanek gauzatzen dutena.

Baina badira sailkapen horretan aipatzen ez diren beste hainbat autore eta ikus-
puntuaren arazoarekin erlazio zuzena eduki dutenak. Maila honetan lehenengo kapi-
tuluan aipaturiko C. E. Magny-ren liburua (zinemagintzak nobelan eduki duen era-
gina aztertzen duena) edo 1954ean Georges Blin-ek idatziriko Stendbal et les proble-
mes du roman liburua gogora daitezke. Azken honek “restrictions de champ” izena

‘erabiliko du “ikuspuntuaren” pareko, pertsonaia baten ikuspuntuaren arauera taxu-
tutako kontaketa eta narratzaile orojakiduna bereiziz.

Alabaina lan horiek interesgarriak badira ere, ideia berak ez errepikatzeagatik
(Raimond-ek adibidez James-en tesien errepikapen bat besterik ez du egiten “pertso-
naia baten ikuspuntutik” kontatutako istorioari objetiboagoa eritziz), une honetan
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egokiago deritzogu beste autore baten lanaren ondoricak azaltzeari. Konkretuki Jean
Pouillon-en Temps et roman (1947) liburuaz ari gara. Psikologo honek ikuspuntu des-
berdinen sailkapena egiten du ordurarteko ekarpen guztiak sistematizatuz. Bertan
eskeintzen duen sailkapena gerora (ikusiko dugunez) kritikari estrukturalistek bere-
ganatuko dute, lan honen balioa defendatuz.

Pouillon-ek nobela guztiek duten honako alderdi b1k01tza bereiziko du

a) Alderdi psikologikoa

b) Iraupen baten azalpena

Teatroan gertatzen ez den legez, nobelan era desberdinetan jabetzen gara pertso-
naiez: barrutik ala kanpotik ikusiz, esate baterako. Horrela izakiok errealitateaz du-
gun pertzeptzioa eta nobelan pertsonaia desberdinekiko azaltzen dena baliokideak
direla esango du, pertzeptzio horren arauera definituz ikuspuntua. Zentzu honetan
nobela objetiboa izakiok ingurunea ulertzeko eta beraz jabetzeko dugun modua
errespetatzen duen nobelagintza da, kontrakoa nobela subjetiboa litzateke, per-
tzeptzio bide “normaletatik” at dagoena, beraz.

Pouillon psikologo ez-konduktista denez gizakiek “barru” bat, errealitate psikiko
bat dutela onartuko du. Errealitate hau “kanpoaldera” agertzen da, agertze hau iza-
nik barru bizitza horren gauzatze objetiboa.

Hemendik abiatuz, hiru “ikuspuntu” (edo “ikuskera” [vision} bere hitzetan) be-
reiziko ditu nobeletan:

a) “Vision avec” delakoa: Pertsonaia bat hautatzen da nobelan eta barrutik deskri-
batzen. Segituan bere jokabidea ulertzen dugu geurea izango balitz bezala. Pertso-
naia honetatik abiatuz ikusiko dugu nobela bartuko errealitate guztia.

Por lo tanto, estar “con” alguien, no es tener una conciencia reflexiva de él,
no es conocer, es tener “con” él la misma conciencia irreflexiva de si mismo.

(1970: 66)

b) “Vision par derriére”: Tkusmen mota hau dugu X1x. mendeko nobelagintza “de-
zimononikoan” erabiliena. Kasu honetan narratzaileak dena daki pertsonaiaz, bere
erreakzio txikienak ere ezagutza horretatik ondorioztatzen ditu,

...estos novelistas no estdn detrds de sus personajes, sino por arriba, como un
Dios omnisciente y que regula a su parecer la historia de sus criaturas. A esto le
falta naturalidad. (1970: 79)

Jainko baten ikuspuntutik dakusan narratzaile honekiko kritikak lan honetan ze-
har behin eta berriro azalduz joan dira, H. James geroztik ohizko jarrera izanik (cf.
Sartre 1985: 49)

d) “Vision par debors”: Kasu honetan behagarriak diren jokabideak bakarrik aur-
kezten ditu narratzaileak. Baina lehen esan bezala Pouillon konduktista ez denez, ez
dago oso ados ikuspuntu honen erabilerarekin. Bere eritziz jokabide bat adierazkorra
izango da, baldin eta “barru” baten islada gisara jokatzen badu. Azken finean Nou-

veau Roman-en nobelagintzaz hitzegiterakoan azp1marratzen genituen eritziekin bat
dator,

.. el sujeto no est4 separado del mundo que. ve, hay un complejo mundo-su-
jeto o lo que después de Heidegger los fenomenologos han llamado una “situa-
cién”. (1970: 95) -
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Sailkapen hirukoitz hori geroago Tzvetan Todorov-ek 1966an ‘Aspektuak dei-
turiko sailean honela bir-planteiatuko du:

a) NARRATZAILEA > PERTSONAIA (Vision par dernere)

b) NARRATZAILEA = PERTSONAIA (Vision avec)

d) NARRATZAILEA < PERTSONAIA (Vision par dehors)

Azken iruzkin gisara, Pouillon-ek nobelan pertsonaien “sentimendu’en isladari
buruz eritzi batzu ematen:ditu. Funtsean bi nobelagintza bereiziko ditu:

1) Nobelagintza klasikoa: gizakiok sentlmenduak ditugu eta beraiek ematen di-
gute esistentzia, :

2) Nobelagintza modernoa: sentlmenduek beralek sentitzen dltuela pentsatzen
duen pertsonaiarekiko bakarrik dute zentzua. :

Frantziako tradizioarekin bukatzeko Rossum-Guyon-ek berelzmko 3. aldia: Kri-

tika estrukturalistarena alegia hurrengo kapituluan azalduko dugunez, gera bedi be-
raz gerorako.

e) Bukatzeko: beste zenbait hurbilpen.

Figures 111 aurreko azterlanei emandako begirada honetan azken puntu bezala Es-
painia mailan egindako ikerlan desberdinei buruz zerbait esan nahiko genuke.

Hasteko, aipa dezagun J. M. Castellet kritikariaren Lz bora del lector (1957) libu-
rua. Garaiko nobelagintzaren ezagutza sakona erakusteaz gain kontaketa objetiboa
aztertzen du, fenomenologia, fisika eta zinemak kontaketa mota honengan edukitako
eragina azalduz. Azpimarratzekoa da liburuaren tituluan isladatzen den bezala, Xx.
mendeko nobelagintzak berarekin dakarren ondoriorik zuzenenetakoaren aipamena:
irakurlearen aldetik partehartze aktiboagoa, alegia.

Ramén Buckley-en Problemas formales en la novela espaiiola contempordnea (1968) li-
buruan Castellet-en aipuak ugariak dira. Bertan, Buckley-k ordurarteko kritika la-
nen ildotik (besteren artean C. E. Magny, H. James, P. Lubbock,... aipatzen ditu)
objetibismoa (batez ere zinemagintzaren eragina eta Nouveau Roman-en hartzen
duen tratamendu berria), subjetibismoa (natratzaile orojakilearena, James-en “kon-
tzientzia-gunea” delakoa) etab. aztertu ondoren garaiko nobelagintza espainiarraren
azterketa bat eskeintzen digu.

Baina aurrekoei baino gatrrantzi gehiago eman diote zenbait kritikarik Mariano
Baquero Goyanes-en Estracturas de la novela actual (1970) liburuari. J. Pozuelo Yvan-
cos-en eritziz (1988b: 119). Baquero Goyanes-ek jarrera ortegiar nabarmen batetik
“Perspektibismoa”ren azterketa serio bat eskeintzen digu gorago aipatu liburuan, Ja-
mes, Friedman,... eta hainbat-en ikerlanetatik abiatuz, nobela modernoaren azterketa
aberatsa eskeiniz.

Halaber esan dezakegu Oscar Tacca-ren Las voces de la novela (1970) liburuaz. Ho-

.nek “begirada, kontzientzia, ahotsa” puntuan nobelaren historia antzeko bat aurkez-
ten du, nobelagintzaren garapena gorago aipatu hiru kontzeptu horien bidez azal-
duz. James -etik hasita Nouveau Roman-eraino ikuspuntu “subjetiboa”, behavioris-
moa, eta “école du regard” delakoaren “begirada garbi”ranzko bilakaera moduan uler
daiteke XX. mendeko nobelagintza.

Tacca-rentzat “ikuspuntua” nobelaren eduki narratiboa modu batetan ala bestean
agertu ahal izateko baliabide bat da, baina narratzailea da garapen guzti hori kontro-
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latzen duena, berari dagokio natrazio egite guztien bateratzaile izatea. Bere ustez no-
bela bat ezin da ikuspuntu bakarrera mugatu, narrazioa hizkuntzazko egite bat den
neurrian “hizkera” desberdinak bateratzen dituelako. Tldo honetatik, Tacca-rentzat
“ikuspuntua” pertzeptzio gune hutsa baino gehiago “mundu-ikuskera” desberdinen
adierazle da, hizkuntzan gauzatzen den pentsakera desberdinen adierazle (cf. Us-
pensky-ren “ikuspuntu ideologikoa”), hain zuzen.

Tkusi dugunez, aipatu liburuetan ikuspuntuari dagozkion eztabaida desberdinen
azalpena egiten zaigu. Planteiamendu berririk eskeintzen ez badute ere (Tacca-ren
hurbilpenaz gain) lan interesgarriak dira nobelagintza modernoaren baitan eskuarte-
an dugun arazoari buruz eman diren jarrera desberdinak ulertzeko.

Hemendik aurrera Espainia mailan ikuspuntuari buruzko bibliografia ugariagoa
izango da, nahiz eta ez den lan monografikorik agertuko, eta bibliografia gehienak
Frantziako kritika estrukeuralistaren edo eta semiotikaren esparruan egindako ekar-
pen desberdinen laburpena egingo dute. Dena dela, Bibliografia orokorrean aipatu
ditugun liburu guztien artean nabarmentzekoak dira Jose M.* Pozuelo Yvancos-enak
(1988a, 1988b) zeinetan ikuspuntuari buruzko azken ikerketen ezagutza eta biblio-
grafia berria eskeintzen bait da.

II1. Tkuspuntuaren azterketa kritika estrukturalistaren barruan:
Figures 111-k irekitako bidea.

Ondoren azaltzera goazen ikerketa guzti hauen ezaugarri amankomuna, izenbu-
ruan iragarri dugunez, literatur kritikaren esparruan eta, zehazki, estrukruralismoa-
ren ildotik egindakoak izatearena da. Orain artean azaldutakoan behin eta berriro
nabarmendu nahi izan dugu Figares III liburuak ikuspuntuari buruzko ikerketetan
suposatu zuefl aufrerapausua.

Gaur egun dudarik ez dago Genette-k aipatu liburuarekin irekitako bidea, ikerla-
riek “narratologia-modala” deiturikoan, eztabaida eta bibliografia ugariaren sortzaile
dugula. Begiratu besterik ez dago Frantzian hasitako azterketa hauek egun herrialde

desberdinetan ezagutzen duten bibliografia oparoa: Estatu Batuetan, Herbehereetan,
Israel-en...

111.A. Testu-narratiboen alderd: birukoitza -

Errusiar Formalistez geroztik ezaguna da testu narratibo guztietan bereiz dezake-
gun alderdi bikoitza: fabula (testuan kontatzen zaizkigun gertaerak kronologikoki
aurkeztuak) eta “sjzzer” delakoa (fabulako eduki narratiboak testuan ezagutzen duen
taxutze konkretua, edo beste hitzetan esateko, guk irakurtzen dugun testua dagoen
dagoenean). Bi alderdi horiek, gerora Todorov-ek (1966) “histoire”/”discours” izen-
datuak, narratologiaren historiaurreari dagozkiola esango du Genette-k (1983).

Testu narratiboetan sujetu linguistiko batek (narratzaileak) historia bat kontatzen
du, eta kontaketa ekintza horrek ematen dio narrazio testuari bere ezaugarririk adie-
razkorrena.

Ondorioz, testu narratiboek hiru alderdi erakusten dizkigute: gertakizunak (his-
toria), gertakizun horien adierazpen linguistikoa (kondaketa [=récit}) eta kontaketa
(idazketa) ekintza bera (narrazioa). Banaketa hau ondorengo kritikariek onartuko du-
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te eta horrela, Bal-ek (1985) eta Rimmon-ek “historia, testua, narrazioa” hirukotea
erabiliko dute®.

Genette-k berak adieraziko duenez, (1983: 11) “historia, testua, narrazio” bereiz-
tasun horrekin ez da sorketa garaian ematen den ordenu edo hierarkiarik adierazi
nahi. Narratzaileak bere kontaketa ekintzaren bidez {historia, testua} aldi berean
sortzen ditu, ez dago batetik besterako progresiorik.

Tkuspuntuaren azterketa testu mailari dagokio. Maila honetan histotia-testu, tes-
tu-narrazio eta historia-narrazio arteko harremanak aztertzen dira. Ikuspuntuak his-
toria mailako edukiak (gertakizunak, egileak, lekuak,...) zein pertzeptzio-gunetik
aurkezten diren azaldu nahiko du.

Dena dela, gorago aipatu ikerlarien artean badago desberdintasunik maila bakoi-
tzean (batez ere testu mailan) aztertu behatrekoa zehazterakoan. Eskema bat egin be-
harko bagenu Genette-rentzat (1972, 1983), Todorov-ek 1966an proposaturiko es-
kematik abiatuz, “récit” (=testua guretzat) delakoaren azterketa hiru azpisailetan ba-
natuko litzateke:

a) Denbora: historia eta testu arteko denbora erlazioak (ordena, iraupena eta
maiztasuna).

b) Modua: “Errepresentazio” edo adierazpen moduak aztertzen dituena. Honen
barruan ikuspuntua (pertzeptzio modu desberdinak) eta distantzia (narratzailea-
ren/pertsonajaren diskurtsu moduak).

d) Ahotsa: narrazio ekintza historian agertzen den moduaren azterketa (pertsona,
narrazio mailak,...).

Baina Bal (1977) eta lemon ek (1988) kritikatuko duten bezala, testu mailan
narratzailearen presentzia maila aztertzeari ekiten dionean hasera batean definitutako
testuen alderdi hirukoitz hori ilundua geratzen da. Batez ere “distantzia” mailan na-
trazio-modu desberdinak aztertzen dituenean “fokalizazio”/“narrazio” arteko ohizko
nahasketari bide ematen dio. Horrela, autore hauen iritziz, testu mailan aztertu be-
harrekoa hau litzateke:

a) Denbora: iraupena, maiztasuna, jarraipena (ordena).

b) Karakterizazioa: egileetatik pertsonaietaraino aldaketa.

d) Espazioa: historia mailako “lekuak” nola bilakatzen diren “espazio”.

e) Fokalizazioa: historia pertzibitzeko modu desberdinak.

Azken banaketa honi egokiagoa erizten diogula esan ondoren (hiru mailekiko
atxekimenduarengatik) argi dago ikuspuntu (edo “fokalizazioa” izendatuko duguna)
testu mailan kokatzen den arazo teknikoa dena.

111.B. lkuspuntuaren azterketa Narratologian. Narratologia desberdinak.

Tzvetan Todorov-ek 1969an ‘narratologia’ hitza lehenengo aldiz erabili zuen.
Hitz honen bidez kritika estrukruralistaren barruan testu narratiboen azterketara bi-
deratzen diren 1kerlan multzoa adierazi nahi da.

(4) Banaketa hu'ukoxtz honi dagokionez Genette hartzen badugu ere aintzindatitzat aipagarria da gure
iritziz C. Segre-k (1976: 14) eginikako beste banaketa hirukoitza. Kritikari italiarrak hiru maila bereizten di-
tu: “Discurso (texto narrativo significante), Intriga (contenido del texto en el mismo orden), Fibula (conteni-
do, 0 mejor sus elementos esenciales colocados en orden légico y cronolégico)”. Funtsean lehenengoa testuaren
taxuketa bereiziari dagokio (Todorov-en “discours” delakoa) eta beste biak, testuaren edukiari (Todorov-en
“historia”) dagozkiola esatera ausartuko ginateke.
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Dena dela, Genettek (1983: 12) baieztatu duen bezala, narratologia desberdinak
daudela bereizi behar da. Jakina da testu-narratiboaren azterketa modernoa Propp-
ekin hasi zela, ondoren aipatu kritikariak urratutako bidetik azterketa ugari sortu
zelarik. Lan hauen xedea testu-narratiboaren edukia, “historia”, aztertzea litzateke
(azterketa gramatikalak, logikoak,... eginaz) eta iketlarien artean Claude Brémond,
Greimas, eta Grammaire du Décaméron-eko Todorov aipa ditzakegu.

Joera horrek natratologia tematikoa deiturikoa definituko luke. Bigarren narrato-
logia batek (narratologia modala) testu-narratiboa historia desberdinen “errepresen-
tazio” modu gisara aztertuko luke eta berau litzateke Genette-k Figures 111 liburuan
lukeen azterkizuna (dikotomia honen azalpena eta Genette-ren lanaren norabide ho-
netaz dihardu Culler-ek, 1986: 8). Bi narratologien tartean leudeke Genette-ren eri-
tziz Roland Barthes-en “Introduction 2 P'analyse des récits” (1966) artikulua eta To-
dorov-en Podtique (1968).

Beraz, ikuspuntuaren arazoaren azterketak narratologia modal horretan duke bere
lekua.

IIL.D. Figures 111 (1972) eta Nouvean discours du récit (1983):
unibertsu genettiarra.

Lehenago esan dugun bezala, modua deituriko atalaren barruan azterczen du Ge-
nette-k ikuspuntua. Littré-k ematen duen definiziotik abiatuz, informazio narratibo-
aren erregulazioa da modua. Informazio narratiboa erregulatzeko bi baliabide ditu
narratzaileak bere esku: distantzia eta perspektiba, eta azken hau “ikuspuntu bat au-
keratzetik datorren informazio erregularpena” dela esango du Genette-k.

Tkuspuntuari buruz ordurartéan egindako azterketa desberdinen laburpena egin
ondoren (bigarren kapituluan sartu ditugun autore desberdinen sailkapenak batipat)
Pouillon-ek eginikako sailkapen hirukoitza (eta esan bezala Todorov-ek 1966an bit-
planteiatua) bere egingo du. '

IILD.1. IkuspuntutikiFokalizaziora.

Arazoaren azterketara pasa baino lehen kritikari frantsesaren eritziz bada hasera-
tik gainditu beharreko arazo bat: terminologiarena, alegia. Zentzu honetan ordurar-
tean eginikako sailkapen desberdinetan “ikuspuntu” hitzak hartu izan dituen adiera-
zi desberdinengatik egokiago deritzo fokalizazion erabiltzeari (cf. Brooks & Warren-
en 1943 “focus of narration”), izan ere, jatorriz argazkigintza eta zinemagintzatik
datorren hitz honek adiera zehatzagoa bait du.

I11.D.2. Fokalizazioa: Definizioa.

Bal (1977) eta Rimmon-ek (1988) salatu izan duten beiala, Genette-ren Figures
I1I-n ez da fokalizazioaren definiziorik ematen. Horregatik, Nowveau Disconrs du Ré-
cit (1983) liburuko definiziora jotzea ezinbestekoa zaigu:

Par focalisation, j'entends donc bien une restriction de “champ”, c’est-a-dire
—en fait une sélection de I'information narrative par rapport  ce que la tradi-
tion nommait 'omniscience, terme qui en fiction pure, est, littéralement, ab-
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surde ('auteur n’a rien 2 “savoir”, puisqu’il invente tout), et qu’il vaudrait mieux
remplacer par information compleéte (...). Linstrument de cette (éventuelle) sé-
lection est un foyer situé, c’est-3-dire una sorte de goulot d’information, qui n’en
laisse passer que ce qu’autorise sa situation (Genette 1983: 49)

Planteiamendu honen lehenengo ondorioetakoa Ahotsa Modu-tik bereizten zuen
“nork dakusa?” galdera “non dago pertzeptzio gunea?” galderaz ordezkatzea izango
da, neultraltasun handiagoa lortuz. Foku hori pertsonaia baten barruan /kanpoan
egon daiteke, zenbait nobela modernoren kasuan foko-gune hori non dagoen zehaz-
teko zailtasun ugari ditugularik (adibidez Robbe-Grillet-en Lz jJalousie (1957) nobe-
lan). -

Bestalde, definizio horretan ikusi dugunez, abiapuntua informazio gradua da (Bal
eta bere ondorengoek kritikatuko dutena hain zuzen), eta hori dela eta oso hurbil da-
go Pouillon eta Todorov-en planteiamenduetatik (gogora dezagun Todorov-en eske-
ma hirukoitza: narratzailea>pertsonaia; narratzailea=pertsonaia; narratzailea<pertso-
naia).

1I1.D.3. Fokalizazio mota desberdinak-

Hiru fokalizazio mota bereiz daitezke:

a) Kontaketa ez fokalizatua edo Zero Fokalizazioa

Kasu honetan narratzaileak ez du inongo informazio murrizpenik (orojakilea da)
eta horregatik Genette-ren eritziz ez dago fokalizaziorik zentzu estuan. Fokalizazio
mota hau ematen da nobela dezimononikoan, eta orainartean azaldu dugun legez,
narratzaile mota honen aurkako kritika bortitzenak H. James-en eskutik hasi ziren.

Narratzaile honen ezaugarri nabarienetakoa orojakintza osoaz gain bere eritzi eta
usteak ematearena izaten da (Friedman-en “orojakintza editoriala” deiturikoa. Ikus
narratzaile honi buruz Baquero Goyanes, 1970: 124hh). Gure literaturgintzaren ba-
rruan adibideak aipatzekotan gogora ditzagun Txomin Agirreren Garoz (1912) eta
Kresala (1906) nobelak.

b) Barru-Fokalizazioa:

Kasu honetan fokoa unibertsu diegetikoko pertsonaia baten barruan kokatzen da.
Fokalizazio mota honekin ez da bakarrik pertsonaien “barrubizitza” nabarmentzen
dela adierazi nahi, baizik eta pertsonaia horrek bere inguruneaz duen “pertzeptzioa”
gureganatzen dugula (cf. Pouillon-en “vision avec” delakoaren definizioa):

En focalisation intetne, le foyer coincide avec un personnage, qui devient
alors le “sujet” fictif de toutes les perceptions, y compris celles qui le concernent
lui-méme comme objet: le récit peut alors nous dire tout ce que ce personnage
percoit et tout ce qu’il pense (...) (Genette 1983: 49)

Genette-rentzat barru-fokalizazioa (zentzu hertsian) gutxitan ematen da (barne-
bakarrizketa izango litzateke salbuespen eskasetakoa). Fokalizazio honen arauera
ezingo litzateke pertsonaiaren kanpo-deskriziorik eman, eta narratzaileak ezingo lu-
ke bere mugimenduen berri adierazi. Horregatik, eta paradigma honetatik abiatuz
barru-fokalizaziodun testu bat zehazteko topa ditzakegun zailtasunengatik Roland
Barthes-ek (1966: 34) proposaturiko kontzeptu bati heltzen dio: “modo personal del
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relato” delakoari hain zuzen. Honen arauera kontaketa “pertsonala” da baldin eta le-
henengo pertsona gramatikalean berridatz badaiteke (jadanik horrela idatzia ez bada-
go behintzat). Berridazketa honek diskurtsuan aldaketarik sortzen ez badu (pertsona
gramatikal berriaren erabilerarena ez bada) kontaketa hori “pertsonala” da, eta Ge-
nette-rentzat “barru-fokalizazioa”.

Barru-fokalizazioa hiru mota desberdinetakoa izan daiteke:

b.1 Finkoa: testu osoan zehar fokalizazio bera aurkitzen dugunean, hau da, fokoa
beti leku berean dagoenean. Adibide gisara Genette-k H. James-en The Ambassadors
aipatzen du. Beste adibiderik aipatzekotan Txillardegirén Leturiaren egunkari ezkutua
(1957), edo narrazio homodiegetiko bat ez aipatzekotan Jon Miranderen Haur besoe-
takoa (1970) gogora dezakegu: 3.pertsonan eta lehenaldian kontaturiko historian
(narratzaile extradiegetiko-heterodiegetikoa) fokoa pertsonaia heldu horretan, aita-
besoetakoan, kokatua dago, bere maitasun eta sentimenduak, eta orokorki Thetesa-
rekiko pertzeptzio guztiak berarengandik abiatuz azaltzen zaizkigularik:

Gauerdiko ixiltasun istunean, gauko illunpe izarniatuan, gogoratzen zituen
gizonak alaba besoetakoaren gorputz txikiaren atal guztiak, ikusten zituen berriz
ere haren arpegi-marra fifiak, haren ille-motots leporaino eroria, ezti bat aorako,
urre dirdaitsu bero bat eskurako, eta haren larru malgu epela hain laztangarria
(...) Mirande 1970: 51)

b.2 Aldagarria: Testu berean fokoa pertsonaia batetik bestera aldatuz doa, barru-
fokalizazio desberdinak eskeiniz. Ad. Flaubert-en Madame Bovary.

Halaber esan dezakegu A. Lertxunditen Hamaseigarrenean aidanez (1983) nobelaz.
Bertan (batez ere lehenengo partean) Martzelina eta Domingoren bizitzako pasadizo-
ak ikuspuntu desberdinetatik azaltzen zaizkigu. Adibide gisara Martzelina eta Kot-
neliok tabernan duten elkarrizketarena aipa dezakegu:

(25.0r.) Ikusi nuen {Martzelinak} Kornelio ete baina ez ikusia egin zidan eta
Txoko tabernara sartu zen. Atzetik joan nintzaion. (...) Tabernan salda hartzen
zegoen jende guztiak niregana begiak zuzendu zituen. Isiltasun ikaragarriak ha-
rrapatu zuen ilunpe keetua.

(26.01.) Tabernara sartu zenean begiak apartatu nituen [Korneliok} atetik.
Banekien nire atzetik zetorrela, usaindu nuen zer atera nahi zidan baina zer
erantzun behar nion nik?, salda beroegia zegoen tabernara sartu zenerako eta era-
bat hoztuta aldegin zuenean.

Gertaera berari dagokion foko aldaketa hau nabariagoa da hirugarren partean Do-
mingoren heriotza Korneliok edo narratzaile heterodiegetiko-extradiegetikoak kon-
tatzen dutenean.

b.3 Anitzz: Historia pertsonaia desberdinetatik abiatuz azaltzen denean. Fokoa
pertsonaia askotan kokatzen da. Hau “nobela epistolartean” ematen da batipat, baina
beste adibide hurbilago bat gogoratuz B. Atxagaren Bi anai (1985) egokia litzateke.
Kasu bitxia gure nobelagintzan narratzaile intradiegetiko-heterodiegetikoak abereak
direla kontutan hartuz. Katagorriak, txoriak, sugeak, antzarrak,... bakoitzak beren
“ikuspuntutik” dakusate Daniel eta Paulo anaien bizitza. “Fokoa” “Mintzoa’k gida-
turiko izaki hauetan kokatzeak abereek “dakusatenarekiko” atxikimendu osoa du on-
doriotzat:
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Beltzez jantzitako gizonaren pentsamendua geroz eta motelagoa zen, eta arrai
erdi hila bezala egiten zituen bere ibilerak, uhin honen mende orain, zurrunbilo
haren mende gero, alde batera nekez eta beste aldera nekez, eta trabatuz ere bai
batzutan arrai erdi hila hondarrean trabatzen den bezala (B anai: 31)

Noski, txori batek ezin jakin “beltzez jantzitako gizona” apaiza zatekeela.
d) Kanpo fokalizazioa
Kasu honetan fokoa pertsonaietatik kanpo kokatuta dago, eta hori horrela izanik,
sentimenduak, pentsamenduak, usteak,... “psikearen barrua” delakoa perzibiezinez-
koak dira. Todorov-ek “Narratzailea<pertsonaia” gisara irudikatu zuena “kontaketa
behaviorista”ri dagokio. Lehenengo kapituluan azaldu dugunez, Losz Generation dela-
koaren partaideek eta beranduago Nouveau Roman-ekoek erabilitakoa.

En focalisation externe, le foyer se situe en un point de 'univers diegétique
choisi par le narrateur, hors de tout personnage, excluant par 1a toute possibilité
d’information sur les pensées de quinconque d’od l'avantage pour le parti pris
“behavioriste” de certains romanciers modernes. (Genette 1983: 49)

Azken fokalizazio mota honen azterketan Claude-Edmonde Magny-ren liburuak
edukitako garrantzia azpimarratzen du. Genette-k dioenez, liburu hori maila askotan
narratologiaren ikerketei hasiera eman zienetakoa kontsidera daiteke (Genette 1983:
44, oinoharra). Aipatu idazle amerikarrez gain, teknika honen erabilera aberatsa da-
kusagu 100 metro (1976) edo Egunero hasten delako-n (1969), edo betiko adibideak ez
aipatzeko J. M. Iturralde-ren Dudular-eko pasarte honetan:

Pertsianak, leihoak, gortinak itxita, nekez sar daiteke argizpi bat gelara, ma-
haigaineko iratzargailuan 2-25 direla doi-doi sumatzeko. Besaulki gris batean
eta aulki banatan hiru gazte eserita, bi irrikaz erretzen eta sabai kontrako ke iru-
diei begira, bestea, gazteena, eskuartean daukan pipa garbitzen (1983: 32).

Dena dela, kontutan hartzekoa da fokalizazio mota bat ez dagokiola testu guztia-
ri, segmentu narratibo bati baizik, eta hau horrela izanik, testu berean fokalizazio
mota desberdinak egon daitezke.

Horrezaz gain, kritikari frantsesaren eritziz pertsonaia batekiko kanpo fokaliza-
zioa beste pertsonaia batekiko barru-fokalizazio gisara uler daiteke:

Une focalisation externe par rapport 4 un personnage peut patfois se laisser
aussi bien définir comme focalisation interne sur un autre: la focalisation externe
sur Phileds Fogg est aussi bien focalisation interne sur Passepartout médusé par
son nouveau maftre, et la seule raison pour s’en tenir au premier terme es la qua-
lité de héros de Phileds, qui réduit Passepartout au rble de témoin. (1972: III,
208).

Eritzi guztiz labainkorra gure ustez. Izan ere fokalizazio egite orotan beti suposa
dezakegu beste lekuren batean kokatutako foko bat, dena dakusan fokoa. Nahasketa
hau konpontzeko (Bal-ek kritikatuko dion bezala) fokalizatzaile/fokalizatu arteko
desberdinketa derrigorrezkoa litzateke. Baina desberdinketa horretaz hitzegitea
planteiamendu berri batez aritzea da: Mieke Bal-ek proposaturikoa alegia.
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111.D.4. Alterazioak.

Genette-k berak onartzen duenez (1983) fokalizazioaren azterketan bere teoriaren
ekarpen handiena orain komentatutako ditugun “alterazioen” azterketa izan da.

Alterazioa “arau hauste” bat da. Esate baterako kanpo-fokalizazioan dagoen narra-
zio batean pertsonaiaren sentimendu edo pentsamenduen betri ematea “arau hauste”a
litzateke. Bi alterazio mota bereizten dira:

-'1) Paralipsia: Fokalizazio mota horri dagokiona baino informazio gutxiago ema-
tea. Baliabide hau-askotan erabiltzen da nobela poliziakoetan pertsonaiaren pentsa-
mendu garrantzitsu bat kontatzen ez denean “suspensea” sortzeko asmoz.

2) Paralepsia: hautatu fokalizazioari dagokion baino informazio gehiago ematea.
Adibidez, kanpo-fokalizazioan antolatua dagoen narrazio batean pertsonaiaren kon-
tzientziaren berri ematea.

IILE. Mieke Bal: planteiamendu berri baten ondorio z'ni‘éresgarﬂ'ak.

Kritikari holandar honek 1977an Narrarologie. Essais sur la signification narrative
dans quatre romans modernes liburua argitaratu zuenean seguraski ez zuen pentsatu be-
re teoriak eduki zezakeen eragina. Ez bakarrik ordurartean Bibliaren antzera sinestu
eta defendatzen zen planteiamehdu genettiarraren zutabeak ikutuko zituelako, narra-
tologo askok bere teoria berriak Genette-renak zituen akatsak zuzentzen zituela
pentsatu zuelako baizik.

" Fokalizazioari dagozklon teoriak gorago aipatu liburuan azaltzen badira ere, Poé-
tique eta Poetics Today aldizkarietan agertutako artikuluek zenbait kritikari erantzute-
az gain azalpen zehatzago bat egiten durenez, hirurak erabili ditugu Bal-en teoria
azaltzeko. Dena dela, gure ustez aipatu bi artlkuluetan desberdintasunik badagoenez
kritikari honen lanaren garapena gainetik behintzat isladatzen saiatuko gara.

IILE.1. Fokalizazioaren definizio berri bat.

Gertaera batzuren berri eman nahi denean beti “kontzeptzio” batetik abiatuz egi-
ten da. Tkuspuntu bat, gauzak ikusteko modu bat, angelu zehatz bat aukeratzen da.

Ildo hotretatik Bal-ek pertzeptzioaren nolakotasunetik abiatu nahiko du fokaliza-
zioa definitzerakoan. Funtsean pertzeptzioa prozesu psikologiko bat izanik garrantzi
handia du NORK pertzibitzen duen (sujetua) eta pertzibitzen duena, ZER hori, ezagu-
na zaion ala ez. S

Fokalizazioa, beraz, aurkezten diren elementu eta hauek aurkezteko erabiltzen

den kontzeptzioaren. arteko erlazioa izango da. Ikusmenaren eta ikusten denaren ar-
teko erlazioa alegia.

. Tout d abord j'entends par ce concept le résulrat de la Jelectzan panm tous les
matériaux possibles, du contenu du récit. Ensuite, il comporte la “vue”, la vision,
aussi dans le sens abstrait de “considérer quelque chose sous un certain angle”, et
finalement la preséntation. Le sujet et I'objet de ces trois-activités réunies sont les
instances du récit dont il s’agit ici. (Bal 1977: 110)

Bistan dago fokalizazioa ez duela informazio mutrizpen gisara definitzen, aitzitik
erlazio bat da batez ere, eta erlazio horretako bi muturrak fokalzzzztzzzzlezz (fokahzazm
sujetua) eta fokalizatua (fokalizazio objetua) dira.
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Bestalde Bal testu-narratiboen alderdi hirukoitzetik abiatuz (fabula/historia/testu
narratiboa) historia (guk testua deiturikoa) mailan kokatzen du fokalizazioaren eragi-
na. Honen bidez fabula mailako edukiak pertzeptzio modu batekin aurkezten dira
eta hauek dira gerora narratzaileak linguistikoki aurkeztuko dituenak. Eskema bate-
an azalduz:

A-kdio B-k dakusala D-k egiten duena
TESTU NARRATIBOA HISTORIA . FABULA
NARRATZAILEA FOKALIZATZAILEA GERTAKIZUNA

(...) Focalization is not an independent linguistic activity but an aspect of its con-
tents” (Bal 1981: 206), edo “Juntos, el narrador y la focalizacién determinan lo que
se ha dado en llamar narracién. De forma incorrecta, puesto que s6lo el narrador na-
rra, o sea: enuncia lenguaje que cabe calificar de narrativo puesto que se refiere a una
historia” (Bal 1985: 126). Beraz argi dago zein den desberdintasuna: narratzaileari
bakarrik dagokio:fabulako (Genette-k “historia” deritzona) eduki hori linguistikoki
adieraztea, baina hori baino lehenago “fokalizatuak” (nonbaitetik ikusiak, aurkez-
tuak) behar dute izan.

1I1.E.2. Fokalizatzaileal/Fokalizatia.

Fokalizatzailea fokalizazio sujetua dugu, eta hau, elementuak ikusten diren leku-
gune gisara definitzen da. Lekugune hori historia barruko pertsonaia bati (FP) edo
historiaz kanpoko bati (FE) dagokio. Lehenengoari barru fokalizazioa deritzo, biga-
rrenati kanpo fokalizazioa. Hortaz, diegesiarekiko mailak, kokaguneak, definitzen du
kanpo/barru oposizioa (cf. Stanzel, Rimmon, Uspensky, Lanser) eta ez ezaguera ho-
rrek bere gain hartzen duen eduki mota (Genette).

Fokalizatzaileak edozer gauza fokaliza dezake,

No tiene por qué ser a un personaje. Los objetos, los paisajes, los aconteci-
mientos, en resumen: se focalizan todos los elementos ya lo haga un FE o un FP.
(Bal 1985: 112)

Fokalizatzaile/fokalizatu dikotomiak Genette-ren sailkapen hirukoitzak agertzen
dituen nahasketak salatzera ahalbidetzen du Bal, ohar hauek eginaz:

a) Lehenengo fokalizazio mota (zero fokalizazioa) eta bigarrenaren (barru fokaliza-
zioa) arteko diferentzia mork dakusan kontutan harturik ezartzen da. Lehenengoaren
kasuan narratzaileak dakusa (pertsonaiak dakusana baino gehiago ikusiz) eta bigarre-
nean narratzaileak pertsonaiarekin batera (“avec”) dakusa, berak dakiena bakarrik ja-
kinaz.

b) Bigarren fokalizazio motaren eta hirugarrenaren (kanpo fokahzazma) arteko di-
ferentzia beste maila batekoa da. Bigarrenaren kasuan pertsonaia fokalizatuak aldi
berean badakusa (bera ere fokalizatzailea da) eta hirugarrenaren kasuan berak ez da-
kusa, ikusia da. Kasu honetan desberdintasuna ez dago ikusmen horren sujetuan,
ikusten denaren nolakotasunean baizik.

Banaketa honi esker Genette-ren arazoa erraz konpontzen da (1972: 208): lehena-

go aipatu adibidean Passepartout fokahzatzallea litzateke eta Phileds Fogg fokahza—
tua.
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Fokalizatzailea bi modutakoa izan daitekeen legez (FE, FP) fokalizatua perzibiga-
tria edo perzibigaitza izan daiteke. Horrela, objetu bat perzibigarria da baldin eta
historiako beste pertsonaiaren batek perzibi badezake, alderantzizko kasuan, perzibi-
gaitza litzateke. Zehazkiago esanez,

J'entends par cette distintion la différence entre ce qui peut &tre percu, par la
vue, la ouie, l'odorat, le toucher, le gofit, par un spectateur hypothétique, et ce
qui ne peut pas I'8tre. C'est la distinction genettiene entre focalisation interne et
focalisation externe, mais alors strictement réservée au focalisé. (Bal 1977: 120)

IXI1.E.3. Fokalizazio mailak.

Narratzailea bi mailatakoa izan daitekeen bezala, lehenengo mailakoa edo extra-
diegetikoa, ala bigarren mailakoa edo intradiegetikoa, fokalizazioa ere maila desber-
dinetan koka daiteke. Arazo honi “fokalizazio maila” deritzo Bal-ek.

Suponemos, por lo tanto, un primer nivel de focalizacién (F1) en el que ésta
es externa. El focalizador externo delega su funcién en uno interno, el focalizador
del segundo nivel (F2). En principio son posibles mds niveles. (...). La forma ver-
bal “vio” la indica. Llamamos a estos marcadores de cambios de nivel “sefiales de
acoplamiento” (...). Los verbos como “ver” y “oit”, en suma, todos los verbos de
petcepcibn, pueden operar como sefiales de acoplamiento explicitas. (Bal 1985:
118)

Adibide gisara azter ditzagun perpaus hauek:

1) Pello bakarrik zegoela ikusi nuen

Fokalizazioari dagokionez= “Nik”= FP
Fokalizatua= Pello= perzibigarria

FP1 (Nik) (ep FP2 (Nik) - p)

FP=Pertsonaia fokalizatzailea (barru fokahzazma)
ep=ez-perzibigarria, p=perzibigarria

“Nik”, narratzaileak, denbora pasa eta gero gogoratzen dut Pello (objetu perzibi-
garria) ikusi nuela. Perpaus konposatua dugunez, fokalizazioa bikoitza da.

2) Pello bakarrik zegoela ikusi zuen Koldok

FE1 -(ep FP2 (Koldo) - p (Pello))

Fokalizatzaile ezezagun batek, edo behintzat testuan esplizitoki agertzen ez den
batek Koldo fokalizatzen du, lehenengo maila batean Koldo fokalizatu perzibigarri
bihurtzen delarik. Hau segituan fokalizatzaile bihurtuko da, eta historia barruko
pertsonaia denez, FP izango da, Pello (fokalizatu perzibigarria) fokalizatzen duelarik.
Beraz, lehenengo maila batean Koldo objetu fokalizatu bat bada (FE batek fokaliza-
tzen duena), gero maila intradiegetikoan Koldo fokalizatzaile bihurtzen da. A.ldaketa
honi Vitoux-ek (1982) “glissement” deritzo eta honako marratxo hauen bidez adie-
razten da:

FE1- p (Koldo)——— FP2 (Koldo)- p (Pello)) zenbaki desberdinek fokalizazio
maila bakoitzaren berri ematen dute.

YIL.E.4. Fokalizazio mailak | fokalzzatu arteko erlazioak.

Hurrengo pausua fokalizazio maila batek fokalizatu mota zehatz bat (somaga-
rria/somagaitza) baldintzatzen duen ikustea izango da. Hauek dira Bal-en ondorioak:
1) Fokalizatu somagaitz bat fokaliza dezake:
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a - lehenengo mailako fokalizatzaile batek (FE)

b - Bigarren mailako fokalizatzaile-narratzaile batek, homodiegetikoa baldin ba-
da (ametsak ere hemen sartzen dira).

d - Lehenengo mailako narrazio batean kokatutako bigarren mailako fokaliza-
tzaile batek, homodiegetikoa bada eta fokalizatuaren parte bada ere.

2) Fokalizatu somagarri bat edozein mailatan fokaliza daiteke.

1I1.F. Genette | Bal: kritika desberdinak.
Fokalizatzailea instantzia narratiboa ote?

Bi kritikari hauen teorien azalpen honetan dagoeneko argi geratu da bataren eta
bestearen artean desberdintasun ugari dagoela. Fokalizazioaren definiziotik hasita
Genette-k informazio erregulazio gisara ulertzen duen bitartean, Bal-ek erizpide ho-
rri desegokia erizten dio, bi elementuen arteko erlazio gisara definitzen duelarik: fo-
kalizatzaile/fokalizatu artekoa hain zuzen.

Gauzak horrela, bi plantejamendu hauen artean eztabaidarik espero bazitekeen
ere, nolanahi ere kritika desberdinak onartuz hurbilpen batera eraman zezakeena, ez
da horrelakorik gertatu eta Bal-en kritikei Genette-k 1983ko liburuan emandako
erantzunek bi kritikarien arteko desberdintasun eta distantzia areagotu egin dute.

Bi kritikarien desberdintasun nabarmenena fokalizatzailea instantzia narratiboa
den ala ez baieztatzean dago. Gonbara ditzagun bi autoreen ikuspuntuak:

A un moment décisif de I'histoire de la théorie du récit, on a découvert I'im-
portance essentielle de ce délégué, 'autonomie de celui que l'auteur a délibéré-
ment investi de la fonction narrative dans le récit: le narrateur. A un autre mo-
ment, aussi décisif bien que plus récent, on a découvert la présence de celui 2 qui
ce narrateur délégue 2 son tour una fonction intermédaire entre lui-méme et le
personnage: le focalisateur (Bal 1977: 116)

Hortik abiatuz honako eskema hau proposatzen du:
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La définition des types de focalisation a été critiquée et révisée par Mieke Bal
a partir de ce qui m'apparait comme una volonté abusive de constituer la focali-
sation en instance natrative. (...) Pour moi, il n’y a pas de personnage focalisant
ou focalisé: focalisé ne peut s’appliquer qu’au récit lui-méme, et focalisateur, s’il
s’appliquait a quelqu un, ce ne pourrait étre qu'a celui qui focalise le récit, c’est-
a-dire le narrateur ou, si lon veut sortir des conventions de la fiction, I'auteur
lui-méme, qui délégue (ou non) au narrateur son pouvoir de focaliser, ou non.

(Genette 1983: 48)

Desberdintasuna nabaria da, eta gure eritziz fokalnzatzallea mstantzm narratibo”
kontsideratzea gehiegizkoa da, ez bakarrik sortzen zaigun “instantzia oparotasuna-
rengatik” (autore inplizitoa, narratzailea, narratarioa, irakurle inplizitoa.... fokaliza-
tzailealfokalizatua), baizik eta instantzia bat izatekotan “ez linguistikoa” zatekeelako
eta guztiz helgaitza. Bestalde, badirudi testu narratiboen mailaketa hirukoitza erres-
petatuz, hirugarren mailan (testu narratiboari dagokionean) gorpuzten dela aurreko
guztian posibilitate multzo ugari bat beterik ez zena. Hau da, narratzaileak bakarrik
duela Todorov-ek “diskurtsu” deiturikoa testu narratibo bilakatzeko aukera kontake-
taren bidez. .

Guztiarekin ere, badlrudl Bal bera,-eskuartean dugun azken artlkuluaren arauera,
instantzia narratibo ez kontsideratzearen aldeko agertzen dela, nahiko era harriga-
rrian ordurartean esandakoari kontrajarriz:,

(...) , I never give the concept of focalization an ontological status and I never
assign to the focalizing subject an independent existence. (Bal 1981: 206)

Hori horrela bada, lehen kopiatu dugun koadroan fokalizatzailea, irakurle-inpli-
zitoa, narratzailea eta hainbat instantzia narratlborekm batera aurkeztearen desegoki-
tasuna salatu behar da.

Honezaz gain, badirudi bi kritikarien beste eztabaida puntu nagusiena fokaliza-
zio mailei dagokiena dela. Genette-ren eritziz (1983: 51) funtsean foku desplaza-
mendu hutsak direnak fokalizazio maila gisara ulertzean gehiegikeriaz jokatzen du
Bal-ek. Fokalizazioa narratzaileari, edo eta pertsonaiari dagokiola onartuz, batetik
bestera alda daiteke baina ezin daiteke bi lekuetan egon aldi berean.

Ondorio bezala, badirudi Genette-k Bal-en teoriari egotzitako kritikak jatorrizko
kontzeptzio desberdinen eztabaidak baino gehiago, norberaren planteiamenduen de-
fentsa direla. Zentzu honetan bitxi bezain esanguratsu deritzogu honako adierazpen
honi:

Les défauts de la-méthode de Mieke Bal me semblent heureusement corrigés,
sur ce point et quelques autres, dans ce point et quelques autres, dans 'article de
P. Vitoux. Mais on pense irrésistiblement a ce systéme de Ptolémée, qui finissait
pat exiger, pour fonctionner, de si cofiteuses réparations qu'il devint plus expé-
dient de s'en passer. La question est maintenant, bien siy, de savoir qui est ici Prolé-
mée-, et chacun se croit Copernic. (Genette 1983: 51; azpimarra gurea da).

Dena dela, ondorengo kapituluetan ikusiko dugunez, azken azterlanetan “fede”

edo “sinismen” kontuak gaindituz, dagoeneko Bal-en teoriari etekin handiagoak ate-
ra zaizkio.




-
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IV. Boris Uspensky: Errusiar Semiotikatik eginikako hurbilpen desberdina.

Ondorengo laburpen honetan Moskuko Unibertsitate Nazionaleko irakasle den
Boris Uspensky irakasleak (Fokkema & Ibsch 1981: 57) 1973ko A Poetics of Composi-
tion liburuan (orijinala 1970ekoa da errusieraz) semiotika sovietarraren planteiamen-
duetatik proposatzen digun ikuspuntuaren (“ikuspuntu” diogu autore honek ez bai-
tu inoiz “fokalizazio” hitza erabiltzen) azterketa berria azaldu nahiko genuke.

Bere liburuan oinohar batean esaten digunaren arauera (Uspensky 1973: 5) ikus-
puntuarekiko azterketak Mijail Bakhtin-ekin hasten dira Soviet Batasunean, gerora
N. V. Voloshinov, V. V. Vinogradov, eta G. A. Gukovsky-k jarraitu bazituzten ere.
Ondoren ikusiko dugunez, batez ere Mijail Bakhtin-en ideiek islada handia edukiko
dute azterkizun dugun liburu honetan.

Gure iritziz, narratologiaren eremu hertsitik kanpora proposamen sulerlkorra egi-
ten digu Uspensky-k eta “fokalizazioa”ren azterketak eskeintzen dituen ondorio eta
tresnak gaindituz, “ikuspuntu” hitzaren jatorrizko adierazian kontutan hartzen ziren
zenbait alderdi (ideologia, emotibitatea) bereganatzen ditu. Ondorengo puntu haue-
tan bere teoriaren laburpen bat eskeiniko dugu, gure lan honen azken kapituluan
egingo dugun proposamenean barneratzen dugunean ulergarria gerta dadin.

Definizio berri bat. Abiapuntua.

Bere liburua literatura eta arte desberdinen artean ematen diren analogiak azpi-
marratuz hasten da. Zinemagintzan montaiaren arazoarekin, edo pinturan irudian
aurkeztu beharreko elementuen perspektibarekin sortzaileari planteiatzen zaizkion
posibilitate desberdinak ikuspuntuaren aukerari lotuta agertzen dira. Alabaina aipa-
tu artelan horietan arazo honi buruzko larridura amankomuna bada eré, bad1rud1 li-
teraturaren kasuan ikuspuntuaren auziak pisu handiagoa duela.

Literaturan idazleak historia horrén aurrean har ditzakeen jarrera desberdinen
konbinaziotik testu artistiko bat sortzen du, “egitura” zehatz bat duen testua, alegia’
eta zentzu honetan, ikuspuntuaren aztetketa testu hori antolatua dagoen moduaren
berri jakiteko (bere “egitura’ren berti jakiteko) tresna baliagasriena zaigula esan be-
har. ‘ ' ’ : ' ‘

It is assumed that the structure of the artistic text may be described by in-

" vestigating various points of view (different authorial positions from which the

narration or description is conducted) and by investigating the relations between

these points of view (their concurrence and nonconcurrence and the possible

shifts from one point of view to another, which in turn are connected with the

study of the function of the different points of view in the text) (Uspensky
1973 5) '

“Ikuspuntuak” testu narratiboen idazketa prozesuan ukaezinezko pisua duela
baieztatu ondoren, arazo hau alderdi desberdinetatik azter daitekeela esango du Us-
pensky-k,

© T (L) several approaches are possible: we may consider point of view as an ide-

ological and evaluative position; we may consider it as a spatial and temporal’
position of the one who produces the description of the events (that is the narra-
tor, whose position is fixed along spatial and temporal coordinates); we may
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study it with respect to perceptual characteristics; or we may study it in a purely
linguistic sense (...); and so forth (...). For our purpose, these planes will be
designated as the plane of ideology, the plane of phraseology, the spatial and temporal
plane, and the physichological plane. (1973: 6) [azpimarra geurea dal

- Beraz, lau alderdi desberdin horietatik ikertuko du ikuspuntua (hots, narratzaile-
ak kontatzen duen historiarekiko hartzen duen posizioa). Pasa gaitezen bakoitzaren
bereiztasunak azaltzera.

IV.1. lkuspuntua maila ideologikoan.

Kasu honetan kritikariaren zeregina autoreak nobelan aurkezten digun mundu
narratibo hori ideologikoki noren ikuspuntutik ebaluatzen eta perzibitzen duen fin-
katzea litzateke.

Kasurik sinpleena ideologia oso konkretu eta bakar baten arauera taxututako tes-
tu-narratiboa dugu. Kasu hauetan, autorearen ikuspuntua denean ideologia mailan
nagusiena, ideologia desberdinekoa gerta litekeen fabulako beste pertsonaia bat, ai-
patu ideologia nagusi horren menpeko bilakatzen da.

Beste zenbait kasutan, autoreak bere jarrera ideologikoa behin eta berriro alda de-
zake, ikuspuntu ideologiko anitzeko testua sortuz.

Baina ikuspuntu ideologiko desberdinak ideologia nagusi baten menpean ager-

tzen ez badira, baizik eta denak elkarrekiko askatasun osoz aurkezten badira testu po-

lifoniko baten aurrean egongo ginateke.

Mijail Bakhtin-en “polifonia” kontzeptuaren arauera nobela estilo, hizkera eta
ahots aniztuneko osotasuna da. Nobelaren baitan gizarte hizkera desberdinak (dia-
lektu historiko-geografiko desberdinak, belaunali edo talde diferenteen hizkuntzak,
agintarien mintzaira,...) agertzen dira. Nolanahi ere, gizarte ezberdintasunaren islada
den estilo aberastasun horren atzean, funtsean errealitateari buruzko sinesmen eta
ikuskera desberdinak daude, guztiak garai bateko “kontzientzia dialektikoa” islada-
tzen duelarik (Villanueva 1989: 21). Polifonia hori, beraz, ikuspuntu ideologiko des-
berdinen gauzatze testuala genuke. Bakhtin-en beraren hitzetan:

All languages of heteroglossia, whatever the principle undetlying them and
making each unique, are specific points of view on the world, forms for concep-
tualizying the world in words, specific world views, each characterized by its
own objects, meanings, values. As such they all may be yuxtaposed to one an-
other, mutually supplement one another, contradict one another and be inter-
related dialogically. {...] They are all able to enter into the unitary plane of the
novel, which can unite in itself parodic stylizations of generic languages, various
forms of stylizations and illustrations of professional and period-bound lan-
guages, the languages of particular generations, of social dialects and others (as
occurs, for example, in the English comic novel). (apud Reyes 1984: 128).

Ikuspuntuaren azterketari dagokionez, polifonia hori ondorengo puntu hauen
arauera definitzen du Uspensky-k:

a- Polifonia ematen da literatur testu baten barruan ikuspuntu ideologiko desber-
dinak agertzen direnean.
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b- Narrazio polifonikoan ager daitezkeen ikuspuntu desberdinek fabulan parte
hartzen duten pertsonaienak izan behar dute. Beste hitzetan esateko, testu barrudn ez
du azaldu behar pertsonaiez kanpoko posizio ideologiko abstrakturik:

d- Polifonia aztertzerakoan maila ideologikoan azaltzen diren ikuspuntu desber-
dinak, hau da, mundu ikuskera desberdinak bakarrik hartzen ditugu kontutan. - -

Dena dela, Uspensky-k berak onartuko duenez, testuaren azterketa formalari éki-
ten zaionean ikuspuntu ideologikoa suertatzen da alderdirik helgaitzena. Honela,
ikuspuntu ideologikoa gehienetan ezaugarri estilistiko desberdinetan isladatzen bada
ere, hau ez da nahitaezkoa. ' '

IV.2. Ikuspuntua idazkera mailan.

Tkuspuntu desberdintasuna ideologia mailan ezezik idazkera mailan (Uspensky-k
“phraseological plane” deiturikoa) ere nabarmen daiteke. Zentzu honetan bai pertso-
naia desberdinei ematen dizkien izenak, bai kontaketa modu desberdinetan (tradi-
zionalki “estilo zuzena”, “zehar estiloa” edo “zehar estilo askea” gisara definituak) na-
rratzaileak pertsonaia bakoitzaren hizkerari dagozkion ezaugarriak nabarmentzeko
dituen aukerak ugariak izango dira. Testu baten idazkeraren azterketari ekiten dio-
gunean honako bi alderdi hauek hartu behar ditugu kontutan:

a) Testu barruan hitzek duten kokapena

b) Izendaketa ikuspuntu arazo bezala

a) Hurbilpen funtzional batetik perpaus batean informazio zaharra eta berria be-
reiz daitezke. Pragako Eskolaren terminologia erabiliz informazio zaharrari tema de-
ritzo, eta berriari 7hema. Biak esanguratsuak izango dira perpausean isladatzen zai-
gun ikuspuntua norena (narratzailearena, pertsonaia batena, irakurlearena,...) den ze-
hazterakoan.

Hitzek perpausean duten lekua aztertuz bakarrik erabaki daiteke zein den infor-
mazio zaharra edo berria. Euskararen kasuan galdegaia/mintzagaia bikotearen bidez
adierazten den oposizio horretan, bakoitzari kokagune bat dagokio perpausean (nahiz
eta batzutan ahoskera izan perpauseko “galdegaia” zein den finkatzen duena). Adibi-
de bat aipatzekotan pentsa dezagun Txanogorritxuren ipuinean amona bere gelan
dagoela iloba noiz etorriko zain. Bapatean danbateko handiak jo ondoren otsoa etxe-
an sartzen denean, narratzaileak esan zezakeen:

(1) Eta azkenean...otsoa etxera sartu zen

(i1) Eta azkenean...etxera otsoa sartu zen

Galdegaiari begiratuz, lehenengo perpausean adierazgarriena otsoa “etxera” eta ez
beste inora sartu zela da. Bigarren kasuan aldiz, nabarmentzen zaiguna honako hau
da: “otsoa” izan zela etxera sartu zena, eta ez Txanogorritxu adibidez. Uspensky-ri ja-
rraituz lehenengo perpausean “autorearen” edo “kanpoko behatzaile” baten ikuspun-
tua da nabarmentzen dena: honek otsoaren berri edukiko luke eta ekintza horretan
adierazgarriena etxean sartu izana litzateke berarentzat. Alabaina bigarren perpausa
“amonaren” ikuspuntutik antolatua legoke honek ez bait daki etxera sartuko zaiona

“otsoa” denik, eta zentzu honetan hori bait da berarentzat informaziorik garrantzi-
tsuena.
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.b)Izendaketa ikuspuntu arazo bezala.

Pertsona, gauza edo lekuren bat modu batera ala bestera 1zendatzeak funtzio esti-
listiko bat eduki dezake, nolanahi ere elementu horrekiko dugun jarreraren adierazle
izan daitekeena. Adibide gisara Uspensky-k 1815 inguru Parisko prentsak Napoleon
izendatzeko. erabiltzen zituen izen desberdinak aipatzen ditu. Hasiera batean “usur-
patzaile” edo- “kanibal” izendatzen zutena, bere boterea edo agintea handitu ahala
“Bonaparte”, “Napoleon” edo. “Maiestate Inperiala” deituko dute.

Adibide gertuago bat aipatzekotan argi dago gaur egun Sadam Husein irakiar
agintariari buruz honako bi perpaus hauek entzungo bagenitu:

(i) Atzo goizean irakiar bahitzaileak arma kimikoak erabiliko zituela iragarri

zuen

(i1) Atzo goizean irakiar agintari txit gorenak arma kimikoak erabiliko zituela

iragarri zuen, :
lehenengoa gertuago egongo litzatekeela Bush-en ikuspuntutik bigarrena baino.

Idazkerari dagokionez esanguratsuak dira orobat nahiz eguneroko elkarrizkete-
tan, nahiz literaturan erabiltzen dugun zenbait espresio adierazkor. Adibide bat ai-
patzekotan diminutiboen erabilera esanguratsua iruditzen zaigu: haur bati “etorri
amatxorekin” ‘esaten diogunean argi dago bere ikuspuntutik hitzegiten dugula hur-
biltasuna bilatu nahian. Halaber zenbait nobelatan pertsonaia bera izendatzeko era-
biltzen diren izen derberdinei buruz: esate baterako, Haxr besoetakoa nobelan zehar
protagonista izendatzeko narratzaileak “gizona” edo “aita besoetakoa” erabiltzen di-
tuenean argi dago lehenengo kasuan bere ikuspuntutik, kanpotik dakusagunon ikus-
puntutik alegia, ari dela, bigarrenean aldiz “Theresa”ren ikuspunturik ari delarik.

Idazkera maila honi dagokion azken puntu bezala narratzailearen diskurtsuaren
eta pertsonaiaren diskurtsuaren artean egon daitezkeen erlazioetan (Genette-k “dis-
tantzia” deituriko puntuan “discours narrativisé”, “discours transposé” eta “discours
rapporté” banaketa hirukoitzaren bidez azaltzen duena) idazkera edo espresio desber-
dinek adieraz dezaketen ikuspuntu aldaketa aztertzen du Uspensky-k.

Uspensky-rentzat pertsonaiaren diskurtsuaren agerpenak (bere ezaugarri estilisti-
ko guztiekin) narratzailearekiko ikuspuntu aldaketa adierazten du, pertsonaiaren
ikuspuntua azpimarratuz.

Change in the authorial point of view becomes evident in the intrusion wit-
hin the authorial text of elements of someone else’s speech — that is, elements of
speech characteristic of one or another character. The inclusion of elements of
someone else’s speech is a basic device of expressing changes of point of view on
the level os phraseology. (Uspensky 1973: 32)

Orduan, estilo zuzena erabiliz pertsonaia baten hizkera berezia errespetatzen de-
nean (kanpotarra delako, ezjakina delako,...) narratzaileak kanpo ikuspuntu bat hat-
tzen duenaren adierazle da. Airzitik narratzailearen eta pertsonaiaren diskurtsuen ar-

teko.banaketarik ematen ez den heinean distantzia gutxituz doa eta barru ikuspun-
tua gailentzen.

The less differentiation there is between the phraseology of the described
(the character) and the describing (author or narrator), the closer are their phrase-
ological points of view. The two opposite poles are: the faithful representation.of
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the specifical of the character’s speech (the case of maximum differentiation), and
the narrated monologue (the case of minimal differentiation). (Uspensky 1973:
52)

IV.3. Ikuspuntua espazio-denbora mailan.

Narratzaileak pertsonaiaren mugimenduak 0so gertutlk )arral dltzake edo oso
urrutitik. Gertutik segitzen baditu pertsonaiak igarotzen dituen espazioen berri
eman behar du, aldiz, urrutitik segitzen edo ikusten badu narratzaileak pertsonaia-
ren ikuspuntua segitzen ez duela esango dugu, bere ikuspuntua (narratzailearena) ja-
rraituz.

Denborari dagokionez adierazgarria da aditzaren aspektua aztertzea. Orainaldiak
(Sinkronia) pertsonaiaren ikuspuntuarekiko gertutasuna aszrnarratzen duen bitarte-
an, lehenaldiak narratzailearen ikuspuntua nabarmentzen du.” ~

Beraz espazio-denborazko gertutasuna pertsonaiaren ikuspuntuaren adierazle dela
esan badaiteke, urruntasunak narratzailearen ikuspuntua isladatzen du.

IV.A4. lkuspuntua maila psikologikoan.

Uspensky-ren iritziz bi aukera dauzka narratzaileak: norbaiten kontzientziatik
abiatuz subjetiboki taxutzea bere kontaketa, edo kanpotik ahal duen objetiboenik
deskribatzea ekintza eta gertakizun desberdinak.

In those cases where the authorial point of view rélies'-on an individual cons-
ciousnees (or perception) we will speak about the phychologlcal point of view.
(1973: 81).

Beraz, bi kontaketa modu daude: bata sxbjetiboaz, autoreak pertsonaia baten kon-
tzientziatik abiatuz narratzen duenean (sinkronikoki); bestea objetiboz: narratzaileak
bere ikuspuntutik kontatzen digunean historia (atzera begira). Beste hitzetan esateko
barry ikuspuntua eta kanpo ikuspuntua (cf. Bal). :

Ikuspuntu objetiboari dagokionez, bi motatakoa izan daiteke:

a) Zeharo objetiboa, “zerrenda gisara” aurkezten dira gertakizunak.

b) Obserbatzaile baten eritzien bidez emandakoa: “zirudien”, “itxuraz” eta horre-
lako adietazpenen bidez. Kasu honetan ikuslearen ikuspuntua finkoa ala aldagarna
izan daiteke.

Ikuspuntu subjetiboa, aldiz, beste bi mota hauetakoa izan dalteke

a) Pertsonaia baten ikuspuntura mugatzen dena ’

b) Autore oro;aklle baten ikuspunturaren bidez gauzatzen dena. Kasu honetan
“konturatu zen”, “sentitu zuen”, “pentsatu zuen”,... bezalako aditzak ugatiak dira.

Bestalde, batru ikuspuntu batetik kanpo ikuspuntu baterako aldaketa Uspensky-
k “words of estrangement” deitzen dituenen bidez ematen da:, “...pentsatzeri zuela
zirudien”, “Pellok nahiko zuela zirudien,...”, hauei esker ordurartean barrutik, subje-
tiboki deskribatu izan den pertsonaia bapatean kanpotik dakusagu. Dena dela, badi-
rudi gehienetan aldaketa hauen helburua Uspensky k ‘Framing” deiturikoa (guk
itxitura deituko duguna) dela. :
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Aipagarriak. dira kapitulu hasiera nahiz bukaeretan kanpo ikuspegi zabal batetik
(“bird’s eye”, edo “txoriaren begia” delakoa) bartu ikuspuntu bateranzko aldaketak,
nolanahiere kontakizun denarekiko “itxitura” funtzioa, egituraketa funtzioa betetzen
dutenak.

Uspensky-ren ustez aipatu ditugun ikuspuntu mota desberdin guztiak kznpo/ba-
rru dikotomia hortetara mutriz daitezke, ezen funtsean narratzaileak narratzen digun
mundu horrekiko bi jarrera erakuts ditzake: hurbiltasun batetik aurkeztu ala ahal
duen guztia urrutiratuz alde batera gelditu. Horrela estilo zuzenaren erabilera, per-
tsonaiarekiko espazio ufruntasuna, edo denborari dagokionez lehenaldiaren erabilera
kanpo ikuspuntu baten adierazle direla esan behar.

IV.5. lkuspuntu desberdinen arteko erlazioak. Ivonia.

Kritikari sobietarrak azken puntu honetan ikuspuntu mota desberdinen artean
egon daitezkeen erlazioak aztertzen ditu. Horrela, narratzaile batek fabulako pertso-
naja baten ikuspuntutik antolatzen duenean bere kontakizuna, maila desberdinetako
ikuspuntuak bat etor daitezke: psikologiari dagokionez kontaketa subjetiboa izan
daiteke pertsonaiaren “barru bizitza” isladatuz, espazio-denborari buruz aldibereko-
tasuna errespeta dezake, adierazpideari dagokionez pertsonaiaren espresatze modua
errespeta dezake,... eta azkenik (baina ez ordenu honetan) ideologikoki pertsonaiare-
kin duen adostasuna ager dezake.

Baina horiek baino interesgarriagoak dira 1kuspuntu desberdinak bat ez datozen
narrazioak. Hauen artean Ideologia eta beste mailako ikuspuntuen ez adostasuna na-
barmen dezakegu. Narratzaileak pertsonaia baten espresakera errespetatzen du baina
#roniz asmo batez, pertsonaia horren ideologiarekin ados ez dagoela adieraziz. ,

Gauza bera esan daiteke ideologia/psikologia oposaketari buruz. Zenbait pertso-
naiaren deskribapen subjetiboa egin dezake ez hurbiltasun ideologikoa azpimarratze-
ko baizik bere distantzia azpimarratzeko (honen adibide gisara Uspensky-k Dosto-
yevski-ren Karamazov anaiak nobelan Fyodor Pavlovich Karamazov pertsonaiaren
deskribapenak aipatzen ditu).

V. Ondorioak. Gure proposamena.
V.1. “Fokalizazioa” edo “ikuspuntua”. Azterketa formalen ondorioak.

Lantxo honetan azaltzen saiatu garenez, fokalizazioa edo hasiera batean “ikuspun-
tua” deiturikoaren inguruan zeresan ugari sortu da.

Henry Jamesen artikuluetatik hasita Mieke Bal kritikari holandarraren lanetara
urte askoren epeaz gain, arazo honi buruzko teoria desberdintasuna azaldu nahi izan
dugu. Hasiera batean narratzaileari lotuta agertzen zaigun teknika hau, gerora es-
trukturalismoaren barnean testu narratiboetan bereiz daitekeen edukia (“historia”
edo “fabula” deiturikoa) pertzeptzio gune batetik aurkezteko moduari egotziko zaio.

Baina, gure eritziz, aipatu hurbilpenen aberastasun horrek ez du ondorio joririk
ezagutu. Izan ere, jadanik Sarreran adierazten genuen bezala, “ikuspuntua”ren arazoa
ikusmenari edo hobeki esanda ikusmen pertzeptzioari lotuegia egon bait da.

Lotura horren zergatia kontzeptu honetara hurbiltzerakoan jarraitu izan diren pa-
radigmen berezitasunean datza: estrukturalismoak, eta zehazkiago narratologiak des-
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kripzio sistima egoki bat eskeini arren, ez digute arazo honi buruzko inongo .inter-
pretapenik ematen.

W. C. Booth-ekin ados gaude bere liburuaren bigarren argitalpenean (ikus Ge-
nette 1983: 104) Genette-ren Discours du récit-i eginikako kritikekin. Kritikari ame-
rikarraren ustez, Genette-ren 1972ko liburuak, eta zehazki aipatu kapituluak narra-
zio proustiarraren nolakotasuna ongi esplikatzen badu ere, ez du.bertan darabiltzan
tekniken funtzioa zein den esaten, eta ondorioz, deskribapen hutsean geratzen da.

Azterketa deskriptibo hauen muga Bal-ek berak (1985: 17) bere liburuari:egin-
dako sarreran azaltzen digu:

La Teorfa que se presenta aqui es un instrumento para hacer descripciones vy,
como tal, inevitable, pero sélo indirectamente conduce a la interpretacién.

Baina azterketa hauen murrizpen deskribatzailea literatur testu beraren berezko-
tasunaz ulertzen dutenetik dator. Bal-en aipu horretan literatur lanaren adierazkorta-
sunari bide bat irekitzen bazitzaion, ez da horrelakorik gertatu errusiar formalisten
abiapuntuen jarraitzaile izan diren estrukturalista frantsesen esparruan (noski, he-
mendik kanpo legoke Roland Barthes-en traiektoria, egun “post-estrukturalismoa-
ren” ildoan sartzen dutena).

Jakina da literatur testuaren berezkotasuna literaturtasunean zekusatela errusia-
rrek. Hau da, testua egituratzen duten baliabide literarioetan, edo beste hitzetan esa-
teko literatur testuek duten berezko taxuera horretan. Hortxe egongo da natratolo-
giaren baitan egingo diten azterketen esparrua: betiere azterketa testubarneko bat
eginik historia bat testu eta testu narratibo bilakatzen duten baliabide edo mekanis-
moen azalpena. Azalpen horren ondorioz, testuaren laborazio hori nola eman den
agertuko genuke. Honekin lotuta, Genette-k (1983: 94) narratologiaren mugak tes-
tu barruan zeintzu diren argi eta garbi utziko du:

(...) 2 mon sens, la narratologie n’a pas 2 aller au-déla de I'instance narrative,
et les instances de l'implied author et de I'implied reader se situent clairement
dans cet au-deld. Mais si cette question n’est pas pour moi du ressort de la narra-
tologie (...), elle est évidemment du resort plus vaste de la poétique, et peut-tre
convient-il de I’envisager pour finir, sur cette frontiére ol nous voici parvenus.

Horrela, muga horretan mugitu izan diren fokalizazioaren azterkek fokalizazio
mota desberdinak eskeini ondoren, ez digute inongo adierazpiderik eman baliapide
horiek duten adierazkortasunaren edo eta irakurlearengan eduki dezaketen eragine-
an.

Adierazkortasunaz edo irakurketaz hitzegitea literatur semiotikaren esparruan
testu literarioetan bereizten diren hiru alderdietatik bi aipatzea da: maila semantikoa
eta maila pragmatikoa, alegia.

Pragmatikari dagokionez, esan beharra dago azken maila honetan ikuspuntuaren
arazoa zenbait eredutan ikutu izan bada ere (Todorov-ek maila “verbal”a zeritzonean
adibidez) ez dela azterketa inmanente hori gainditu, eta ikuspuntu desberdinen des-
kriziora mugatu izan direla.

Baina literatura zerbait bada komunikazio egite bat da: igorle batek (idazleak)
mezu (literaturtestu) bat igortzen dio hartzaile bati (irakurlea). Azken honi dagokio
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irakurketaren bidez, testuak eskeintzen dion adierazi potentzial hori, “zentzu” hori
gauzatzea. Wolfgang Iser-ek esan bezala, testuak duen adierazteko ahalmen hoti ira-
kutleak zentzu bat ematen dioenean gorpuztu egiten da, testua literatur-lan (“obra”
Iser-en terminologian) bilakatuz.

Irakurlearen garrantziaranzko bira hau 60ko hamarkadan Constanzako Unibertsi-
tatearen inguran sorturiko Harreraren Estetikaren baitan eman da batipat. “Liburua
irakurtzeko makina bat da” (Sartre) edo eta “irakurtzen diren liburuak bakarrik esis-
titzen dira” (M. Blanchot) bezalako baieztapenak hurbilpen berri horri lotuta ikus
ditzakegu.

Gure gaira itzuliz, aipagarria da Harreraren Estetikan ikuspuntuari buruz esanda-
koa; maila honetan, Wolfgang Iset-en E/ acto de leer-i buruz bi hitz esan nahiko geni-
tuzke. '

Iser-ek dioenez, narratzaileak zenbait testu-estrategia erabiltzen ditu bere irakurle
gertuenarengan, hots, irakurle inplizitoarengan, efektu edo eragin jakin batzu lortze-
ko. Estrategia hauen artean ikuspuntua aipatzen du. Baina ikuspuntua Iser-entzat ez
da noski narratologoentzat bezala pertzeptzio modu batera mugatzen. Ikuspuntua
narratzaile/narratarioaren arteko paktuaren adierazle da. Zentzu honetan, gehiago
dagokio aipatu bi instantzia narratiboen erlazioaren nolakotasunari beste edozeri bai-
no."

Dena dela, geure eritziz Iser-en definizio (ez esplizitoegia, bide batez) hotretan
ikuspuntua gauza orokorragoa dela dakusagu, eta testuaren antolakuntza osoari da-
gokionez, ez zaio gehiegi lotzen eskuartean dugun fokalizazio kontzeptuari.

V.2. Pertzeptzio kontzeptutik abiatuz fokalizazioaren azterketa berri
baterantz. :

a) Pertzeptzioaren nolakotasunaz:

Orainartean kritika inmanente batetik fokalizazioari buruz egindako azterketak
deskriptiboegiak zirela defendatu badugu hurbilpen betri baten beharra frogatzeko
izan da.

Horretarako, fokalizazioaren kontzeptuari helduko diogu berriro. Esan bezala, fo-
kalizazioak zerbait perzibitzen dugunean hartzen dugun kokagunetik abiatuz perzi-
bitzen dugun hotren (objetua) eta perzibitzen duen sujetuaren arteko erlazioa adie-
razten du. Beraz, kasu honetan pertzepzio egite guztietan bezala bi alderdi hartu be-
har ditugu kontutan: _

1—Kanpoan dagoen objetuaren nolakotasuna, zein distantziatara dagoen, ar-
gia,... etab. _ '

2—pertzeptzio ekintza horretan sujetuak duen eragina (bere mundu ikuskera,
munduari buruzko ezaguerak, aurreko esperientziak,...)

Bi alderdi horietan bakoitzak duen eragin edo pisua neurtuz gero, argi dago ga-
rrantzi gehiago duela sujetuak, perzibitzen den objetuak baino. Hori dela eta, eza-
guera zientzietan egin diren azken ikerketek zerbait ikusten dugunean kanpoko ob-
jetuaren ikusmenak sortzen dizkigun estimuluak %20-koak badira, sujetuaren sines-
keren, ezagueren,... etab-en eragina %80-koa dela frogatu dute (ik. Varela 1990).
Dena dela, aurrera jarraitu baino lehen, gogora dezagun Mieke Bal-ek fokalizazioaz
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ematen duen definizioan (1985: 108) pertzeptzioaren alderdi bikeitz hotren berri
ematen duela, fokalizatzaileak eduki dezakeen pisua aipatuz. Baina gero bere teoria-
ren garapenean fokalizatzaile mota desberdinak bereizten dituen arren, ez du nabar-
mentzen eduki dezakeen pisu hoti. Beraz, Bal-en teoria badugu orainartean egin den
osoena, praktikara pasatzerakoan ez dira aipatu alderdiak (gure ustez mteresgarnak
direnak) kontutan hartuak izan. '

Ondorioz, esan dezagun fokalizazioaren azterketa osotuago batek fokalizazio egite
horren alderdi emotiboa, “kognitiboa”, ideologikoa,... aztertu beharko lituzkeela.

b) Bestalde, literatur testu ororen alderdi pragmatikora itzuliz, argi dago fokali-
zazioak eragin zuzena duela irakurleak “historia” jasoko duen moduan. Fokalizazioa-
ren bidez historia mailako gertakizun eta edukiak “modu” batetan aurkezten zaizkio
irakurleari, “kontzientzia pertzeptibo” batetik iragazita, alegia. :

Alderdi pragmatiko hori nolabait neurtzeko interesgarria izango litzateke fokali-
zazioaren bidez idazleak irakurleari igortzen dizkion edukien nolakotasuna aztertzea.
Honi dagokionez, Bal-ek iragarri duen bezala (1985: 120), fokalizazioa “ suspensea
lortzeko baliabide interesgarria da:

(...) la imagen que se presenta al lector se halla manipulada. La imagen la da
el focalizador. En principio coincidir4 con la que el focalizador mismo tenga: al
fin y al cabo se ha comparado con una cdmara. Pero la imagen del focalizador
puede ser incompleta. Este el caso cuando los personajes “saben” mds que el foca-
lizador.(...). El lector puede, por consiguiente, recibir una imagen tanto completa
como-incompleta, 0 méds 0 menos completa que la que los personajes tienen de si
mismos. El focalizador es el que lo ha de determinar.

Guzti hori kontutan harturik, fokalizazioa ekintza semiotikoa dela baieztatzen
dugu. Kontzeptu edo teknika honekiko hurbilpen osoago batek pertzeptzioari da-
gozkion xehetasunak hartu behar ditu kontutan. Pertzeptzio mota desberdin horie-
tan alderdi emotiboak, ideologikoak,... duten pisua aztertu behar du, (hau da, per-
tzeptzio moduen adierazkortasunaz zerbait esan behar du) fokalizazio mota desberdi-
nen hautaketak irakurlearengan eduki dezakeen eragina neurtzen saiatu behar du.
Esan beharrik ez dago fokalizazicaren azterketa intratextualaz ari garela, hau da, tes-

tuak eskeintzen dizkigun fokalizazio mota desberdinen interpretapenetik abiatuz
egiten denaz.

V.3. Narratologiatik semiotikara eredu osotuago bat bilatuz.

Gorago aipatu helburu horiek betetzéko, lan honetan zehar ikusitako metodolo-
gia desberdinetatik interesgarrienak hauek direla esango genuke:

a) Narratologia: ordurarteko nahasketak salatuz arazoarekiko hurbilpen sistemati-
koago bat eskeintzen duelako, eta fokalizazioaren alderdi “pertzeptiboa” azaldu due-
lako. o :

b) Semiotika errusiarra: Boris Uspensky-ren hurbilpen berria “ikuspuntua”ren al-
derdi ideologikoa, psikologikoa,... kontutan hartzen saiatu delako.

~ Ondorioz, orain proposatzen dugun eredu osotu honek bietatik hartuko ditu
puntu desberdinak. Nolanahi ere, hurbilpen honekin Shlomith Rimmon-ek (1988)
proposaturiko bideari heldu nahiko genioke.
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V.4. Fokalizazioaren azterketarako proposamena:

V.4.1. “Fokalizazioa” #/z “ikuspuntua”?

Gure ustez “fokalizazio” hitza egokiagoa da, batez ere bere adiera teknikoagatik
eta hitz eratorriak sortzeko ematen duen aukeragatik (fokalizatzailea, fokalizatua,...
esan daitezke baina “ikuspuntu...” ez). Honezaz gain, hitz honek ez du “ikuspuntu”
hitzak historian zehar eduki duen adiera multzoa ezagutu, eta gure helbururako “ze-
hatzagoa” dela deritzogu. Beraz, bat gatoz Genette-k (1972) eta Bal-ek (1977) hitz
hau aukeratzean emandako arrazoiekin.

V4.2 Fokalizazioaren definizioa:

Fokalizazioak erlazio bat adierazten du: aurkezten diren elementuen eta hauek so-
matzen dituen sujetuaren artekoa. Beraz, fokalizazioaren funtsa ikusmenaren eta
ikusten denaren arteko erlazioa litzateke.

Lehenengo eta behin, perzibituak diren elementuen aukera bat isladatzen du, bi-
garren maila batean, pertzepzio ekintza horren ondorioz elementu horien aurkezpena
testuan.

Beraz, honi dagokionez, Mieke Bal-en planteiamendua hobesten dugu. Gure us-
tez Gérard Genette-k erabilitako erizpidea, hau da, “jakituriaren erizpidea” nahiko
desegoki eta nahasgarria da. Kritikari frantsesak berak azken liburuan onartzen zuen
bezala, narratzailearengan ez da “informazio murrizpenik” ematen, izan ere, berak
“dena bait daki”. Hori hotrela izanik, eta batez ere bere zero fokalizazioa /kanpo fo-
kalizazioa esplikatzeko jakituriaren erizpideak erakusten dituen desegokitasunenga-
tik, Bal-en planteiamenduak jarraitzea erabaki dugu.

Bestalde, fokalizazioak erlazio bat adierazten badu ere, ez da egite linguistiko
bat. Bete eragina historia (=fabula) mailara hedatzen delarik bertako gertakizunak
“pertzeptzio gune” batetik iragaziz.

Baina narratzaileari bakarrik dagokio aurkezpen horren esplizitazio linguistikoa,
ez fokalizatzaileari. Horrekin batera, fokalizazioa adierazkorra den heinean ekintza
semiotikoa dela esango dugu (ikusmen edo pertzeptzio erlazio horrek kontzeptzio
bat igortzen digulako. Hau da, “ikuste” hutsa baino gehiago “kontsideratu” delako).

V.4.3. Fokalizazioa versus narrazioa.

Genette-z geroztik funtsezkoa bilakatu den banaketa honetan “ikusten” duenaren
eta “ikusitako hori kontatzen duenaren” arteko desberdintasuna baieztatzen dugu.
Beste norbaitek dakusana edo ikusitakoa konta dezakegun moduan, narratzaileak eta
fokalizatzaileak ez dute zertan bat etorri behar nobelan.

Honen adibide bat aipatzearren, gogora dezagun B. Atxagaren “Post Tenebras
spero lucem” ipuina. Bertan narratzaile heterodiegetiko-extradiegetiko batek (3.
pertsonan) maistra batek Obaba herrian dituen pasadizo desberdinak kontatzen diz-
kigu.

Gehienetan aipatu narratzaile extradiegetiko honek maistraren pentsamenduak,...
etab. fokalizatzen ditu narratzaile orojakileen antzera. Baina zenbait kasutan maistra-
ren barru bizitza hori azaltzeko pertsonaia honetan kokaturiko fokoa hartzen du
abiapuntutzat, kasu hauetan maistra bilakatuz fokalizatzaile.
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Alabaina, fokalizatzaile/narratzaile arteko desberdintasun hori lehenengo pertso-
‘nan idatziriko narrazioetan ere posible da. Narrazio hauetan protagonista-kontalariak
(n. homodiegetikoa) atzera begiratzen du bere gaztaroko edo haurtzaroko edo eta
beste edozein momentutako gertaerak oroituz. Obabakosk-era itzuliz, gogora deza-
gun “Esteban Werfell” ipuina. Ipuin honetan, protagonista txikitan Obaba-n bizitu-
tako mementuak oroitzen hasten da, Hamburgora eginikako bidaia kaiera desberdi-
netan idatziz. “Memorandum” honetan honela gogoratzen du Wetrfell Jaunak Oba-
ban lehenengo aldiz Elizara sartu zenean sentitutako inpresioa:

Garai hartan irakurtzen nituen liburu ilustratuen eraginez edo, barrendik
hustutako mendi baten irudia etorri zitzaidan burura. Ni nengoen hutsune har-
tan, ordea, ez zegoen airerik. Hala iruditzen zitzaidan behinik behin: ezin nuela
arnasik hartu, ito egingo nintzela aldareko kandela hartaraino iritsi baino lehen.
(Atxaga 1988: 85)

Argi dago narratzailea “Werfell Jauna” dugula kultura handiko gizona, bere “es-
critoirearen aurrean” eseririk letra dotorez idazten diharduena. Latinezko perpausak
eta gorago aipatu paragrafoan “liburu ilustratu” espresioa Werfell helduari dagozkion
bitartean eskenaren pertzeptzioa, fokalizazioa, Obaban bizi izan zen Wetfell gazteari
dagokio, momentuan ikusmen hark sortutako inpresioa zehazki transkribatzen zai-
gularik. Aurrekoaren adibide ugari aurki ditzakegu “Hamaika hitz Villamedianako
herriaren ohoretan, eta bat gehiago” ipuinean ere, non lehenengo pertsonan (narra-
tzaile homodiegetikoa) Palentziako herri txiki horretan bizitutako esperientziak
“Hamaika hitz eta bat gehiagotan” kontatzen dizkigun narratzaileak. Narratzailea
egonaldi horretatik itzulitako pertsonaia badugu, fokalizatzailea Villamedianan ko-
katuriko pertsonaia dugu etengabe.

Guzti honen ondorioak laburtuz:

1—Fokalizazioa eta narrazioa bi ekintza desberdin dira

2—“3. pertsonako kontzientzia-gunea” deituriko natrazioetan natratzailea 3. per-
tsonari dagokiona da, fokalizatzailea aldiz “kontzientzia-guneari” dagokiona da.

3—Fokalizazioa eta narrazioa bereizten dira atzera-begira eginikako 1. pertsona-
ko kontaketetan ere.

4—Fokalizazioari dagokionez, “2” eta “3” artean ez dago desberdintasunik (bie-

tan diegesi mailako pertsonaia batean bait dago kokaturik fokoa). Desberdintasun
bakarra narratzailearena da.

V.4.4. Fokalizatzailea | fokalizatua.

Bal-en bereizketari egokia detitzogu. Ez bakarrik Genette-ren banaketa hirukoi-
tzari argitasunik eskeintzen diolako, baizik eta pertzeptzio egite orotan bereiz dai-
tezkeen bi muturrak bereizgarri egiten dituelako.

Fokalizatzaileari dagokionez: historia barruko pertsonaia izan daiteke, ala historia

kanpokoa. Fokalizatua, aldiz, “perzibigarria” ala “ez-perzibigarria” izan daiteke (ikus
Bal).
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V.4.5. Fokalizazio mota desberdinak:
V.4.5.A. Historiari buruzko kokagunea kontutan harturik:

Kanpo fokalizazioa: Fokalizatzailea historiatik kanpo kokaturik dagoenean (cf. Bal
1985, Stanzel 1988, Rimmon 1988).

Barru fokalizazion: Fokoa diegesi mailako pertsonaia batean kokatua dagoenean

Delako testu batean bi fokalizazio mota hauek bereizteko arazorik dagoenean,
Rimmon, Genette... eta hainbatek azterkizun dugun paragrafoa edo zatia 1.go per-
tsonan berridaztea gomendatzen dute (berridatzi ondoren testuan aldaketa nabarme-
nik ematen ez bada, hau da, pertsona gramatikalaren aldaketa berarena ez bada, para-
grafo hori “barru fokalizazioan idatzirik dago). Genette-ren “barru-fokalizazioa” defi-
nitzerakoan azaldu genuenez R. Barthes-engandik hartutako ideia hau (“Modo
personal del relato” delakoa) errentagarria suertatzen da honelako kasuetan.

Lehenengo banaketa honek fokalizatzaileari egiten badio erreferentzia, fokalizazio
horrek beregain hartzen duenari buruz, fokalizatuari buruz, honako bi aukera hauek
ditugula esan behar: fokalizatu perzibigarria, fokalizatu ez-perzibigarria:

Bal-engandik hartu dugun bereizketa honen funtsa honako baldintza honetan
egongo da: Fokalizatu bat ez-perzibigarra izango da fabula (edo historia) barruko
beste pertsonaiek perzibi ez dezaketenean. Horrela: pentsamenduak, usteak, asmo-
ak.... honen barruan leudeke. Fokalizatu perzibigarria aldiz edonork perzibi dezake-
en “objetu edo ekintza multzoari dagokio”.

Bukatzeko, esan dezagun fokalizazio mota batek ez duela fokalizatu mota bat bal-
dintzatzen. Horrela, barru fokalizazioan fokalizatzaileak objetuak,... (fokalizatu per-
zibigarria) nahiz sentimenduak,... (fokalizatu ez-perzibigarria) fokaliza ditzake.

Azken ohar gisara, fokalizazio mailei buruz zenbait gogoeta egin nahiko genuke,
gure proposamen honetatik kanpo uztea erabaki bait dugu. Batetik, Bal-ek propo-
satzen duen mailaketa hierarkikoak izugarri zailtzen duelako testuaren deskribapena,
bestetik, Vitoux-en (1982) artikulutik ondoriozta daitekeenez, mailaketa horrek
iluntasun' handia ematen diolako “fokalizatu” izatetik “fokalizatzaile” izatera pasa-
tzen den pertsonaiaren deskribapenari. Gure ustez, maila diegetiko desberdinei da-
gozkien fokalizatzaileak zehaztea egokia eta argigarria da, baina diegesi maila bereko
bi fokalizatzaile dauzkagunean maila aldaketarik dagoela onartzea gehiegizkoa da.
Baina hau, noski, gure eritzi bat besterik ez da.

V.4.5.B. Iraunkortasunari begiratuz. Hiru motatakoa izan daiteke:

a) Finkoa: Testuan zehar fokalizazioa beti bera denean. Ad: H. James-en What
Maisie Knew (1897) aipa dezakegu, non estu osoa Maisie-rengan fokalizaturik dagoen
edo Leturiaren egunkari ezkutua (1957)-n Leturia dugu fokalizatzailea. '

b) Aldagarria: Bi fokalizatzaile desberdinen artean mugitzen denean fokoa. (Ge-
nette-ren “barru. fokalizazioari” buruzko puntuan esandakoa baliagarria dugu he-
men).

d) Anitza: fokalizazio gune derberdinak daudenean Faulkner-en T/Je Sound and
the Fury (1931) nobelan bezala.

Azkenik, banaketa hirukoitz hau fokalizatzaileari nahiz fokahzatuarl egozten
zaiola esan beharra dago.
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V.4.6. Fokalizazioaren alderdiak:

Azken kapitulu honetan askotan esan dugu fokalizazioari dagokion kanpo/barru
arteko dikotomiaren deskribapena beste zenbait ezaugarrirekin osatu behar dela. Ha-
laber, fokalizazio ekintza orotan sujetuaren berezkotasunak, kokaguneak,... duen ga-
rrantzia gogoratu nahiko genuke. Gauzak horrela, “Fokalizazioaren ezaugarriak” dei-
tu dugun puntu honetan Boris Uspensky-k bere liburuan (1973) proposaturikoaren
ildotik kanpo/barru bereizketa hori ezaugarri desberdinetan zertan gauzatzen den
azaldu nahiko genuke.

V.4.6.1. Espazio/denborari dagozkien ezangarriak:

Espazioa: Kanpo/barru fokalizazioei dagokienez, fokoaren kokapen zehatz horrek
espazio mailan ondorio batzu ditu. Horrela, kanpo fokalizazioan (hau da fabulako
edozein pertsonaiaz kanpo kokatua dagoen fokoaren kasuan) fokoa urruti kokatua
egon daiteke “bird’s eye view” (txoriaren ikuspuntua) delakoa hartuz. Testu klasikoe-
tan azaltzen zaigun fokalizatzaile mota honek kusmira panoramiko zabal bat eskein
diezaguke historiako gertaerak kokatzen diren lekuaren azalpen zabala (hau kapitulu
hasera eta bukaeretan oso normala da, Uspensky 1973: 64), edo eta aldibereko fokali-
zazioa eskein diezaguke, historia mailan leku desberdinetan gertatzen diren ekintza
desberdinak “aldiberean” erakutsiz.

Barru fokalizazioak, aldiz, fokalizatzaile horren inguruko espazio murriztua baka-
rrik azal dezake; ikusmira marriztua deituko diogu honi.

Espazioari dagokion fokalizazio hau ikusmira panoramiko batetik ikusmira mu-
rrizeura alda daiteke (Uspensky 1973: 58-59)

Denbora: Kanpo fokalizazioa pankronikoa da fokalizatzailea pertsonaia bat ez denean
eta arzeranzkoa da fokalizatzailea pertsonaia bat denean.

Aldiz, barru fokalizazioak beti sinkronia adierazten du fokalizatzaileak igortzen
'dlzklgun edukiei buruz. Beste hitzetan esateko, kanpo fokalizatzaileak historiaren
denbora-dimentsio guztiak dauzka bere esku (lehena, oraina, geroa), baina historia

barruko fokalizatzailea pertsonaien “orainaldira” bakarrik mugatzen da (Uspensky
1973: 67, 113). ’

V.4.6.2. Alderdi Psikologikoa:

Ezaugarri psikologiko hauek fokalizatzaileak fokalizatuarekiko duen orientazio
emotiboa eta kognitiboa azaldu nahi dituzte.

Ezagutza: Ezaguera, usteak, sinesmenak, memotria,... ezagutzarekin loturik azal-
tzen zaizkigu (Rimmon-ek “Cognitive component” deiturikoa). Kanpo/barru fokali-
zazioaren arteko desberdintasuna murrizketarik gabeko ezagutza /ezagutza murriztua
bikotearekin esplika daiteke. Teorian kanpo fokalizatzaile batek (batez ere nobela de-
zimononikoetan dakusagunez) historia mailan gertatzen denari buruzko ezagutza za-
bal bezain sakona eduki dezake. Aldiz, bagru fokalizazio batean fokalizatzaileak ezin
du historia mailako gertakizun guztien horrelako ezagutzarik eduki.

Emotibitatea: Kasu honetan, tradizionalki onartu izan den fokalizazio sibjetiboalfo-
kalizazio objetiboa arteko banaketa gogora dezakegu. Lehenengoa bartu fokalizazioari
badagokio, bigarrena kanpo fokalizazioari.
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Subjetibitate/objetibitate bikoteari loturik azaltzen zaigu fokalizatu motaren ara-
zoa. “Fokalizatu ez-perzibigarri”aren kasuan hauek genituzke fokalizazio subje-
tibo/objetibo bat isladatzeko aukera desberdinak:

a) Fabulaz kanpoko fokalizatzaile batek fokalizatu ez-perzibigarri bat fokalizatzen
duenean. Kasu honetan narratzaileak “pentsatu zuen”, “sentitu zuen”, “iruditu zi-
tzaion”, “bazekien”,... bezalako aditzak darabiltza testuan.

b) Kanpo fokalizatzaile horrek “fokalizatu ez-perzibigarri” horren berri eman de-
zake, baina zuzenki fokalizatu gabe. Adibide bat jartzeko nobelan pertsonaia bat ur-
duri dagoela azaldu nahi denean, gorago aipatu moduan (a) narratzaileak “urduri ze-
goen” esan dezake, edo eta urduritasun hori igartzen den zenbait keinuren berri
eman dezake “itxuraz urduri zegoela zirudien eskuak asko mogitzen zituelako”.

Beraz, pertsonaia baten “barru-bizitzaz” informaziorik eman nahi denean, baina
“barrutik fokalizatu gabe, hau da, kanpo fokalizazioak eskatzen duen fokalizatzailea
errespetatuz “itxuraz”, “...-bezala”, “dirudi/zirudien”,...etab. bezalako espresioak
agertuko dira (Uspensky- k “Words of estrangement” deiturikoak, 1973: 85).

» o«

V.4.6.3. Alderdi ideologikoa:

Askotan “testuaren arauak” delakoarekin lotzen den alderdi hau historiako gerta-
kizun eta pertsonaiak aurkezten dituen “mundu ikuskera’ri lotuta agertzen zaigu
(Uspensky 1973: 8).

Kasurik sinpleenean “ideologia edo sinesmen arauak” narratzaile-fokalizatzailea-
ren perpektiba nagusitik aurkezten dira. Testuko beste pertsonaien ideologia edo ba-
loreak perspektiba nagusi horrekin bat ez badatoz, narratzaile-fokalizatzaile honek
meneratzen ditu, bere ideologia besteenaren gainetik ipiniz (Uspensky 1973: 8-9).

Baina beste kasuetan narratzaile-fokalizatzaile horren ideologiaren ondoan jarrera
ideologiko desberdinak agertzen dira, zenbait kasutan adostasunik azaltzen ez dute-
nak, bestetan elkarren kontrakoak, guztiaren ondorioz nobela testu polifoniko bila-
katuz (Uspensky-ren kapituluan azaldu bezala Mijail Bakhtin-i jarraitzen dio Us-
pensky-k puntu honetan).

Rimmon-ek (1988: 82) dioenez, pertsonaia batek bere jarrera ideologikoa histo-
riaren barruan duen jokabidearen bidez erakuts diezaguke, edo eta testuan egin di-
tzakeen azalpen esplizitoen bidez. Halaber, narratzaile-fokalizatzaileari buruz: honek
bere ideologia erakuts dezake nobelari ematen dion orientabidean, edo eta bertan
aurkez ditzakeen eritzi desberdinetan. Dena dela, Uspensky-k alderdi honi ikusten
zion zailtasuna onartu beharra dago: seguraski ideologiaren alderd1 hau da formalki
helgaitzena gerta litekeena fokalizazioaren azterketarako.

V.4.7. Alderd; desberdinen arteko erlazioak:

Gorago ikusitako alderdiak (psikologikoa, ideologikoa,...) bat etor daitezke, bai-
na litekeena da fokalizatzaile desberdinenak izatea. Aipatu “Esteban Werfell”en adi-
bidean espazio/denbora ezaugarriak Esteban gazteari badagozkio, fokalizazio ideolo-
gikoa Esteban “Jaunarena” da. Edo eta gerta litekeena da pertsonaia batekiko fokali-
zazio subjetiboak pertsonaia berarekiko distantzia ideologikoa edukitzea. Puntu
honetan Uspensky-k bere liburuan aipatzen zituen adibideak gogora ditzakegu.
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V.4.8. Fokalizazioaren adierazpen linguistikoa.

Esan dugunez, fokalizazioa ez da egite linguistiko bat, testuaren eduki linguisti-
ko guztia narratzaileari bait dagokio. Baina hori horrela izanik ere, litekeena da foka-
lizatzaileak narratzaileaten zenbait adierazpenetan eraginik edukitzea. B. Uspensky-k
“Phraseological Plane” deiturikoaz ari gara, hain zuzen.

Etrusiarraren ideien laburpena egiterakoan, besterén artean bi adibide aipatzen
genituen: izendaketatren arazoa eta ezaugarri estilistikoak. Lehenengo alderdiari dago-
kionez (Napoleoni emandako izendaketa desberdinak aipatzen genituen), argi dago
nahiz nobela osoan zehar, nahiz paragrafo edo esaldi soil batean pertsonaia bati
emandako izen desberdinek fokalizatzaile aldaketa adieraz dezaketela. (Uspensky,
1973: 31).

Ezaugarri estilistikoei buruz, gogora dezagun Haur besoetakoa nobelaz geniona:
bertan barru-fokalizazioan protagonistaren pentsamenduak (fokalizazio ez-perzibiga-
rria) azaltzen zaizkigu. Alabaina pertsonaia hau izendatzeko erabiltzen diren: “gizo-
na”, “aita besoetakoa” bezalako espresioek fokalizatzaile desberdinak adierazten diz-
kigute. Halaber esan daiteke “Theresa” edo “alaba besoetakoa’ri buruz.

FOKALIZAZIOAREN AZTERKETARAKO ESKEMA:

A) Mailari dagokionez:

KANPO FOKALIZAZIOA (Fabulatik kanpo kokaturiko fokalizatzailea)
BARRU FOKALIZAZIOA (Fabula barruan kokaturiko fokalizatzailea)
FOKALIZATUA: PERZIBIGARRIA EZ-PERZIBIGARRIA
B) Iraunkortasunari dagokionez:
FINKOA
ALDAGARRIA
ANITZA
D) Fokalizazioaren alderdiak
D.1. ESPAZIO /DENBORARI DAGOZKIEN EZAUGARRIAK:
ESPAZIOARI DAGOKIONEZ:
Kanpo fokalizazioa: Panoramikoa, Aldiberekoa
Barru Fokalizazioa: Murriztua
DENBORARI DAGOKIONEZ:
Kanpo fokalizazioa: PANKRONIKOA, ATZERUNZKOA
Barru Fokalizazioa: SINKRONIKOA
D.2. ALDERDI PSIKOLOGIKOA:
EZAGUTZAREN ALDETIK:
Mugarik gabeko ezagutza / Ezagutza mugatua
Normalean lehenengoa kanpo fokalizazioari eta bigarrena barru fokalizazioa-
ri badagozkio ere, ez da nahitaezkoa. Posibilitate desberdinak ikusi beharko
lirateke.
EMOTIBITATEAREN ALDETIK:
Fokalizazio subjetiboa (barru fokalizazioa, gehienetan, baina ez derrigorrez)
Fokalizazio objetiboa (kanpo fokalizazioa gehienetan)
D.3. ALDERDI IDEOLOGIKOA:
Ideologia bakarreko testua
Testu polifonikoa
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D.4. ALDERDI DESBERDINEN ARTEKO ERLAZIOAK
D.5. FOKALIZAZIOAREN ADIERAZPEN LINGUISTIKOA:
1ZENDAKETA
EZAUGARRI ESTILISTIKOAK

V1. Fokalizazioa 100 metro-n

Fokalizazioaren azterketarako eskema proposatu hutsarekin gelditzea ez zitzaigun
oso egokia iruditzen. Horregatik, azken puntu honetan, gure eskematik abiatuz Ra-
mon Saizarbitoriaren 100 metro (1976)°.nobela aztertzea deliberatu dugu.

Zergatik 100 metro? Seguraski nobela hau bait da gure narratiban fokalizazioari
dagokionez aberastasun handiena eskeintzen duena. Hotretaz gain, nobela honek
egungo irakurlegoaren baitan duen harrera, hautaketa honen arrazoietako bat suerta
daiteke. Dagoeneko zortzi argitalpen ezagutu dituen nobela hau izan da gaztelerara
itzuli den lehenengoa, eta honekin batera, itzulpen gehien ezagutu dituena (lau, ale-
gia). Eta hori gutxi ez bada ere, 1985ean Alfonso Ungria-ren zuzendaritzapean egi-
nikako filmearen oinarri dugu.

Gauzak horrela, eta testu honek “funtzionatzen duela” (Lasagabaster 1986) jakina
bada ere, arrakasta horren arrazoiak liratekeenei buruz zenbait gogoeta egitea ez le-
goke soberan.

Lehenengo eta behin, esan dezagun arrakasta horren nolakotasunari begiratuz,
nobela honek idazle beraren beste bi nobelen ondoan leku berezia merezi duela: lehe-
nengo nobelak (Egunero hasten delako [1969}) bost argitalpen ezagutu baditu (azkene-
koa 1989koa), hirugarrenak (Ene Jesus, {1976}) bi argitalpen besterik ez ditu ezagutu
(azkena 1982koa delarik). Desberdintasuna nabarmena da autore beraren traiektoria
narratiboaz ari garela kontsideratzen badugu.

Dudarik ez dago Saizarbitoriaren nobelagintzak euskal narratiban hasitako bidea

-eraberritzailea izan dela. Alabaina, idazle baten obraz hitzegitean bere produkzio li-
terarioaren atzean dagoen poetikaz hitzegitea ezinbestekoa zaigu. Maila honetan,
idazle honen nobela desberdinen artean dagoen aldeak eta bilakaerak azken nobelak
edukitako harrera eskasa azalduko liguke. Esan daiteke (hurrengo puntuan azalduko
dugunez) literatura esperimentatzeko zerbait dela defenditu duen narratzaile honen
lanak momentu batean euskal literatur irakurlegoarengan eduki zuen islada eta onar-
pena, gerora 1976ko bere azken nobelarekin eten egin zela (haustura horren adibide

ugari topa dezakegu nobela honi buruz eginikako zenbait iruzkinetan, hala nola, .

Agirre 1983).

Eten hori bere nobelagintzan eman den laburpen prozedurak berak azalduko lu-
ke. Zetitzu honetan, lehenengo bi nobelen irakurleari bertan kontatzen zitzaion “his-
toria” (errusiar formalisten “historia”/”dirkurtsua” dikotomia erabiliz) ulerterraz be-

- zain erakargarri suertatzen zitzaion bitartean, hirugarren nobelako irakurleak sorpre-
sa handia hartu zuen nobela honetan idazketa bera gai nagu51 bilakatu zela (cf.
“metanobela” kontzeptua) ikustean.

Halere, arrazoi literario horiekin batera, esan dezagun garaiko euskal irakurleari

“identifikagarria” suertatzen zitzaion eduki narratibo hori kalterako bihurtu zela ka-

(5) Azterketa honerarako nobelaren bigarren argitalpena erabiliko dugu, Kriseluk argitaratua, 1976an.
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su askotan. Jon Juaristirekin (1987: 126) ados gaude nobela hau euskal literaturan
gaizkien irakurritakoen artean dagoela esaten duenean. Izan ere, argitaratu zenean
bai zentsuratu zutenek baita bertan “nobela nazionala” ikusi zutenek ere, narratzaile-
ak kontatzen digun gertaera bortitz honen aurrean duen jarrera inpartziala ahaztu
zuten.

Bestalde, argi dago, gorago aipatu interpretapen horiekin bakarrik nahiko gaizki
esplikatuko genukeela gaur egun nobela honek oraindik orain duen oihartzuna. Gau-
zak horrela, gure literaturaren zirkuitu bitxian irakaskuntzak eta erakunde ofizialek
eduki dezaketen eragin zuzena neurtzeke dagoen bitartean, zail da arrakasta horretan
arazo extraliterarioek luketen pisua neurtzea.

Arrazoiak arrazoi, nobela honek “nobela handiak” deiturikoek duten ezaugarririk
nagusienetakoa erakut51 digu: denbora gaindituz 1ral<urgarr1 eglten dltuen gaurkota-
suna.

Narratzaileak bere beglrada zabaldren bitartez heriotza baten kronika egiten di-
gu, gure esku uzten duelarik irakurketaren bidez liburua osatzen duten puzzle des-
berdinei forma ematea. Azken hitza 1rakurlear1 dagokio, berak bakarrik berridatz
bait dezake 100 metro.

V1.a. Saizarbitoriaren nobelagintzaren poetika: heroi konfliktibotik formaren eraberritzera:
“Létre de la littérature n’est rien d’autre que sa technique”.
(Roland Barthes).

Lan honen lehenengo kapituluan XX. mendean nobelagintzaren baitan emandako
bilakaera fokalizazio edo ikuspuntuaren arazoarekin lotzen-saiatu garenean, rhende
erdialdean Frantzian sorturiko “nouveau roman” delako mugimendu honek edukita-
ko garrantzia azpimatratu dugu. Berez “talde” edo “mugimendu” izena inoiz onartu
ez duten idazle hauek (Jean Ricardou-k 1971an Cerisy-n egin zen Kongresuan “lan
hipotesi” gisara definituko du “nouveau roman” delakoa) nobelagintza berri bat de-
fendatuko dute. Esan daiteke jadanik gaur egun klasiko bihurtu diren Powr #n nou-
veau roman (1963) eta L'Ere du Soupgon (1956) liburuek ordurarteko nobelagintza esis-
tentzialistarekiko etena markatuko dutela. Saizarbitoriak berak dioskunez:

Arrotza mesanotxe gainetik aldendu berria genuelarik N. Sarraute eta A.
Robbe Grillet azaldu zitzaizkigun. Hauentzat ez du sentidurik errealitateari sen-
tidurik edo esplikaziorik bilatzeak. Irakurlea organikoki bizitzen denesperien-
tziaren mailan jartzen dute, mundua dominatu gabe mudu beraren zati bat, pro-
longazio bat besterik ez den konzienziaren barnean. (1975: 10)

Ildo horretan ikusi behar dugu Saizarbitoriaren nobelek euskal nobelagintzan
edukitako eragina. Forma/edukia dikotomia apurtuz, kontzientzia fenomenikoa
bihurtuko da nobela hauetako protagonista. Kontzientzia honek, bere inguruneare-
kin etengabeko kenkan dagoelarik, begiradaren bidez bakarrik baieztatuko du bere
izatea, “munduan egotea”. Kontaketa “behaviorista” edo objetibistaz baliatuko dira
horretarako: “La relativa subjetividad de mi mirada me sirve precisamente para defi-
nir mi situacién en el mundo” (Robbe-Grillet 1973: 88).

Abiapuntu berri hau kontutan hartuz, gure artean hain hedaturik dagoen topi-
koa: “Txillardegik edukiaren eraberritzea ekarri bazuen, Saizarbitoriari dagokio for-
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maren berrikuntza” baztertu egin behar da, aipatu poetika honekin kontraesanean
bait dago (ik. Lasagabaster 1989).

VI1.b. 100 metro: “historialtestua/narrazioa”

Lan honen hirugarren kapituluan azaldu dugunez, errusiar formalistek testu na-
rratiboetan bereizten zuten alderdi bikoitza (“historia/diskurtsua”), narratologiak,
eta zehazki Genette-k, osotu egingo du bikoiztasun horri hirugarren maila bat eran-
tsiz: “Historia, testua, narrazioa”.

Fokalizazioaren arazoa bigarren maila horretan sartzen bada ere (hots, “testu”
mailan), testuen beste alderdiekin dituen loturak kontutan hartuz, maila honen az-
terketari ekin baino lehen azterkizun dugun nobelaren ezaugarri nagusiak aipatuko
ditugu. Honako hau dateke, Gérard Genette (1972) eta Mieke Bal-en (1985) berri-
kuntzei jarraiki, gure azterketaren eskema nagusia:,

A) HISTORIA: A.1 “Fabula” (gertakizunak), A.2 Egileak, A.3 Lekuak, A.4 Denbora

B) TESTUA: B.1 Denbora, B.1.1. Hurrenkera, B.1.2 Iraupena, B.1.3 Maiztasuna,

B.2 Egileetatik pertsonaietara, B.3 Fokalizazioa

D) NARRAZIOA: D.1 Denbora, D.2 Maila, D.3 Pertsona

A) “HISTORIA” MAILA:

A.1 “Fabula” (gertakizunak):

Nobela honetan kontatzen zaigun istorioa honako hau litzateke: militante baten
ihesaren azken ehun metroak. Ehun metro horietan ihesleari bere bizitzako oroitza-
pen desberdinak datozkio burura (hala nola, txikitan, 8-9 urterekin Kontxako pasea-
bidean aitarekin gertatutakoa [1. kapituluan, 18-20}; Michele-rekin edukitako ha-
rremana [2. eta 3. kapituluetan]; ihesleak ekintza batean Manuel bere laguna zauritu
zutenean gertatutakoa eta zauri haren ondorioak {4. kapituluan, 66-691; bere aitaren
heriotzaren oroitzapena [5. kapituluan, 81-87}).

Narratiboki pisurik handiena duen kontaketa honen ondoan beste batzu aurkez-
ten dira, guztiak (eskolako haurraren istorioa ezik) iheslearen heriotzan bere oinarria
dutelarik: »

1) Ihesaren lekuko suertatzen den gazteari eginikako galdaketa.

2) Iheslearen heriotza kontatzen duten egunkariko zatiek osatzen dutena.

3) Iheslearen heriotzaren inguruan kaleko pertsonaia anonimoek egiten dituzten
iruzkinak:
3.1 Goizean egunkaria erosten; kafetegian; bulegoan {1.go kapitulua}
3.2 Autobus geltokian [2. kapituluan}
3.3 Eguerdian Bretxako merkatuan emakumeen iruzkinak [3. kapituluan}
3.4 Eskolara doazen gaztetxoen iruzkinak; Perla aurrean eseririk dauden jubila-

tuen iruzkinak {4. kapituluan}

3.5 Kontxako paseolekukoen, poteatzaileen iruzkinak [5 kapituluan}

Iruzkinen planoa osatzen duten gertaera guzti hauek Donostiako Konstituzio
Plazaren deskribapen batekin amaitzen dira (hurrengo mailan gehiago azalduko du-
gu deskribapen hauen xede eta nolakotasuna).
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4) Eskolako haurraren istorioak osatzen duen kontaketa. Leku berean (kapitulu
bakoitzaren hasieran) azaltzen den planu bakarra izanik, tipografiaz ere desberdina
dugu.

A.2. Pertsonaiak:

Protagonista nagusiaren izena badakigu, zeharka bada ere (“Ba henkien penagarri
izanen hintzela besteentzat eta eskola lagunek se ha muerto el padre de José esanen
zutela boz isilean”, 83). Horretaz gainera, zenbait datu “objetibo” eskeintzen zaizki-
gu: bere pisua 72 kg-takoa da, eta bere altuera 1,80 zmtakoa (98), baina dakusagu-
nez deskribapen hauetatik ondoriozta daitekeen pertsonaia-irudia nobelagintza klasi-
koetan eskeintzen zitzaigunetik oso urrun dago. Pertsonaiaren “barru izaeraren bila-
kaera” alde batera uzten den neurrian, ezin daiteke jadanik Forster-en “pertsonaia
laua/biribila” (round/flat characters) dikotomia erabili nobelagintza berri honetako
protagonistak definitzeko, eta Kafka-ren nobelekin hasi zen “pertsonaiaren heriotza”
nouveau roman delakoaren baitan ezaugarri nabarienetakoa bilakatu da.

100 metro-ra itzuliz, protagonista nagusiaz gain azaltzen diren beste pertsonaieki-
ko ezagutza eskasa nabaria da:

Michele Manassé: Fisikoki ezer gutxi dakigu beraz: ilea “rubioa” duela (46) soilik.
Horretaz gainerako datuak pertsonaia “objetualizatu” besterik ez dute egiten: “21-
IV-46 koa da, Rb, (44), aita judua (46),...

Poliziak: “Noz 17, “voz 2”... gisara aurkeztuak, guztiz anonimoak guretzat. Ape-
nas dakigun ezer beraiez zenbait abizen (Vizquez, Dfez...) ezik.

Daniel, Manuel, Fittipaldi,... ez dakigu “nolakoak” diren, beraien deskribapen zu-
zenik ez bait dago; orobat, protagonistaren familiakideei dagokienez.

Ikaslea: protagonistaren heriotzaren lekukoa bihurturik, ezer gutxi dakigu beraz:
“Bestalde ez hukek bakarrik hil nahi, eta tipoaren bizarrak, sudurrak, janzkerak, jice
osoak hire konfidantza merezi dik” (17). Anonimatoa indartu nahi du narratzaileak:
“Liburuak besapean dituztelarik, kaleak, eskolak, tabernak betetzen dituztenetako
bat gehiago duk” (36)

Bestalde, Greimas-en eredu estrukturala jairraiki, pertsonalek nobelan betetzen
duten funtzioaren arauera honako eskema hau bereiz dezakegu:,

Sujetua: iheslea (Jose)

Objetua: ihes egitea

Laguntzallea ikaslea (aktiboki ezer eglten ez badu ere, protagonistarekiko ele-
mentu “lasaigarria”suertatzen da)

Aurkakoak: poliziak

Eragilea: egoera politikoa

Hartzailea: iheslea eta, azken batean, euskal gizarte osoa

A3, Lebuak:

Ugariak dira, baina nagusiena ihesa gertatzen den plaza dela esango dugu: plaza
errektangularra da eta bertan Liburutegia dago (edifizio neoklasikoa), arkupe batez
inguratua, adokinatua (24, 27, 60, 92,...).

Hortretaz gain Donostia “turismoaren paradisu” bihurtzen duten lekuen aipame-
na: Kontxako pasealekua (59), (89); Parte Zaharra (91).
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Eskolako haurraren kontaketan, leku nagusia ikasgela bera izango litzateke, eta
bigarren maila batean eskolako patioa (jolaslekua) genuke.

A4, Denbora:

Gertaera nagusienak (ihesa) goizeko 8etatik 9etara irauten du. Komisaldegiko
galdaketa egun berean ematen dela suposa badaiteke ere, esplizitoki ez da esaten
“noiz” ematen den.

Egunkariko berriak, aldiz, hurrengo egunekoak dira, baina eskolako haurraren
kontakizuna ez dakigu noiz ematen den eta zenbat irauten duen.

Azkenik, kaleko iruzkinei dagokienez esan dezagun guztiak hurrengo egunean

ematen direla: goizean goiz (autobusaren zain daudenenak, eskolako umeenak),
eguerdian (Bretxan)...

B) TESTUA:

Aurreko mailan ikusitako edukiek nobelan hartzen duten taiutze bereziari deri-
tzogu testua. Horrela, denbora, fokalizazioa eta pertsonaien karakterizazioa ditugu
maila honetan kontutan hartuko ditugun alderdiak.

B.1. Denbora:

B.1.1. Hurrenkera: Historia mailako gertakizunak jazo diren ordena errespetatuz
aurkez daitezke, edo eta, hurrenkera aldatuz, anakronikoki azaldu. Honi dagokionez,
eskuartean dugun nobelan argi dago gertakizunen aurkezpena ez dela denborari da-
gokion bilakaera errespetatuz aurkeztu. Orden teorikoa apurtuz idazleak planu des-
berdinen txandaketa aurkezten digu kapitulu bakoitzean.

Demagun honela izendatzen ditugula nobelan azaltzen zaizkigun planu desberdi-
nak:

A —Thesaren kontakizuna

B —Ikasle gazteari eginikako galdaketa.

D —Egunkariko berriak

E —Kaleko jendearen iruzkinak

F — Eskolako haurraren kontakizuna.

Hauxe izango litzateke beraien hurrenkera:

- Lehenengo kapitulua: F B D ADE

Bigarren kapitulua: F E D ADB

Hirugarren kapitulua: F D A DB E

Laugarren kapitulua: F E B DA D

Bosgarren kapitulua: F B D AD E

Seigarren kapitulua: F A B AB AB AB A E
~ Kontaketa nagusiari atxekiz, ihesaren narrazioa orainaldian dagoela dakusagu,
historia mailako ekintzak gertatu ahala, sinkronikoki aurkezten zaizkigularik.

Thesaren narrazioan tartekatzen diren oroitzapenak anakronia gisara kontsidera
daitezke, atzeranzko anakroniak (Genetteren terminologian, 1972, “analepsiak”).
Analepsi hauek (ikus A.1 puntua) ihesaren momentuan asoziazioa zilegi egiten du-
ten zenbait elementuren bidez ematen dira: giltza (Michéle), odolaren beroa (Ma-
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nuel), iheslearen heriotza (aitaren heriotza), korrikaldia (txikitako pasadizoa). Horre-
taz gainera, aldaketa hori aditz-laguntzailearen denbora aldaketak adierazten du-es-
plizitoki: “Giltzan soldatutako M-aren antzeko, bezalako, berdin bat. ikusten huen,
ikusten duk...” (44); “Ez du, ez huen, ez duk jendez betetako...” (84); “Hotza senti-
tzen du, sentitzen duk, sentitu huen berriz ere...” (82).

Hurrengo eguneko gertakizunen tartekatzean dagokionez (kaleko eskenak egun-
karietako iruzkinak....) aurreranzko anakroniak ditugu, prolepsiak, izan ere, gertaki-
zun nagusia bukatu eta gero ematen diren arren, diskurtsu mailan lehenago aurkez-
ten bait zaizkigu. : ~

Puntu honekin bukatzeko, esan dezagun lehenago aipatu anakronia horietaz kan-
po geratzen dela eskolako haurraren kontaketa. Zenbaitek (nobela honetan oinarrituz
egin den filmean, adibidez) iheslearen haurtzaroko pasadizo gisara ulertu duten
arren, zaila da noiz gertatzen den zehaztea. Hori horrela izanik ere, gute eritziz, orai-
naldiaren erabileragatik eta denboraren zehaztasun ezagatik, narratzaileak hemen
“oraindik orain” gertatzen den egoeraren salaketa egin nahiko lukeela pentsa daiteke
(hipotesi hau baieztatuko luke, bestalde, nobelan zehar plazan jolasean diharduten
haurren “bata beltzen” aipamenak, edo protagonistaren anaia txikiak Salesianoetan
hartzen duenak).

B.1.2 Iraupena: Istorio nagusiak (ihesarenak) ordubete irauten du. Lehenengo
bost kapituluetan (99. orrialderarte) iheslearen korrikaldia kontatzen zaigu, eta ko-
rrikaldi honek 3 bat minutu irauten du. Azken kapituluan, aldiz 8:05etatik 8:58 ar-
tekoa da kontakizun (99 orrialdetik 105 orrialdera). Halaber, aipagarria da lehenen-
go bost kapituluetan kontatzen zaigun gertakizunaren epe:labur horrek (3 minutu)
erritmo guztiz motela duela eskenz-ren gailentasunarengatik (narratzaileak denbora
“gelditu” nahi duela dirudi iheslearen baitan gertatzen den guztia zehazki kontatze-
ko), eta pausa gisara jokatzen duten alpatu oroitzapenengatik.

Azken kapituluan, erritmoa izugarri azkartzen da eskenaren nagusigoa baztertuz,
laburpena gailentzen delako: “Bost minutu pasa dira”(94); “Hamar minutu pasa di-
ra”, “Hogei minutu pasa dira...” (95)

Esandakoa eskema batetan aurkeztuz:

NARRAZIOAREN DENBORA

HISTORIAREN DENBORA 8 am 9am.

B.1.3. Maiztasuna: Historia mailako gertakizunek testu mailan agertzen duten
maiztasuna kontutan hartzen du puntu honek. Gertakizun nagusienari begiratzen
badiogu, hau da, ihesari, banakako kontaketa baten aurrean gaude: ihesa aurrera joan
ahala behin bakarrik kontatzen zaigu jazotakoa. Dena dela bada deigarria suertatzen
den gauza bat: aditz, adjetibo edo izen desberdinen sinonimoen pilaketa: “(...) airea
jan, irentsi edo tragatu nahian.” (36); “Lurrera pegatua sentitzen haiz, lotua” (21),
“Segundoen ihestea, joatea, hiltzea, ikusten, entzuten, usaintzen duk.” (78), “(...)
zango hautsia, zulatua, hustua, inutila, (...)” (80). Guztiarekin ere, errepikapen hori
lehenaldiko oroitzapenetan ere ageri da, narratzaileak iheslearengan iraganeko sen-
tsazio bakoitzak duen pisu bortitza azaleratu nahiko baligu bezala: “Olatu hautsiek,
lehertuek, puskatuek, zelai beltz batean dauden arkumeak dirudite” (18); “(...) ka-
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dentzia,  interbaloa, bitartea, erdiunea, lapsoa kalkulatu behar da...” (19); “Belarri
ondoan jasotzen duan arnasa neurtzen, bijilatzen, kontrolatzen duk” (49).

- Errepikapen horiezaz gain, badira beste motatakoak, batez ere oroitzapenen pla-
nuan:, “Irrifar batez agurtu hinduen - (...)- zer modu, ondo, dibertizen ari haiz, mai-
tasunez, harrokeriaz beterikako irrifar zabalez.(...)- Zer modu, ondo? Dibertitzen ari
haiz?-(...) Aitaren ondoan edo aurrean banko ertzean geratzen da Dibertitzen ari
haiz.” (19-20). Edo Michéle-ri buruzko oroitzapenetan: “J’en fais cadeau seulement a
mes grands amours” (30, gero.35. ot. errepikatua)...

Aipatu errepikapenek iheslearen barru iharduera azpimarratu besterik ez dute
egiten, ondorioz, erritmoa guztiz mantsotuz. Dena dela, puntu honekin bukatzeko
esan dezagun badela nabarmenagoa gertatzen den beste datu bat: plaza errektangula-
rraren etengabeko deskribapena, hain zuzen. Plaza hau 24 eta 27. orrialdeetan des-
kribatzen da erdaraz, ondorengo orrialdeetan berarekiko erreferentzia eta aipuak falta
ez direlarik (56, 60, 91). Argi dago, xehetasun handiz deskribaturik dagoen plaza
honek pisu semantiko handia duela heriotza emango den lekua izateagatik.

B.2. Egileetatik pertsonaictara:

Puntu honetan nobelan azaltzen diren pertsonaia desberdinak irakurleari nork eta
nola aurkezten dizkion azaltzen saiatuko gara.

Eskolako haurra: Ez zaigu bere deskribapenik ematen eta diegesi mailatik kanpo
dagoen narratzaile batek aurkezten digu, “haurra” izena erabiliz (11). Beraz, objeti-
botasuna eta inpartzialtasuna nagusi direla esan dezakegu.

Poliziak: Ez da inoiz beraien deskribapenik azaltzen eta “Boz 1, 2, 3...” gisara
aurkezten zaizkigu. Beraien arteko elkarrizketari esker, batzuen abizenak ezagutzen
ditugu: Diez, Vizquez, Sinchez,.... Zeharkako aurkezpen honetan aipatu abizenen
nolakotasuna (kanpotarrak/hemengoak dikotomia gogoratuz) da aipagatriena.

Ikaslea: kontalariak, hots, protagonistak aurkezten digu, eta beraz, lehen esan be-
zala, ezer gutxi dakigu:, bizarduna, eta batez ere “fidatzekoa” dela iheslearen begieta-
ra. Eritzi guztiz subjetiboa, beraz.

Kaleko jendea: beti lehenago aipatu narratzaile extradiegetikoak aurkezten ditu.
Ez da beraien deskribapenik egiten, eta harrigarria suertatzen den distantzia batetik
aurkezten zaizkigu. Adibide batzu aipatzekotan: geltokiko jendeek “xinaurriak diru-
dite” (22), “kargamentu” gisara definitzen ditu (26), ... Dena dela, ezin esan daiteke
zenbait kasutan narratzaile honek guztiz “inpartzialki” jokatzen duenik. Honen le-
kuko Bretxako emakumeei buruzko hitz hauek jarriko genituzke: “Beren karteratxo-
ak bular potoloen, bular agortuen, oraindik tente agertzen diren bulartxoen kontra
herstutuz” (55). Bukatzeko, esan dezagun narratzaile honek pertsonaiaren bati bu-
ruzko ezaugarririk ematen duenean “pintzelada” moduko zenbait xehetasun aipatu
besterik ez duela egiten: “Jubilatuek eguzkiari itxoiten diote (...). Perlako semaforo
aurrean hasperenak, hortz deskoloken tarte beltzak, postizoen trasparentziak erakus-
ten dituzte” (59). _

Oroitzapenetan agertzen diren pertsonaien deskribapen fisiko-psikiko zuzenik
apenas ematen zaigun, eta gehienetan beraiei buruzko datuak pertsonaia “objetu” gi-
sara, modu ez-pertsonalean aurkezten digute: Michel-i buruz bere lepoko txapan
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dioenaz aparte melena rubioa duela dakigu, gerrialdea “tersoa” duela; bere aitari bu-
ruz ezer gutxi dakigu: sudur zorrotza duela,.... Zertzelada guzti hauek diegesi maila-
ko narratzaileak, hots, protagonistari esker dakizkigu (2.pertsonan), eta oroitzapenei
dagozkien datuak direnez, logikoa da pertsonaia guzti hauei buruz itxura fisikoa bai-
no gehiago protagonistarekiko beremrHarremana, jokabidea, jakitea.

Jarraian, esan ditzagun bi hitz protagonistaz, hau da, ihesleaz. Beran buruzko
ezagutza mugatua da: pisua, neurria, izena,... guztiak zeharka emanak, bigarren mai-
lako narratzaileak, hain zuzen. Azken finean, nobela honek eraikitzen duen mundu-
nobeleskoan narratzaileari ez zaio interesatzen bere ingurunea deskribatzea; alderan-
tziz, “bizitutako” ingurunea aurkezten zaigun neurrian pertsonaiak, protagomstak
berak ere bai, egiten dutenari esker definitzen dira.

B.3. Fokalizazioa:

Lanaren azken atal honen xedea puntu hau aztertzea denez, eskema honen ondo-
ren ipintzeari egokiago eritzi diogu.

D. NARRAZIOA:

Azken maila honetan testu narratiboek duten ezaugarri nagusienetakoaz, hots,
narratzaileaz, ihardungo dugu. Genette-ri jarraituz (1972), hiru alderdi hartuko di-
tugu kontutan: Narrazio denbora, maila eta pertsona.

D.1. Denbora:

Gertakizun baten kontaketa ematen den momentuan gauza daiteke (a/dibercko
kontaketa), gertatu eta handik denbora batera (geroagoko kontaketa) edo etorkizunean
gertatuko den zerbait lehenagotik konta diezaguke narratzaileak (lebenagoko kontake-
1a).

100 metro-ren kasuan kontaketa nagusia z/diberekoa da, dudarik gabe (orainaldian
idatzia, nouveau roman-eko nobelagileek gustokoen duten denboran, alegia), bertan
tartekatzen diren oroitzapenen kontaketa gerosgokos izan daitekeelarik aditza lehenal-
dian erabiltzen den pasarteetan.

Iruzkinen eta galdaketaren planoei dagokienez, kontaketa nagusia baino beran-
duagokoak badira ere, orainaldian aurkezten zaizkigu aldiberekotasuna azpimarra-
tuz. Nolanahi ere, geroagoko kontaketa batek historiari ematen dion “kontu” kutsu

hori gaindituz, natratzaileak leku guztietan dagoen kontalari objetibo bat aurkezten
digu.

D.2. Narrazio Maila:

Mailaren bidez narratzaileak unibertsu diegetikoarekiko duen erlazioa finkatzen
dugu. Narratzailea kontatzen zaigun istorioaren barruan egon daiteke, partaide iza-
nik (narratzaile intradiegetikoa), edo istorioaz kanpo (diegesi mailaz kanpo, alegia)
egon daiteke (extradiegetikoa).

Nobela honetan ihesaren kontaketaren gehiengoa diegesi barruko narratzaile ba-
tek aurkezten digu (2. pertsonan), eta beraz, intradiegetikoa dela esan dezakegu. Na-.
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rratzailea diegesi mailaz kanpo kokatzen denean distantzia handiz narratzen du, ob-
serbatzaile “inpartziala” bihurtuz (honen frogarik adierazgarriena. narratzaile edo
“egileak” 38. orrialdean ipintzen duen oinoharra litzateke). Beste planuetan narra-
tzaileak istorioaz kanpo kontatzen du, objetiboki (3. pertsonan); hemen sartuko lira-
teke: kaleko iruzkinen kontaketa, eskolako haurrarena eta galdaketarena (baldin eta
planu honetan narratzailerik dagoenik onartzen bada, izan ere Henry James-en “kon-
taketa dramatizatua” azken muturrera eramanez, ez bait dugu “zerbait” kontatzen
duen instantzia narratiborik topatzen, baizik eta, teatrolan baten moduan, akotazioak
besterik ez bait daude bertan). -

Era berean, aipagarria da ihesaren planuan narratzaileak oroitzapenen kontaketari
ekiten dionean batzutan gertatzen diren “ahots” aldaketak. Batzu aipatzekotan: “Joa-
ten haizen, hoan, joaten doan bezala” (18); “Belaunetik behera busti da, busti zen,
busti hintzen bakarrik,...” (19); “llargia lokalizatzen saiatzen haiz, saiatu hintzen,
saiatzen da.” (31); “Neskak seriotasun komiko batez begiratzen dio, hinduen,
hau,...” (35). Bigarren pertsonatik hirugarrenerako aldaketa horietan; narratzailea
diegesi mailatik atera egiten da distantzia handiago batez ekintza ikusirik. Normale-
an, 3. pertsonako narratzaile honek kanpo fokalizazio objetiboan dakusa istorioa.

D3 Pert.rokna:‘

Ihesaren planoa kontatzen digun narratzailea istorioko protagonista delako “Au-
todiegetikoa” dela esango dugu. Hirugarren pertsonan kontatzen duena “heterodie-
getikoa” istorioaren garapenean parte-hartze aktiborik ez duena.

D.4. Narratzaileari dagokion puntu hau bukatzeko, eta fokalizazioari dagokiona
aztertzen hasi baino lehen, azken ohartxo bat egin nahiko genuke 2. pertsonan aur-
kezten zaigun kontaketa modu honetaz.

Jakina da Saizarbitoria dugula, gure nobelagintzaren historia laburrean, bigarren
pertsona narratiboa erabili zuen lehena. Alabaina, bere lehenengo nobelan (Egunero
basten delako, 1969) azaltzen zaigun bigarren pertsona hori aztertzen ari garen nobe-
lan aurkezten zaigunetik arras desberdina da. Lehenengoaren kasuan, 2. pertsona ho-
ri nobelan bertan gauzatzen den pertsonaia-entzuleari dagokio (“narratarioa” Prince-
ren terminologian), eta maila honetan, Camus-en Lz chute (1956) nobelan gertatzen
den legez, pertsonaia baten solasaldiaren hartzaile ixila bilakatzen da.

Bigarren nobelan aldiz, aipatu pertsona gramatikalaren erabilerak ez du pertso-
naia-entzule desberdin bat aurresuposatzen; aitzitik, bere buruari erreferentzia egiten
dion bigarren pertsona dugu hau.

Rita Gnutzmann-ek (1983) bere artikulu interesgarrian dioskunez, mende hone-
tako 60. hamarkada arte oso idazle gutxik erabili zuen pertsona narratibo hau; adibi-
de batzu aipatzekotan, Dos Passos-en U.S.A. trilogiako “The Camera Eye” izena du-
ten zenbait pasarte (1930-1936) edo Malcolm Lowty-ten Under the Volcano (1947)
nobelan kontsularen bakarrizketa gogora ditzakegu.

Gerora, 2. pertsona honen erabilera gehiago hedatu zen, batez ere Michel Butor-
en La Modification (1957) nobelak edukitako arrakastaren ondorioz. Butor-ek berak
argi ta garbi adierazi zuen baliapide narratibo honek berarekin zituen abantailak:
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“Ainsi, chaque fois que 'on voudra décrire un véritable progres de la cons-
cience, la naissance méme du langage ou d’un langage, c’est la seconde personne
qui sera la plus efficace” (1964: 67)

Beraz, narratzen ari zaiguna bere barru egoeraz, pentsamenduez,... konsziente ez
den neurrian 2. pertsona hori interesgarri suerta dakioke.

Gure literaturara itzuliz, bigarren pertsona narratiboaren erabilera gehiegi ez dela
hedatu baiezta daiteke: J. A. Arrietaren Abuztuaren 15eko bazkalondoa (1979), J. Kot-
tazarren Bidean izan zen, vosapen (1982), J. Zulaikaren Zu zara..., edo J. M. Iturralderen
Dudular (1983) liburuetako pasarteak gogora ditzakegu urritasun horren salbuespen
gisara. '

Orobat, aipagarria da 2. pertsona hotren erabilerak 100 metro nobelan hartzen
duen itxura: protagonista hil eta gero, bere “barru ahotsa” den 2: pertsona narratibo-
ak aurrera darrai pertsonaiaren sentipen guztiak kontatuz. Baliabide benetan bitxia
gure artean baina mende honetako literaturgintzan parekorik topa dezakeena; gogo-
ratu bestela W. Faulkner-en As I lay Dying (1930) edo J. Rulfo-ren E/ llano en llamas
(1953) liburuetako pasarteak.

B.3. Fokalizazioa 100 metro-n

a) Kontaketa nagusia: ihesa.

Euskal narratiban fokalizazioak ematen dituen aukera desberdinak erakusteko
testurik aukeratu beharko bagenu eskuartean duguna izango litzateke, dudarik gabe,
interesgarriena. Jarraian ikusiko dugunez, ihesaren kontaketa honetan fokoaren eten-
gabeko mugimenduak aberastasun eta dramatikotasun izugarria ematen dio nobelari.

Planu honen gehiengoa barru fokalizazioan dago, hau da, diegesi mailako pertso-
naia dugu (iheslea) ekintza guztia fokalizatzen duena. Kasu honetan, gehienetan be-
zala, narratzaile mota zehatz baten aukerak baldintzatzen du fokoaren nolakotasuna:
gorago aipatutako bigarren pertsonaren baliapideaz ari gara, hain zuzen ere.

Aipatu fokalizatzaile horrek bere gain hartzen duen fokalizazio objetua (fokaliza-
tua, alegia) ezperzibigarria da gehienetan, eta honen frogagarri, gogora ditzagun zen-
bait adibide: “Atzean pausoen hots lehorra entzuten duk” (15); “(...) zerraldo eroriko
haizela intuitzen duk. (...). Garbi garbi akordatzen haiz...” (30).

Alabaina, adibide horietan dakusagunez, batru fokalizazio horri dagokion alderdi
psikologikoan badago berezitasunik. Gogora dezagun Rimmon-Kenan-ek “intuitzen
duk”, “sentitzen duk”,... eta horrelako aditzak kanpo fokalizazioaren eragina fokali-
zatu ez-perzibigarrietan gauzatzen denean ematen diren adierazpideak direla baiez-
tatzen duela bere liburuan. Hori horrela izanik, nobela honetako erabilera nolabait
azaldu beharko bagenu, bigarren pertsona gramatikalari egotzi beharko geniokeela
iruditzen zaigu. Badirudi iheslearen baitan “kontzienteak” ez diren pertsamendu ho-
riek azaleratze nahia dela etengabeko ihardun hori. Ondorioz, alderdi psikologikoan
genekusakeen distantzia hori, narratzaile intradiegetikoak baldintzatzen duela esan-
go dugu.

Bestalde, ihesaren kontaketaren pisu handiena iheslearen baitan kokatua dagoen
foko horrek eduki arren, zenbait kasutan “lekuz” aldatzen da, pertsonaiaren baitatik
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beste guneetara mugituz. Halakoetan &anpo fokalizazio honek beregain hartzen duena
perzibigarria da: (15) “Dena den, ez duk, ez du burua bueltatzen...” (32) “Mutila,
blusa tartetik xilborretik behera intsinuatzen zaion itzal rubioaren kontenplazioetan
galtzen da. Galtzen naiz. Laster ipurdia bistan joango dituk entzuten duk atzean”.

Hortaz:

FE — Fo perzibigar————FP — Fo-ez perzi.

(Kanpoko fokalizatzaile batek objetu perzibigarria fokalizatzen du, ondoren na-
rratzaile aldaketarekin batera, barru fokalizazio batera pasatuz, pentsamenduak,...
etab. erakutsiz {fokalizatu ez-perzibigarria]).

Beste kasuetan, fokalizatzaile aldaketa ematen bada ere, honi ez darraikio fokali-

zatu aldaketa batek. Eta alderantziz, badira fokalizatua bakarrik aldatzen diren ka-
suak:

Fokalizatzaile aldaketak:

(84) “Tristura ematen dio beltzez jantziko dutela pentsatzeak. Imajinazioa entre-
tenitzea lortu du osabari heldu gara entzuten dionean. Ez du, ez huen, ez
duk jendez betetako bebarrua ezagutu, agian herori sentitzen haiz estrai-

»

noa.
(66) “Haren besoa sentitzen duk, sentitzen huen, sentitzen du bere ondoan etzan-

da lau baten forman doblatua atzea ematen dion gorputzari urreratzen zaio-
”»
nean”.

Fokalizatu aldaketak:

(37) “Ezin identifikatu duen errebolber bat ikusten diok eskuartean. Kainoia oso
laburra duen errebolber beltza. Ez zaik erreglamentozkoa iruditzen”.

(45) “Hire besoaz libratuz begietara begiratzen dik.(...) galdetzen diok heure bu-
ruari”,

Espazioldenbora alderdiei dagokienez, bada gauza interesgarririk. Horrela, planu
honetan kanpo fokalizazioa gailentzen denean objetu pertzibigarria (fokalizatua)
ikusmira zabal batetik aurkezten da, panoramikoa deiturikoa, alegia. Denboraren ara-~
zoari eutsiz, ihesaren kontaketan ematen diren fokalizazioak sinkronikoak direla esan-
go dugu.

Tkusmira panoramikoaren adibideak:

(15) “Dena den, ez duk, ez du burua bueltatzen. Arkupetik gero eta gehaigo al-
denduz —Ajuntamentua eskubialdera utziaz— “Zamudio”ren terrazerantz
zuzentzen ditu pausuak. Atzekoak berriz basket-ekipo baten formazio eran
abantzatzen dute (...)".

(37) “Hire, haren inguruan proiektatu bide zen semizirkuloa azkenean osatu egin
da. Ezker eskuin, puntetan, edo hegaletan, korrika doazenak —pivotaren
posiziora aurreratuz— ez dute inolako interesik gehiago abantzatuz zirku-
loa osatzeko”.

Adibideotan argi dago fokoa oso goian kokatuta dagoela. Halaber, esan dezagun
basket-ekipoarekin eta pivot-ekin egindako konparaketa horiek kontaketari kentzen
dioten dramatikotasuna dudaezinezkoa dela. Saskibaloiko terminologia horrek kanpo
fokalizazio objetiboa azpimarratzen du. Gauza bera esan daiteke protagonista izen-
datzeko erabiltzen den “ihesle” hitzaz edo poliziei datxekien “jarraitzaile” terminoaz.
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Azken batean, psikologia eta espazio/denbora mailetan isladatzen den objetibotasuna
izendaketa mailara hedatzeri dela baiezta daiteke.

Oroitzapenen planura pasatuz, lehenaldiko pasarte hauetan fokalizazioa barrukoa
da batipat, eta fokalizatzen dena perzibigarria nahiz ez-perzibigarria izan daitezke.

Dena dela, oroitzapenekin jarraituz, kanpo fokalizazioa dagoen kasu batzutan na-
rratzaileak zenbait laguntza eskeintzen dizkio irakurle inplizitoari, fokalizazio horren
mugak errespetatuz beharrezkoa kontsideratzen duen informazio bat eskeiniz.

Laguntza hauek Gerald Prince-k “narratarioa” deitzen duen instantziaren pre-
sentzia salatzen dute, eta ugariagoak dira kaleko eskenen planoan, bertan azaltzen di-
ren deskribapenak erabat objetiboak izanik laguntza horiek egoeraren ulermen osora-
ko ezinbestekoak gertatzen bait dira.

(18) “Iraila edo urria behar du izan(...). Irailan batez ere, baina Urrian ere hau-

rrek olatuekin jolastu ohi dira “Concha’ko lehendabiziko ranpan” '

(27) “Lehenago ere ikusi den plaza errektangularra”.

b) Poliziaren itaunketaren planoa:

Badirudi pertsonaia desberdinek hartzen duten izendaketatik abiatuz (Boz 1, Boz -
2,...) planu honetan fokalizaziorik ez dagoela esatera bultzatuak gaudela. Izan ere,’
akotazio gehienak “entzumenari” loturik azaltzen dira, eta ez daukagu dena gainetik
ikusiko lukeen pertsonaiarik.

Dudarik gabe, sinesgarritasun helburu batekin jokatu'du hemen Saizarbitoriak.
Galdaketa bat azaldu ezin daitekeela onartuz, “bizitu” soilik egin daitekeela esan be-
har. Horregatik, eta erdararen erabileragatik, suertatzen da hain txundigarria galda-
ketaren planua. Guztiarekin ere, interesgarria da filmean planu hau aurkezteko mo-
dua gogoratzea: etengabeko mugimenduan dabiltzan bi poliziak lekukoari galdaketa
egiten ari diren bitartean, beste bi poliziek ispiluzko leiho baten atzetik eskena guz-
tia dakusate, eta hau horrela izateak, lehenago aipaturiko gure iritzia indartu beste-
rik ez du egiten: sinesgaitza izango litzateke eskena horretan obserbatzaile bat, hots,
narratzailea, egotea.

d) Eskolako haurraren planoa:

Kontaketa honetan fokalizatzailea beti kanpoan kokaturik dago. Bestalde, fokali-
zatua beti da perzibigarria eta ez zaizkigu inoiz haurraren sentimenduak, usteak,...
agertzen. Hortaz, iraunkortasuna finkoa dela esan behar.

Nolanahi den, bada kontutan hartzeko beste datu bat: fokoak etengabeko mugi-
menduan dihardu planu honetan, eta gehienetan ikasgela fokalizatzen bada ere (hau-
rrarenganako hurbilpena lortuz), zenbait unetan foko horrek gelako hormak gaindi-
tzen ditu patioa fokalizatuz. Gure ustez, espazioari dagokion kanpo/barru (espazio
murriztua/panoramikoa) aldaketa horrek gela barruko giro itogarria salatu besterik
ez luke egingo: : .

(11) “Haurrak gabardina erantzi ondoren (...). Patio atzean eguzkia laino artean

ezkutatu da.”

Azkenik, denbora mailan ematen den sinkroniak ezagutzaren muga baldintzatzen
duela esango dugu, mugaketa hori narratzaileak umetxoa izendatzeko erabiltzen
duen izenarekin indartzen delarik.
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e) Egunkariko berrien planoa:

Maila honetan idazkerak berak erakusten duen alderdikeria da aipagarriena. Poli-
zien txostenetatik oso gertu dagoen estilo honetan iheslea “fugitivo” den bitartarte-
an, poliziak “patrulla de vigilancia” gisara izendatzen dira. Argi dago, beraz, iheslea-
rengandik urruti dagoen fokalizazioaren aurrean gaudela.

f) Kaleko eskenen planoa:

Theslearen heriotzaren inguruan egiten diren iruzkinez osaturik dago plano hau.
Hauekin batera, liburuxka turistikoetatik hartutako Donostiaren deskribapenak tar-
tekatzen dira, Konstituzio Plaza eta bere inguruen kanpo fokalizazioa biziki nabar-
mentzen delarik. :

Betiere ikusmira panoramikoa erabiliz, iheslearen planoarekin etlaziotan jartzen
gaituzten zenbait elementuren (guztiak perzibigarriak) aipamena balio semantiko
handikoa bihurtzen da:, 108 zenbakiko balkoia, odol koagulatuz zikindutako adoki-
na (2. eta 3. kapituluetan), adokin bustia (4. kapituluan) eta arkupeak (5. kapitu-
luan).

Zernahi gisa, kaleko eskena hauen deskribapenean gailentzen den objetibotasuna,
liburuxka turistikoetatik hartutako paragrafoetako hizkuntza erretoriko eta harroke-
riaz betetakoak apurtu egiten du.

Bukatzeko, hona hemen deskribapen objetibo hauetan fokoak duen etengabeko
mugimenduaren adibide bat: “Pescaderfa kaleko perspektiba gris axatua. Calle de la
Pescaderia esaten duen plaka zuri obalatua. Atzean arkupeak, Arkupeetatik zintzilik
ageri diren kriseluak. (...). Plaza barrena. Lurrean mantal beltzez eseriak zeuden haur
batzuk altxatu egiten dira.” (56)

B.3.1 Alderdi ideologikoaz:

Ideologiaren alderdiari dagokion puntu hau besteengandik berezirik aurkeztea
fokalizazioaren alderdi honen berezkotasunari egozten diogu. Askoz ere egokiagoa
iruditu zaigu nobelaren osotasunari dagokion ahots aberastasun herren atzean mun-
du ikuskera desberdinen aurkezpena egiten den aztertzeko, atal hau berezirik ipin-
tzea.

Guztiarekin ere, esan beharra dago ezer gutxi esango dugula puntu honetan, ho-
rretarako Jesus M.* Lasagabasterrek (1989) 100 metro-ren izaera polifonikoaz argita-
sun ugari eskeintzen bait du.

Lasagabasterrek dioenez 100 metro nobelaren izaera polifonikoa maila desberdine-
tan azaleratzen da: batetik, nobelan aurkezten zaizkigun sistima linguistiko desber-
dinetan (euskara/erdara), bestetik, sortutako eta erantsitako testuen konbinaketan
(iragarkiak, irratiko berriak,...).

Polifonia aberastasun horrek mundu ikuskera desberdinak, ikuspuntu desberdi-
nak isladatzen ditu testuan. Gehienetan elkarren aurka azaltzen dira mundu-ikuske-
ra hauek eta ideologia desberdin hauen etsenplurik adierazgarrienetakoa euskara/er-
dara erabilera horrek itudikatzen duen komunitate soziolinguistiko horretako talde
desberdinen arteko oposaketa dela esan dezakegu. Hori horrela izanik, eta hizkuntza
desberdinen erabilerak duen pisu semantiko nabarmena kontutan harturik, harriga-
rria suertatzen da nobela honetan oinarriturik egindako filmean ikusi ahal daitekee-
na. Izan ere, filme honetan kaleko iruzkinak, Michele-rekin edukitako-harrema-
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nak,... euskara hutsean azaltzen bait dira, gazteleraren erabilera galdaketaren planora
mugatuz. Ez dugu uste nobela-filmea arteko desberdintasun hauek eztabaidatzeko
lekua-garaia denik, baina bi sistima artistiko hauek eduki ditzaketen berezitasun eta
mugak gaindituz, desegokia erizten diogu filmean egiten den aldaketa horri.

E. BUKATZEKO:

Fokalizazioari dagokion azken puntu honetan nobela honek duen aberastasuna
azaltzen saiatu gara. Ikusi dugunez, iheslearen planoan ematen den fokalizazioa
gehien batean barrukoa izateak nobela honetan heriotzak duen garrantzia azpima-
rratzen du. Pertsonaia nagusiari gerturatzen zaion bukaera triste horten azken uneak
“camara lenta”n (cf. filmean) aurkezten zaizkigu bere buruarekin daukan etengabeko
barru-solasaldiaren bidez “esan” ezin daitekeen hori literaturaren bidez adierazteko.

Thesaren kontaketan azken mugetaraino eramaten den barneratze hori, ingurune-
az eskaintzen zaigun azalpen objetiboari kontrajartzen zaio (barru fokalizazioa-kanpo
fokalizazioa), eta, horregatik, fokalizazioaren beste alderdien (ideologikoa, linguisti-
koa,...) balio semantikoa indartu egiten da, ondorioz “heriotza” horren inguruan
ematen den jarrera aniztasuna isladatuz.

Beraz, testu polifoniko honetan etengabeko gatazkan azaltzen zaizkigun funtsez-
ko bi komunijtateak, eta beraien iruzkinetan gehienetan soma daitekeen heriotzareki-
ko distantziak, bizitzak aurrera jarraitzen duela gogoratzen digu. Azken finean, ihes-
learentzat heriotzak duen alderdi misteriotsw/bortitza, inguruko pertsonaien jarrerek
irudikatzen duten bizitzaren zurrunbiloan murgiltzen da. Bizitzak aurrera darrai,
egunerokotasunean barneratzen gairtu, eta iheslearen patuak notbait gertutik ikutzen
badu iheslea bera da. Heriotza dugu beraz, norberaren heriotzaren drama, 100 metro-n
keinuka ari zaiguna.
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Negation in Syntax: On the Nature of
Functional Categories and Projections*

ITZIAR LAKA
(M.I.T.-Rochester)

1. The tense c-command condition
1.0. Introduction

In this chapter, I explore certain syntactic phenomena induced by sentence nega-
tion in Basque and English, and I attempt to provide a unified account of them, bas-
ed on a universal requirement on functional heads. This requirement, which I will
refer to as the Tense C-command Condition, is stated in (1). It requires that all function-
al heads in the clause that are propositional operators be c-commanded by the head
Tense at S-structure.

(1) TENSE C-COMMAND CONDITION

Tense must c-command at S-structure all propositional operators of the clause.

The TCC is not a requirement on sentence negation only, but on the dominance
relations holding between Tense and all other functional heads that operate on the
clause. In this chapter, however, I will present evidence for the TCC based solely on
sentence negation. More specifically, I will argue that apparently unrelated syntactic
phenomena surfacing in sentence negation in languages like Basque, English and
modern Hebrew are directly induced by the TCC, given the different parametric set-
tings of thése languages.

A second point to be argued for will be that there is a parametric choice regar-
ding the placement of Negation at D-structure. I will argue that Negation can be
generated TP (=IP)' internally or TP externally in different languages. Ultimately,
then, I am claiming that (at least some) functional heads may vary in their selec-
tional properties across languages.

* This article constitues a2 unmodified version of first and second chapters of my PhD thesis (M.I.T.
1990). A revised version of 3th chapter is to be published in J. A. Lakarra & J. Ortiz de Utrbina (eds.), Syntax
Theory & Basque Syntax, Publications of ASJU 22, Donostia (in press). I would like to thank N. Chomsky,
K. Hale, M. Halle, J. Harris, I. Heim, J. Higginbotham, H. Lasnik, R. Larson, W. O’Neill, D. Pesetsky,
D. Steriade, E. Torrego, J. Uriagereka for crucial help and inspiration. Also to A. Mahajan, L. Cheng, H. De-
mirdash, K. Sloan, the students in the department, the Basque colleagues A. Eguzkitza, X. Ormazabal, J. Or-
tiz de Urbina, B. Oyhargabal, M. Uribe-Etxeberria, J. I. Hualde and X. Artiagoitia and the professors and
friens at the University of the Basque Country. '

(*) I will identify TP (Tense Phrase) with IP (Inflectional Phrase), following Pollock (1989). Distinctions
between IP and TP will be made only when relevant in the discussion.

[ASJU, 1991, XXV-1, 065-136}
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In particular, I claim that whereas in languages like English negation is gener-
ated below TP (as in Pollock 1987 and Chomsky 1989), there are languages like
Basque where negation is generated above »TP. This is schematized in (2):

(2) ENGLISH BASQUE
P . . NEGP

SEp> PENN
PO s

Given phrase structures like (2), Grammars rely solely on UG operations to arrive
at the unique solution (1) imposed on them by UG. If this approach is correct,. the
only place where there is room for language variation is in the inherent properties of
functional items, which will differ in their selectional properties in such a way as to
generate different functional structures.

- The material presented in this chapter, hence, strongly supports the view of param-
etrization put forward by Chomsky (1989) and references therein: parameters are re-
duced to the non-substantive part of the lexicon.

Based on these two premises, the Tense C-command Condition and the param-
etric choice given in (2), negation-induced phenomena in English and Basque are ex-
plained rather simply, given parametric differences independent of negation.

I will first present an analysis of Basque sentence negation, where the TCC forces
movement of Infl to Neg, thus inducing the ‘dislocated” word order characteristic of
negative sentences in this language. Evidence from deletion and Negative Polarity
Items will be presented, suporting the claim that NegP dominates TP in Basque,
unlike in English or French (Pollock 1989). Next, I will discuss the asymmetry bet-
ween main and embedded sentence negation in Basque. This asymmetry will be
shown to involve movement to the head Comp in embedded sentences.

I will then turn to English and argue that the Tense C-command Condition pro-
vides a more satisfactory explanation for 4o support than previous analyses in the lit-
erature, particularly those of Pollock (1989) and Chomsky (1989). I will first show
how these analysis fail to account for the phenomena of o support, and I will then
present the alternative analysis in terms of the TCC.

The case of sentence negation in Southern Romance and the distribution of neg-
ative morphemes in Modern Hebrew will also be discussed, and their relevance for
the TCC hypothesis will be shown. Finally, I will discuss the nature of the TCC as a
constraint on syntactic representations.

1.1 . Preliminaries: on Basque grammar.

Before discussing the data from Basque sentence negation, I will consider some

general properties of Basque, with pamcular reference to those that are particularly
relevant for our discussion.
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1.1.1. On Maximal Projections.
A. Case Marking.

Basque has an ergative case marking system. Descriptively speaking, this means
that subjects of one-argument verbs and objects of two-argument verbs share absolu-
tive case, whereas transitive subjects display ergative case marking. All arguments
that are complements of the verb at D-structure surface with absolutive case, whe-
reas those arguments that are subjects already at D—Structure dlsplay ergative case
marking?.

Hence, subjects of unnacusative vetbs like etorri ‘arrive’ or erori ‘fall’ have absolu-
tive case, like the objects of transitives like 7&usi ‘see’ or jan ‘eat’. The subject of in-
transitive verbs like birz egin ‘speak’ or lo egin ‘sleep’ shares ergative case with transi-
tive subjects in Basque. This Case-marking system is illustrated in (3):

(3) a. Ume-a etorri da b. Ume-a-k sagarr-a jan du
Kid-the arrived has Kid-the-E apple-the eaten has
“The kid has arrived’ . “The kid has eaten the apple’

c. Ume-a-k hitz egin du
Kid-the-E word make has
“The kid has spoken’

(3a) illustrates the unnacusative verb etorri ‘arrive’, the subject of which has abso-
lutive case; (3b) shows the transitive verb jzz ‘eat’, which marks the subject with er-
gative case (E), and the object with absolutive case’. Flnally (3d) is an example of an
intransitive verb, itz egin ‘speak’, whose subject is again marked with ergative case’.

It is well known that most languages morphologically matklng ergativity do not
display syntactic ergativity, in that syntactic processes or properties that make refer-
ence to ‘subjects’ or their structural correlates apply to the same set of arguments as
in accusative languages (Cf. Anderson 1976, Levin 1983 and Ortiz de Urbina 1989)
have argued convincingly that Basque is not syntactically ergative. Unlike languages
like Warlpiri (Hale 1981, 1983) where arguments are marked in an ergative pattern
but agreement markers follow an accusative system, Basque consistenly shows erga-
tive morphology both on overt arguments and the agreement system.

B. Agreement and Word Order.

There are three grammatical cases: Ergative, Dative and Absolutive. They are
marked on the arguments by the following morphemes: -£ for the ergative, -(r)i for
the dative and zero for the absolutive. The empty category pro is licensed in all three
verbal arguments (Salaburu 1986, Ortiz de Urbina 1989), plausibly in relation to

(®) For a detailed discussion of ergativity, unaccusativity and case marking in Basque, see Levin (1983)
Ortiz de Urbina (1989), and Oyhargabal (1990).

() For a recent account of Case in Basque where absolutive is not taken to be a single case but rather two
different cases (nominative in (32) and accusative in (3b)), see Oyharcabal (1990).

(*) Uribe-Etxebarria (1989) presents a detailed discussion and analysis of intransitive verbs in Basque,
deriving them from transitive structures that undergo noun incorporation.
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the fact that Basque Inflection (henceforth Infl) shows agreement with all of them:
ergative, absolutive and dative, as illustrated in (4)’:

. (4. a. Irune-k Ibon-i etxe-a eman dio
Irune-E Ibon-D house-the given has(3A-3D-3E)
‘Irune gave the house to Ibon’
b. pro pro pro eman dio
... . given aux(3A-3D-3E)
‘s/he gave it to her/him’

It is the agreement morphemes encoded in the auxiliary verb which identify the

empty pronominals; thus, a change in the morphemes of the auxiliary will convey a
different meaning:

(5) a. pro pro pro eman diguzu b. pro pro pro eman dizkidate
give aux(3A-1pl-2E) give aux(3plA-1D-3plE)
“You gave it to us’ “They gave them to me’

Following Uriagereka (1986) and Laka & Uriagereka (1987), I will assume that it
is the licensing of pro in these positions what makes it possible to generate left or
right dislocated arguments, parallel to the way in which Romance languages that
license pro in the Specifier of IP can right or left dislocate the subject. I will assume
that the ‘free word order’ displayed by Basque’is in fact a consequence of these mul-
tiple dislocations. Thus, consider the following sentences (6), and compare them to
those in (1):

(6) a. [1p pro; pro; proy eman dio] Irunek; Iboni; etxeay
b. [1p pro; pro; proy eman dio] etxeay, Iboni; Irunek;
c. etxeay Iboni; [1p Irunek pro; proy eman dio]
d. [ip pro; Iboni proy eman dio] etxeay Irunek;

The examples in (6) show only some of the possible combinations. In fact, all
arguments can be combined freely among themselves, as well as with pro-dropped
arguments, multiplying the number of possible sentences. The order variations are
not semantically identical; for instance, the preverbal argument can be interpreted as
focus under the right intonation pattern, and the right dislocated constituents are
interpreted as topics (Altube 1929, Mitxelena 1981, Ortiz de Urbina 1989)5.

Given the freedom displayed by maximal projections in Basque, arguments for
clause structure and dominance relations cannot be straightforwardly based on the
surface order of the verbal arguments. Rather, the relevant evidence must be drawn
from processes or phenomena that exhibit ordering constraints.

() The conventions for the glosses are: E=ergative case; D=dative case; Absolutive agreement is only
glossed in the auxiliary verb; its marker is empty in the argument. Agreement elements in the auxiliary verb
are encoded by a number for the person (1=first person, 2=second person, etc...), followed by the case to
which it corresponds.

() Subject inversion in Romance isn’t semantically inert either. See Contreras (1976) for Spanish; Cala-
brese (1985) for Italian, Raposo (1987) for Portuguese, and Bonet (1989) for Catalan.
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1.1.2. On heads: Verb, Aspect, Inflection.

Contrasting sharply with the freedom of order of verbal arguments, the verb and
Inflection have vety strict ordering constraints in Basque. In declarative sentences,
the inflected auxiliary must follow the lexical verb:

(7) a. Etxeaerori da b. *Etxea da erori
house fallen has house has fallen
“The house fell down’ (‘The house fell down’)

The first example, (7a), is a well formed declarative sentence, where the lexical
verb precedes the inflected auxiliary. (7b), however, is not a licit order in a declara-
tive sentence; a sequence like the one in (7b) is only acceptable in emphatic senten-
ces (see chapter 2, sections 2.0 and 2.3 for an account of this emphatic construction).

On top of this precedence requirement, there is also a strict adjacency require-
ment: no constituent can intervene between the verb and the inflected auxiliary,” as
illustrated in (8):

(8) a. Etxea | erori da b. *eror: etxea da
house-the fall-down has fallen house-the has
“The house fell down’ (‘The house fell down’)

Considering these data, it could be argued that verb raising to Infl takes place at
S-structure (as in Emonds 1976), thus yielding a single X© constituent.

I will not take this position for reasons that will become more clear when nega-
tion facts are discussed below. Instead, I will argue that V does not raise to Infl. Un-
der this view, then, the reason why no constituent may intervene between V and Infl
has to do with the impossibility of adjunction to VP (Mahajan 1990).

1.1.2.1. On Verb-raising.

Empirical evidence for the claim that there is no Verb raising to Infl in cases like
(7a) and (8a) is found in a small set of verbs traditionally called synthetic, for which
the description given so far does not hold completely.

Whereas most verbs in Basque consist of a lexical verb marked for aspect and an
auxiliary that carries the inflectional morphology, as in (7a) and (8a), synthetic verbs
are inflected as a single unit, where both the lexical vetb and the inflectional mor-
phology merge toghether.

() The only elements that can intervene are certain modal particles, which appear cliticized onto Infl:

(i) Ibonek hori esan omen zuen (ii) Ibonek hori esan ohi zuen
Ibon that said allegedly had Ibon  that said use had
‘Ibon had allegedly said that’ ‘Ibon used to say that’

Hualde & Ortiz de Urbina (1987), atgue that these particles are generated in Infl itself.
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Thus, compare the verbal forms in (9): (9a) is a non-synthetic form, like the ones

we have seen in previous examples; (9b) is a synthenc form of the same verb ekar ‘to
bring’:

) a. ckarr-i na-u-zu V b. na-kar-zu
bring-petf me-have-you me-bring-you
“You have brought me’ “You bring me’

The morphological difference between these two types of verbal forms cannot be
left to a late Phonetic Forms readjustment, because certain syntactic phenomena (like
negation, see section 2. in this chapter, or emphatics as shown in chapter 2) separate
the verb and the inflection in (9a), but never in (9b). Hence, the difference illustrat-
ed in (9) is syntactic in nature, because syntactic phenomena are sensitive to it.

1.1.2.2 The Aspect Projection.

The contrast between synthetic (9b) versus non-synthetic (9a) verbal forms is
very simply accounted for if we assume that Verb raising to Infl has taken place at S-
structure in (9b), but not in (9a). Hence, the different morphological shape of syn-

thetic verbs as opposed to non-synthetic ones is the result of raising versus non-ras-
ing of the Verb to Infl.

The crucial factor determining when a verb of the synthetic class raises to Infl is
the aspectual morphology. A verb of the synthetic class will display a synthetic form
only when aspect is non-petfective and non-habitual. Perfective and habitual forms
show an overt aspect marker attached to the lexical verb (9a); synthetic forms have a
punctual aspect meaning, but no overt aspect marker (9b). Thus, the generalization
is that an overt aspect marker prevents raising of the verb to Infl. If no overt aspect
marker is present, the verb will raise to Infl°.

() In the history of the language, the number of synthetic verbs and the usage of the synthetic forms has
been declining significantly in favor of periphrastic forms. Thus, from approximately 60 verbs that were in-
flected synthetically in the XVI century (Lafon’ 1943), the grammar of Euskaltzaindia (1987) lists only 24.
There does not seem to be any semantic or syntactic property that determines what verbs belong in the syn-
thetic class; rather, this looks like a lexical idiosyncracy. For the benefit of the interested reader, the verbs no-
wadays subject to synthetic inflection are the following: egon stay, eforri come, bili walk, joan go, atxeki hold,
erion drip, etzan lie, jarraiki follow, eduki have, ekarri bring, erabili use, eraman bring, eroan take, jakin know,
entzun heas, eritzi to seem to X, erran say, ezagutu meet, ihardun engage, ikusi see, iraun last, irud; look like.

() In the case of modals, we find non-incorporated forms that do not display any overt aspect marker:

(i) ekar na-za -ke -zu
btmg me-root—mod-you
‘you can bring me’
‘There are also incorporated forms, (although they are quite literary and nearly archalc)
(ii) na- +KAR + -ke -zu
me-bring-mod-you
‘You can bring me’

Presumably, there are two ways to construct modals in modern Basque: one of them, the oldest one,
nearly gone from spoken language, is the one illustrated in (ii), where the verbal root raises to Infl; the other
one, more active in modern Basque, has an empty aspect marker preventing the verb from raising. This
hypothesis is supported by western dialects of Basque, where modals do display an overt perfective aspectual
marker on the verb:

(iii) ekarri-i n -ei -ke -zu
bring-petf me-root-mod-you
‘you can bring me’
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These facts are accounted for under the hypothesis that Basque has an Aspect
Phrase, headed by the aspectual morpheme itself:

(10) AspP
/\
VP asp
\
v

In nen-synthetic forms, the verb raises to aspect and the morphological unit
[vggb:aspggg} is created at S-structure; no futher raising to Infl takes place. This ac-
ceunts for fgrms like (92) where the lexical verb and aspect are distinct from the in-
fleeted auxiljary:

(11) I
/\
AsP INFL
N nanzu
yP asp
NN [ekarr]yi
51

Let ps assume that Basque lexical vetbs are bound morphemes that need to attach
to 3 base by S-structyre™. In a case like (11), aspect is providing such a base. How-
ever, if the’ aspect head is empty, as in (12), the verb still lacks a morphological base
afteg raising to it. Thus, the verb raises further to Infl, generating a single inflected
unit in the ovest syntax:

(12) r
AsP INFL
— nalkar] zu
VP t]
N
|

Whenever thege is a process involving the inflected auxiliary but not the lexical
verb, a synthetic form will show the same pattern as the auxiliary. This is expected
unde the analysis given above, since any syntactic process involving the head Infl
will affect egually inflected auxiliaries and synthetic forms. In what follows, then, it
should be kept in mind that when I refer to the inflected auxiliary, synthetic verbs .
are alsp inglpded.

This aspectuai projection is of course not particular to Basque; several indepen-
dent works have glaimed the existence of an Aspect Phrase, based on different kinds
of evidence from a wide variety of languages. See, for instance Manfredi (1988),
Cheng (1989) for Chinese, Demirdache (1989) for Egiptian Arabic, Iatridou (1989)

() Following the mgyphological filter in Lasnik (1981): ‘A morphologically realized affix must be real-
ized as a syntactic dependent at Surface structure.” See also Chomsky (1989), where 4o support in interroga-
tives is exglginpd by the requirement that the affix Q in Comp be ‘completed’ in overt syntax by X° raising.
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for English and French, Thionu (1989) for Igbo and Hendrick (1990) for Irish and
Breton. See also Laka 1991 for an AspP in Spanish, which accounts for the auxiliary-
participle forms as opposed to the inflected forms lacking auxiliary verbs.

1.2. Basque sentence negation.

1.2.1. The Phenomenon

The occurrence of the sentence negation ez ‘not’ induces radical changes in the
surface order of the sentence in Basque. First, the requirement that the verb precede
the inflected auxiliary (7a) is reversed. In negative sentences, the inflected auxiliary
must precede the lexical verb, as shown in (13):

(13) a. *etxea eroriez da b. etxea ez da erori
house-the fallen no has house-the no has fallen
(‘The house didn’t fall down’) “The house didn’t fall down’

Furthermore, the adjacency requirement, by which no constituent could inter-
vene between V and Infl does no longer hold in negative sentences. The examples in
(14a) illustrates this point: the subject ezxez is intervening between the auxiliary and
the verb.

(14) ez da etxea erovi
no has house-the fallen
“The house didn’t fall’

In fact; any kind and number of constituents can intervene between the inflected
auxiliary and the verb when the sentence is negative, as illustrated in (15), where the

subject Irunek, the dative argument Iboni and the direct object etxes all three appear
in between the auxiliary and the verb:

(15) ez dio Irunek Iboni etxea eman
no has Irune Ibon-to house-the given
‘Irune hasn’t given the house to Ibon’

The pattern that emetges in negative clauses is thus the exact opposite of the pat-
tern followed by declarative clauses. In declarative clauses the verb must precede the
auxiliary; in negative clauses the auxiliary must precede the verb. In declarative
clauses the verb and the auxiliary must be strictly adjacent; in negative clauses there

is no adjacency requirement at all, and any number of constituents can occur in bet-
ween the auxiliary and the verb.

1.2.2. The Analysis.

Following recent work by Pollock (1989) on negation in English and French, I
will assume that ez ‘not’ in Basque is a head projecting a Negative Phrase (hence-
forth NegP). ‘

Unlike the unmarked case in this language, though, Neg is an initial head, ins-
tead of final, and unlike French and English, where NegP is the complement of I,
Neg takes IP as a complement in Basque. That is to say, French and English have IP
internal negation, whereas Basque negation is external to IP. We will later see that
this different placement of negation has certain empirical consequences.
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A negative sentence in Basque is generated in D-structure as in (16):

(16) NegP
/\
ez IP
/\
AP I
/\
VP Asp
~
v

In this configuration, Negation and Infl sit at the two opposite edges of the
Phrase Marker; however, as we have seen in previous examples, negation occurs at-
tached to the left of the auxiliary. Hence, Negation and Infl must eventually merge
toghether, at some level of representation.

I claim that the merging of Negation and Infl resules from raising of Infl to Neg.
This movement satisfies the Head Movement Constraint (Travis 1984):

(17) Head Movement Constraint (HMC)
An X° may only move into the Y® which propetly govetns it.

In the case under consideration, Infl is moving to the head immediately dominat-
ing it; in this configuration, the trace (t) left behind is governed by its antecedent
(Baker 1988). In fact, it is a standard instance of head-to-head movement.

Let us assume, hence, that the merging of negation and the inflected auxiliary
takes place in the mapping from D-structure to S-structure by raising of Infl to the

Neg head. This movement results in the S-structure representation illustrated in
1

(18) NegP
—_— T
NeglInfl]; P

(') If we were to claim that Neg lowers onto Infl, the trace left at S-structure would satisfy the ECP at LF
provided, the head [Infl[Neg]] raises at LF, parallel to the way Tense raises in English after S-structure affix-
lowering onto the verb (Chomsky 1989). Under this hypothesis, however, a sentence where the lexical verb
precedes [Neg-Infl] should be grammatical; as illustrated in (9a), however, this is not the case. In order to
rule out (92) we would have to postulate that the lowering of negation forces a further movement of the verb
somewhere to the right of Infl. This hypothesis is problematic in that it is difficult to imagine why the low-
ering of Negation would force the verb to move rightwards obligatorily. Moreover, the differences in deletion
and Negative Polarity Item licensing in sections 1.2.3. and 1.2.4. below would find no explanation.
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It is this head movement that causes the dislocated pattern of negative sentences
illustrated in (13a) and (14), repeated here as (19a, b):

(19) a. etxea ezda erori b.ezda etxea erori
house-the no has fallen no has house-the fallen
“The house hasn’t fallen down’ “The house hasn’t fallen down’

We can now account for this pattern: (19a, b) are both ingtances of adjunction of
Infl to Neg, the only difference between the two sentences being the fact that the
former has a left dislocated argument (Cf. section 1.1.).

The S-structure representation of (19b) is given in (20):

(20) - NegP
Neg IP
ezda, PN ,
etxea I
AsP t

AN

" As discussed ‘above, movement of Infl to Neg does not viglate any principle of
the Grammar, and it gives the desired results in terms of the data to be accounted
for. It therefore appears to be the right analysis of the phenpmena. Note though
that we haven’t stablished yet whether this movement takes place at S-structjlre, as
opposed to, say, Phonetic Form; and, so far, no explanation has been provided as to
what in the Grammar induces a movement like this. The two main claims made in
this analysis are;

a) Neg is generated above IP in Basqué
b) Infl is forced to move to Neg by S-structure.

In the following sections, I will provide further evidence in favor of these two
claims. First, I will argue for (a), based on comparative evidence from Deletion (sec-
tion 1.2.3.) and Negative Polarity Item licensing (section 1,2.4.), both in English
and Basque. Secondly, in section 1.2.5. I will argue that (b) is a direct result of the
Tense C-command Condition, a universal requirement.

1.2.3. Evidence from Deletion.

The first piece of independent evidence suporting the claim that the felative posi-
tion of the Negative Phrase with respect to Tense is different in Basque and English
comes. from deletion. The structure of Basque negative clauses pfoposcd here is rep-

(') Although it is orthographically separated from the inflected verb, the negative element is a clitic on
the auxiliary, and it induces a series of phonological changes in it (cf. Hualde 1988 and refetences therein).
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eated in (21a), whereas (21b) illustrates the structure of an Enghsh negative clause
(Pollock 1989, Chomsky 1989):

(21) a. Basque b. English
Neg PIP
Neg IP I NegP
AP I Neg AP

According to (21), it should be possible to delete IP in Basque, leaving NegP in-
tact, but the same syntactic operation should be impossible in English, because
NegP is ‘nested’ in between IP (=TP) and AP®.

The prediction, therefore, is that in a case of conjunction-induced deletion, where
one conjunct is declarative and the other one is negative, different results should ob-
tain in Basque and English: in Basque, it should be passible to delete the IP and
leave only the NegP, which would not be recoverable; in English, though, this stra-
tegy would not be available, because NegP is dominated by IP, and thus IP could
not be deleted without deleting with it the non-recoverable NegP. This prediction is
borne out.

A conjunction like the one just described has the following behaviour in English:
it is not possible to leave undeleted only those elements that are not recoverable (22):

(22) *Mary bought a book and Peter not
Rather, it is necessary to leave undeleted the suporting do as well, as in (23a):

(23) a. Mary bought a book and Peter didn’t
b. Mary has bought a book and Peter hasn’t .

Similarly, auxiliary verbs (which do raise to Infl and thus do not trigger 4o sup-
port (Emonds 1976) cannot be deleted, as shown in (23b). The paradigm in (23) there-
fore illustrates the fact that IP cannot be deleted when sentence negation is not reco-
verable.

Note that this phenomenon does not follow from some general condition that dis-
allows adverbs from occuring by themselves in conjunction structures, nor from some

prohibition against deletion of Tense. Thus, it is perfectly possible to have sentences
like (24):

(24) Mary bought a book, and Peter too.

Where Inflection has been deleted". Now, if we tugn to Basque, we find that the
exact correlate of (22) is petfectly grammatical, as shown in (25):

(**) AP here is used as a cover term for the projection ynder IP/TP. Upnder the analysis of Basque presen-
ted here, AP stands for Aspect Phrase. However, under Pollack (1989) AP in English stands for Agreement
Phrase, and under Chomsky (1989) it stands for Object Agreement Phrase, What the name or nature of that
projection is will not affect, I believe, the conclusion of this argument. It has been argued that English AP is
actually an Aspect Phrase (latridou 1988. For evidence that the AP in Basque could not be any king of Agree-
ment Phrase, see Laka (1988) and Cheng & Demirdash (1990). ’

(**) It is also possible to have: (i) Mary bought a book and Peter did tgg.

Presumably, the adverb in (i) is modifying the proposition, but in the example in the text it only modi-
fies the subject argument. As far as the point made in the text is concerned, it is enough to show that there is
no prohibition against seleting Tense in English.
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(25) Marik liburua erosi du eta Peruk ez
Mari book-the bought has and Peter no
‘Mary has bought the book and Peter hasn’t’

The sentence in (25) is not a case of constituent negation on the subject. That is,
it does not mean “Mary bought the book, not Peter”. Constituent negation of the
subject would place the negative morpheme preceding the subject, not following
it

The explanation of why English and Basque behave differently with respect to IP
deletion in these cases is straightforward under the proposal presented here: in En-
glish, deletion of IP could not take place without deletion of NegP as well, under
the assumption that deletion cannot affect discontinuous chunks of the Phrase Mar-
ker. However, nothing prevents deletion of IP in Basque in these cases, because
NegP is not dominated by IP, and thus it can be left intact after deleting the entire
IP.

Note finally that it cannot be argued that the English example in (22) is parallel
to the Basque case in (25). That is, it cannot be the case that the negative not in (22)
is the head of a NegP generated above TP. If this were the case, the #oz in (22)
should behave like a sentence negation, not like a constituent negation on the sub-
ject. However, (22) is ungrammatical if the object « book is focalized (or alternatively,
it would mean that Maty did not buy a book but she bought Peter instead). In the
Basque example in (25), on the other hand, the object /iburua can in fact be focalized
and the sentence is petfectly grammatical, meaning ‘Mary bought A BOOK, Peter
didn’t’. This contrast follows naturally from the fact that #ot is a constituent nega-
tion attached to the subject, whereas (25) is truly a case of sentence negation, where
the negative element heads a NegP above TP.

1.2.4. Negative Polarity Item Licensing.

The second piece of evidence supporting the claim that NegP dominates IP in
Basque comes from Negative Polarity Item (NPI) licensing by negation. NPI licens-
ing is an extensively studied topic, and I do not intend to consider it in its whole he-
re. Rather, I will be concerned with NPI licensing by negation; to be more specific,
the cases to be discussed are those in which, as a result of a ‘nearby’ sentence nega-
tion, the NPI is interpreted as no{x}'*°.

It is a well known fact that English displays a subject-object asymmetry with res-
pect to NPI licensing, in that sentence negation does not license subject NPIs, but
it licenses object NPIs:

(27) a. *Anybody didn’t come b. Mary didn’t see anything

These facts are accounted for by assuming that negation licenses NPIs under c-
command at S-structure. Early works on the topic took essentially this position.
- Thus, Klima (1964) proposed a suppletion rule deriving NPIs from underlying posi-

(*®) The sentence would look like: (i) MARIK erosi du liburua, ez PERUK

‘Where both subjects are focalized. Constituent negation in Basque precedes the constituent it has scope over.

(*%) That is, cases like ‘anybody could do that’ or ‘has anybody seen Mary?’ where the N'PI is not interpre-
ted as 7o[x] are not relevant to this discussion.
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tive counterparts, which applied to expressions preceded and commanded by an
overt negation'’. In a configuration like the one proposed here for Basque (21a),
negation c-commands all arguments in IP. This correctly predicts that Basque will
allow NPIs in subject position, as illustrated in (27):

(27)a. Ezdio inork  Iboni etxea eman b. Ezda inor etorri
no has anybody Ibon-to house-the given " no has anybody come
‘Nobody has given the house to Ibon’ ‘Nobody came’

(Lit: anybody hasn’t given the house to Ibon) (Lit: anybody didn't come)

The examples in (27a) and (27b) show ergative and absolutive subject NPIs res-
pectively. In both cases negation licenses the Polarity Item; hence, the licensing has
nothing to do with the position of the arguments at D-structure® The example in
(28) shows that these lexical items are indeed Negative Polarity Items: in this exam-
ple inor is not in the domain of a licenser, and thus the sentence is ungrammatical:

(28) *inor  etorrida
anybody come has °

That there is no adjacency requirement in the licensing is shown by the example
in (29), where the ergative subject intervenes between negation and the NPI:

(29) Ez dio; [1p Ibonek inori etxea eman t;]
nohas  Ibon anybody-to house-the given
‘Tbon hasn’t given the house to anybody’

There are two cases of negation in English that have the same effects that Basque
sentence negation does, because they also c-command the whole IP at S-Structure.

The first case is the 7o way colloquial negation used in some registers and varie-
ties of English®. This kind of negation does indeed license subject NPIs in English,
as (30) illustrates:

(30) No way anybody is gonna tell me what to do

(") Klima’s rule applied if the item was ‘in construction with’ sentence negation. A constituent is ‘in
construction with’ another constituent if the former is dominated by the first branching node that dominates
the latter. The concept is thus the converse of the c-command notion.

(%) In this respect, NPI licensing differs from partitive case assignment. Partitive Case resembles NPIs in
that it requires a licenser:

(i) ez du etxerik erosi (ii) *etxerik erosi du
no has house-part bought house-part bought has
‘she hasn’t bought any house’ (*she has bought any house)
(iii) etxerik erosi du? (iv) etxerik erosiko balu
house-part bought has house-part bought if-would
‘Has she bought any house?’ ‘If she bought any house’

However, partitive differs form NPI licensing in that only D-structure objects can be assigned this case
(Levin 1983):

(v) ez da umerik etorri (vi) *ez du umerik hori egin
no has kid-part arrived no has kid-part this done
‘No kid has arrived’ (‘No kid has done this’)

This Case Theoretic restriction prevents partitive NPIs from appearing in place of ergative or dative
arguments, thus make them unsuitable to determine purely the scope of Neg.
(**) Thanks D. Pesetsky for bringing these facts to my attention.



The negative adverb no way is in a presentential position, either adjoined to IP or
at some higher position. For the purposes of this argument it is enough that it be c-
commanding IP at S-structure, which I take to be uncontroversial, given that it pre-
cedes the subject of the sentence.

The second case is found in the phenomenon that Klima (1964) called “Neg-pte-
posing”: a negative constituent is fronted to sentence initial position, triggering
aux-inversion. In cases of “Neg-preposing” also, subject NPIs are licensed in En-
glish, just like in Basque. The first sentence of Gould's Wonderfu!l Life illustrates this
fact:

(31) Not since the Lord himself showed his stuft to Ezekiel in the valley of dry
bones had anysne brought such grace to the reconstruction of arumals
from disarticulated skeletons.

Negative Polarity Item licensing data, then, provide further empirical support
for the analysis proposed: Negation is generated above IP in Basque. Moreover, it
does not lower to Infl at S-structure; instead, it stays in a position where it c-com-
mands the external argument of IP.

1.2.5. The Tense C-command Condition.

The only main point in the analysis of Basque negation presented here that does
not have a principled explanation yet is why it is that Infl must raise to neg by S-
structure. Notice that nothing in our Theory of Grammar would go wrong if nega-
tion and Infl stayed separate also at S-Structure, as they are at D-structure. The

question, hence, is what rules out an S-Structure like (32), where Neg and Inﬂ stay
separate:

(32) *[Negp ez [1p Ibon etorri ds]]
(‘Ibon hasn’t arrived’)

My claim will be that this S-structure representation does in fact violate a univer-
sal constraint: the Tense C-command Condition, presented at the beggining of this
chapter. _

Recent work on the nature of Inflection (Pollock 1989, Mahajan 1988, Ritter
1988, Laka 1988b among many others) indicates that what has standardly been as-
sumed to be a unified syntactic category Infl is structurally more complex. In parti-
cular, the works mentioned follow the idea in Pollock (1989) that Tense heads its
own syntactic projection.

In his analysis of English and French negation, Pollock (1989) suggests in a foot-
note a universal requirement stating that negation must be c-commanded by Infl at
S-structure. I will take up this suggestion and make it more general: it is a broader
constraint on the syntactic relations that must hold within the inflectional complex,
which is constituted of as many projections as inflectional elements there are.

Higginbotham (1985) argues that verbs include in their grid an event argument
(e) that must be saturated by the Infl head in the syntax. If the elements previously
grouped under the category Infl do indeed have a more articulated structure than it
has been assumed, one question that arises concerns the saturation of the (e) position
in the syntax. Since the label “Infl” may refer to more than one syntactic projection,
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the mechanism by which (e) is saturated must be reviewed. Thete are two possibil-
ities: On the one hand, if only one of the inflectional heads is responsible for the sat-
uration of (e), it must be determinied which one it is. If the saturation is done by means
of percolation of the (e) position up to last inflectional projection (similarly to the
way in which subject-roles pefcolate outside VP), it is necessary to spell out the me-
chanisms of this percolation. :

The position I want to take is that the role of Inﬂ as the satutator of (e) in Hig-
gimbotham (1985) and (1987) is done by Tense. The (e) argument percolates up in
the inflectional structure up to TP, where it is saturated.

The Tense C-command Condition can thus be thought of as the way to ensure
that all inflectional elements that operate on a given clause are dominated by the
element that saturates the event position of that clause. Thus the Tense C-command
Condition holds of all functional heads that operate on the proposition, and that
negation is just a particulat case-of this more general requirement®.

Stating the condition in terms of Tense gives us a way of capturing the fact that
this element tends to be the highest functional head among the inflectional projec-
tions, as well as for why modals, sentence negation and agreement markets occur gen-
erally as structurally lower inflectional heads or as particles adjoined to Infl. Under
Pollock’s Analysis of English and French negation, Tense is the highest inflectional
projection; the same is true in Mahajan’s (1988) work on Hindi agreement and in
Rittet’s (1988) work on Hebrew. Chomsky (1989). claims (following Belleti 1988)
that subject Agr is projected higher than Tense. Nevertheless, he also assumes that

“Tense raises to it by S-structure. Basque inflectional morphology also provides
strong evidence for Tense C-commanding all other inflectional heads (Laka 1988)”.

Let us now recall our analysis of Basque sentence negation under a condition like
the TCC. In a configuration like the one proposed for Basque (13), the c-command
relation demanded by the TCC does not hold at D-structure, since the Neg is c-
commanding IP. The only way in which Tns can c-command Neg at S-structure is
by adjoining to it, as in (14).

1.2.6. Negation in embedded sentences.

The generalizations about Basque sentence negation presented in the previous
sections hold of matrix negative sentences, but not of embedded ones. Thus, for

example relative clauses show the opposite pattern of (10) as illustrated in the follow— :
ing examples:

(33) a. [erori ez den) etxea , b. *[ez den erori] etxea
~ fallen no has-that house-the 1o has-that fallen house-the
“The house that didn’t fall-down’ (‘The house that didn’t fall’)

In these examples, the lexical vertb must precede the negated auxiliary (33a),
otherwise the sentence is ungrammatical (33b). This paradigm is exactly the opposi-

(*) Evidence that the Tense C-command condition holds if heads that are not negation will be presented
in the second chapter of this work. .
(®*) There is one functional head that doesn’t appear to obey the TCC: the complementizer. I assume that

this head does not modify the event in Infl, but establishes a relation between that clause and some other
clause. :
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te of matrix sentence negation, where the negated inflected auxiliary must precede
the lexical verb (9a,b).

Appart from the negation facts just illustrated, the only overt difference between
root and embedded clauses. is the occurrence of a Comp marker in the latter. The
Complementizer is a bound morpheme, and it occurs attached at the end of the in-
flected auxiliary. It is then natural to assume that it is the head of Comp that is mak-
ing the difference in embedded sentence negation.

I will argue that in embedded clauses the same processes discussed in the pre-
vious section take place, and that what makes root and embedded clauses diverge
with respect to negation is a further movement: the complex head [Neg-Infl] adjoins
to Comp in embedded clauses®. The derivation is illustrated in (34) (ignoring X’
levels): :

(34) CP

c
///\
- NegP

/\ (Nesl1af} Comp]

\I’b

/\
AsP t

\

Asp’ -
/\
VP Asp
N\ Ve

&

Two succesive movements are involved in (34):

(i) as in root clauses, and for the same reasons as in main clauses (that is, to satisfy
the TCC), Infl raises to negation also in embedded clauses.

(i1) The head of C is filled by a bound morpheme that has to be attached to Infl
at S-structure; therefore, the head [Neg-Infl] further raises to Comp.

Note that this latter movement does not alter the S-structure scope properties of
the negation head, since from that position it still c-commands IP. That the scope of
negation is not alteted in embedded clauses is shown by the fact that Subject Polar-
ity Items are also licensed in embedded clauses:

(35) [inork ~ eman ez dion] etxea
anybody given no has-that house-the
“The house that nobody gave him’
(Lit: the house that anybody didn’t give him)

(**) Not all er;lbedded clauses behave alike with respect to negation. Some of them .may optionally behave
like matrix clauses. See Laka (1988a) for more detailed discussion.
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Note that adjacency or precedence requirements play no role, since arguments
can intervene between the Polarity Item and Neg without affecting the licensing®: -

(36) [Inork Tboni eman ez dion] etxea
anybody Ibon-to give no has-that house-the
“The house that nobody gave to Ibon’

Under this analysis, both surface morpheme ordering and negative polarity licen-
sing are accounted for straightforwardly, asuming standard c-command relations and
head-movement. Thus, movement of the complex head [Neg-Infl] to Comp yields
the surface order of negative embedded clauses illustrated in (33), and no further

stipulation is needed to account both for surface constituent ordering and NP1 licen-
sing.

1.2.7. A Further Note on Polarity Licensing by Negation.

The subject NPI licensing test can be independently shown to be:crucial when
determining the position of negation and its S—structural relation with' the external
argument of IP.

Consider English sentence negation. Negation in English is generated inside IP.
Under Pollock’s analysis, for instance, it is a head projecting a NegP, complement of
I. Whatever the particular instantiation, negation is structurally lower than Infl.
This accounts for the fact that NPIs in the specifier of IP are not licensed by nega-
tion (Cf. examples 15a, b).

However, if negation cliticizes onto Infl and moves along with it to Comp, it will
be placed in a position where it c-commands the external argument of IP. Crucially,
it is precisely in these cases when subject NPIs are licensed by negation in English:

(37) a. Who doesn’t anybody like ~ b. Who does aniybody not like

In (37a), the question means ‘Who is the person such that nobody likes that per-
son’, whereas this interpretation is not possible in (37b). It could be argued that the
licensing of the Polarity Item in (37a) is due to the interrogative environment (pre-
sumably the head of C or the operator in its Specifier), and that the interpretation of
anybody in conjunction with ot is brought about independently, in Logical Form.
But this would fail to explain why this interpretation of anybody is not available in
(37b), where the Polarity Item is licensed by the interrogative environment.

The only difference between the two examples is the placement of negation, there-
fore it must be the fact that negation has moved (along with Infl) to Comp that ac-
counts for the different interpretation. Note that if cliticization of Neg were to take
place at Phonetic Form, we would expect no difference in interpretation between
(37a) and (37b), given that this level of representation does not feed Logical Form. It
must then be the case that the different configuration of the scope of Neg is stablis-
hed at S-structure for the facts to obtain.

(**) Ladusaw (1980) presents a scope principle for English where precedence is required, if licenser and
NPI are clausemates. If we try to extend this scope principle to Basque, this precedende requirement is
problematic. Even if we change the precedence requirement to a ‘followed by’ requirement according to the

head parameter, the Basque case is still problematic, since both when preceded or when followed is the NPI
licensed, provided that c-command is met.
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There is a similar- case which does not involve interrogative environments but
displays the same effect. In a variety of Southern American English, modals may pre-
cede the subject, as in the following examples*:

(38) Can you do that
‘You can do that’

When the modal sentence is negative, subject polarity items are licensed only if
negation cliticizes onto the modal, parallel to (37a). If negation does not cliticize,
the negative licensing does not take place. The contrast is illustrated in (39):

(39) a. Can’t anybody do that b. Can anybody not do that
‘Nobody can do that’

The only available reading of (39b) is that of ‘free choice’ #ny, which is com-
monly induced by modals. Let us assume that modals in this particular dialect of
English are placed in the head of Comp®; the only way to bring about the different
interpretation between (39a) and (39b) is by assuming that Neg is also placed in the
head of Comp by S-structure. Thus, the pairs in (37) and (39) illustrate the relevance
of the interpretation of NPIs to determine S-structural relations; it also illustrates

minimally that an S-structure requirement crucially governs negative NPI licen-
sing®

1.3. English sentence negation: do support.
1.3.0. Introduction.

The most obvious syntactic effect induced in English by sentence negation is
what is called 4o suppore: the insertion of a dummy auxiliary which supports the in-
flectional motphemes, as illustrated in (40a, b):

(40) a. Mary didn’t go b. *Mary not went

It is this phenomenon that I will focus on in this section. First, I will review two
recent analyses of English negation, namely those of Pollock (1989) and Chomsky
(1989). These two proposals diverge on the question of what it is that forces 4o inser-
tion in the presence of negation. Pollock (1989) attributes the phenomenon to the
quantificational, operator-like properties of Tense, while Chomsky (1988) argues
that it results from the interaction of the Empty Category Principle (ECP) and the
Principle of Economy of Derivation.

I will discuss these accounts of 4p support and argue that both of them overgen-
erate. ] will then provide an alternative account in which 4o support is argued to be a

(**) The following sentences need a certain context and a certain emphatic intonation which is not rel-
evant for the purposes of this argument (p.c. Jim Harris and Ken Hale).

(¥) For the purposes of this argument, it is not crucial that the modals be in the head of Comp; it is
enough that they be sitting in some place higher than the subject (if, for instance, one were to maintain that
the subject remains within the VP, in the spirit of Pesetsky 1989), whereas the modal sits in Infl.

(*) Linebarger (1987) claims that for an NPI to be licensed by negation it suffices that the NPI occurs in
the immediate scope of negation at LF. She assumes that negation raises at LF. Notice that in such a configur-
ation the specifier of IP is in the immediate scope of negation; therefore, Lmebarger (1987) predicts that an
NPI in the specifier of IP should be licensed in English.
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direct consequence of the Tense C-command Condition. Essentially, the argument to
be presented is as follows: given that there is no verb raising to Inflection in English;

and given that Tense is a bound morpheme, the Tense affix-hops onto the lexical
verb in cases like (41):

(41) Mary left

When Neg is present, however, lowering of Tense would leave Neg not c-com-.
manded. Insertion of the ‘dummy’ verb 4b is the stratégy available in English to en-
sure that the Tense C-command Condition is satisfied.

1.3.1. Pollock (1989).

Pollock (1989) explores and discusses extensively the properties of verb move-
ment in English and French. His comparative analysis relies crucially on two subthe-
ories of Universal Grammar: Theta Theory and Quantification Theory. Theta Theory
constrains verb movement, whereas Quantification Theory makes it mandatory. It is
the tension between these two subtheories, Pollock argues, that induces a phenom-
enon like 4o support in English. Let us review his argument in more detail.

Based on comparative data on adverb placement in English and French, Emonds
(1976), (1978) concluded that French has an obligatory rule of Verb-Raising to Aux
(Infl), whereas in English this rule was restricted to auxiliary verbs (Jackendoff
1972, Emonds 1976). The presence versus absence of this rule accounted for adverb

placement paradigms like (42), assuming that adverbs are generated in the same posi-
tion in both languages: -

(42) a. *Mary kisses often John
b. Marie embrasse souvent Marie
c. Mary often kisses John

Pollock (1989) provides a new formulation of Emonds analysis, which attempts
to give a principled explanation of why all French verbs must raise to Infl, while only
some of them do so in English. Pollock proposes a more articulated Phrase Structure,
where Infl is split into two separate heads: Tense, heading its own projection TP, and |
Agreement, heading an AgtP, as illustrated in (43), where Specifier positions and
one-bar levels-are ignored for simplicity:

43) TP

/\
Tns AGRP
/\
Agr VP
~—~—
A\

Verb-Raising to Infl consists now of two steps: first, movement of V to Agr, and
second, movement from Agr to Tense. Pollock argues that it is the first step (V-Agt)
that distinguishes French and English, due to the different nature of Agr in these
languages. Pollock claims that there is a correlation between the strength of the
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agreement and the ability of the verb to percolate its theta-grid through agreement
once V to Agr movement has taken place. Thus, French agreement is strong enough
as to allow the verb to percolate its Theta-grid down to its trace, after the verb has
raised to Agr. That is, French agreement is transparent to theta marking. On the
contrary, English agreement is not strong enough as to allow percolation of the Theta-
grid of the raised verb: it is opaque to theta marking. This makes it impossible for
any Theta-grid bearing verb to raise to Agr, since by doing so it would fail to satisfy
the Theta Criterion. Only verbs that do not have theta-roles to discharge (have/be)
will be able to raise to Agr in English.

Whereas Theta Theory and the nature of Agr constrain Verb movement, Quanti-
fication Theory makes it obligatory in tensed sentences. Pollock assumes that [+fin-
ite] (i.e. [+/- Past]) tense is an operator. Like any other syntactic operator, then, it
must bind a variable. What constitutes a variable for [+finite] tense is defined as in

(44):
(44) @ is a variable for [+/- Past] iff @ = [ e] bound by [+/- Past]

Unlike other syntactic operators, which bind a variable left by their own move-
ment to an A’ position either at S-structure or at LF, Tense must bind a verbal varia-
ble; that is, a trace left by Verb movement. Thus, for instance, whereas in Wh-move-
ment it is the operator itself which creates its‘variable via A* movement, in the case
of Tense it is movement of V to Infl that provides the relevant trace. Under Pollock’s
analysis, Tense is strictly an S-structure operator. LF raising of Tense is therefore rul-
ed out in this approach, since the relevant operator-trace configuration is already cre-
ated by S-structure. This view of Tense as an operator makes Verb-Raising obliga-
tory, and thus it accounts for the obligatoriness of verb movement to Tense in
French. But, as Pollock notes, it seems to lead us to a dead end in the case of En-
glish, where Theta Theory bars movement of V to Agt.

Given the universal status of Quantification Theory, Pollock argues that UG
leaves two ways out of this problem: either to get rid of the Agr entirely, or to allow
an auxiliary verb generated beyond the VP barrier to count as a substitute for the
immovable main verb in the VP. English, argues Pollock, has taken the later option.
Thus, there is always an auxiliary verb higher than VP, which raises to Tense and
creates the variable this operator needs in order to satisfy Quantification Theory.

Overt auxiliaries in English do raise to Tense, creating the required Operator /-
variable configuration (45a). When there is no auxiliary available, English resorts to
the ‘dummy’ verb 4o (45b):

(45) a. Mary wouldn’t do that b. Mary didn’t do that

Since this account of 4b insertion is not contingent on the occurrence of negation,
but rather on the presence of a [+finite] Tense, Pollock must assume that in present
tense indicative sentences like the ones in (46):

(46) a. Mary leaves b. Mary left
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There is a hidden auxiliary verb raising to Tense. Pollock claims that (46a, 46b)
are essentially identical to (47a, 47b) respectively:

(47) a. Mary does leave b. Mary did leave

Under Pollock’s account, English has a non lexical counterpart of 4o (henceforth
@). This ‘empty 4o’ shares all properties of the phonologically realized one: it is gen-
erated under Agr and it raises to Tense. Thus, the S-structure of (46b) is claimed to
be as in (48):

(48) TP
Mary/\ T
T[AngP
leave ,

At some point in the derivation, Tense and Agreement morphemes must hop on-
to the lexical verb as in (49), in order to generate the morphological unit Jef:

49 TP s
Mary T
A
erltagl@lly AGRP
t VP
/
V[T[Ag:]]

Note that if this affix hopping takes place at S-structure, it violates the ECP, since
the traces left by Tense and Agr fail to be antecedent governed. Pollock does not dis-
cuss the level of representation at which this particular version of affix hopping
would take place.

A more serious problem arises from the fact that 4b and @, being identical in all
syntactic respects, alternate freely. We must then make sure that:

a) empty 4o (@) will independently be ruled out in negative environments;

b) lexical 4o in a non-negative (and non-emphatic) environments will also be in-
dependently ruled out. _

Let us consider the first case. Pollock claims that NegP, unlike AgrP, is an inhet-
ent barrier for movement. Hence, it needs to be L-marked by 4. Given that @ is not
lexical, it cannot L-mark NegP once it has raised to Tense. A violation of the ECP
results.

Let us now look at the second-case. We want to rule out a sentence like (50a),
where an overt 4 has been inserted in a simple declarative sentence. The derivation
of this sentence is illustrated in (50b):
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(50) a. *Mary did leave b. TP
T
Mary T
/\
T[Agt:[DO]l; AGRP

T VP
/

leave

Quantification Theory is satisfied, in that Tense is binding a verbal variable left
by [Agr+do]. ECP is not violated, given that no barriers intervene between the ante-
cedents and their traces.

Thus, there is no independent principle of the Grammar that will rule this deriv-
ation out, therefore Pollock’s account predicts it to be grammatical.

1.3.2. Chomsky (1989).

Chomsky (1989) argues that 4o insertion is forced by the ECP and the principle
of Economy of Derivation (ED). This Principle states that there is a ‘least effort’ con-
dition, by which UG principles apply wherever possible, favoring the shortest deriv-
ation, and that Language Particular devices are put to use only as a last resort. In
this respect, Chomsky argues, move alpha is a UG operation, and 4o support is a lan-
guage particular device. Thus, 4o support will only take place whenever move alpha
is not enough to save a given D-structure. Based on this leading idea, Chomsky pro-
ceeds to reinterpret Pollock’s analysis. '

Chomsky (1989) follows Pollock in assuming that IP has an articulated struc-
ture, where Agreement and Tense head separate projections. He argues that in affir-
mative sentences like the ones illustrated in (46), the heads Tense and Agr lower on-
to the verb at S-structure. Subsequently, Agreement and the trace left by it are dele-
ted at Logical Form, thus leaving the Agreement Projection empty. The trace left by
Tense, on the other hand, satisfies the Empty Category Principle by means of raising
of the inflected verb to the head Tense, creating a configuration where the trace is
properly governed. This LF derivation is illustrated in (51):

6n TP
/\
tT [V [T] ] 1 e( = AGRP)
] VP
—
31

In the case of negative sentences, Chomsky follows Pollock in assuming the exis-
tence of a Negative Projection between AgrP and TP, headed by nor. Given this
structure, an attempt to proceed as in the declarative clause will induce an ECP viol-
ation, Chomsky argues. Let us see why: if Tense and Agr lower to V at S-structure;
Ags deletes at LF, but Tense must raise all the way up to its original position in or-
der to govern its own trace. This raising induces an ECP violation, because the head
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Neg prevents the intermediate trace left by the verb from being antecedent gover-
ned, as shown in (52):

(52) *TP
T
V+AGR+T  NEGP
NEG e(=AGRP)
— VP

v

ty

In order to salvage the derivation, Chomsky argues, English resorts to do inser-
tion at S-structure. Do is inserted in the modal position” and then raises to Tense.
This way, Tense, which is a bound morpheme in English, does not have to lower to
the lexical verb, and thus LF raising from V to Agr is no longer necessary. Conse-
quently, the ECP violation is avoided.

Consider now the account given by Chomsky to explain 4o insertion in matrix in-
terrogative sentences. Assume that a phonologically empty Q morpheme (basically
the same Q morpheme proposed originally by Katz & Postal 1964) sits in the head
Comp; lowering of Tns/Agr to V, as in affirmative sentences, would leave the inter-
rogative morpheme unattached at S-structure, as shown in (53):

(53) *CP
T
Q IP
/\
tr AGRP
tAor VP
g /
V+AGR+T

Chomsky assumes there is an S-structure requirement that affixes be attached to
a base, which is violated in (53). This requirement is essentially that of Lasnik
(1981): “a morphological affix must be realized as a syntactic dependent at surface
structure.”

The only way to rescue the D-structure, Chomsky argues, is to resort to do inser-
tion, as in (54)%:

(*') Chomsky does not make this position explicit in the phrase structure teptesentation.
(*®) Following Laka (1988) I will assume that the modal position where Chomsky claims that &b is inser-

ted is a Modal Phrase, generated between TP and NegP. This assumption makes cotrect predictions for En-
glish. As for Spanish, see Laka 1991. :
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G4 CP
/\
Q+T+do+AGR IP
/’/\
T ModP

/\
tao AGRP
tAgr /VP
v

Notice, however, that it. is left unexplained why it is not possible to have a deri-
vation like the one in (55), where the interrogative motpheme, parallel to the Tense
and Agr morphemes also lowers to the lexical verb:

(55) ' CP
/\
tQ 1P
/\
tr AGRP
tAg: VP

/

V+AGR+T+Q

At the level of Logical Form, the verb would raise to Tns and Comp, parallel to
the derivation given in (51), thus satisfying the ECP. In fact, following the spirit of
the Principle of Economy of Derivation, a derivation like (55) is less costly than the
one in (54), because it resorts only to move alpha (lowering at S-structute and subse-
quent raising at LF), and it does not involve any Language Particular device like db
insertion®.

This very same question arises in the case of the account given to explain do sup-
port induced by negation; in principle, no independent ptinciple of Univetsal Gram-
mar rules out a derivation like the one in (56), where Neg, along with Tense and
Agr, lowers to V:

(56) IP
A .
ot NEGP
theg AGRP
TA, VP
V+AGR+NEG+T

(*) I could be objected that, in an embedded clause, lowering of the morpheme Q would induce a viola-
tion of the selectional restrictions of the matrix verb, which demands there to be a [+wh] element in the head
of the CP it selects. Although this fact could independently give a reason why Q cannot lower in these cases,
the question still stands for the case of matrix sentences, and, moreover, for the case of negation, which'is our
focus here.
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Once again, subsequent raising of the inflected verb at LF would ensure govern-
ment of the traces left at S-structure.

The question of why Neg cannot undergo a lowering movement as Tense be-
comes even more interesting given the fact that, unlike French pas, Engish nor does
undergo head movement at S-structure. Thus, it moves along with Inflection to the
head of Comp. One example of such a case is illustrated in the S-Structure represen-
tation in (57):

(57) Cp
T
what C

[did[n’t] neg]T TP

you g
/\
tr NegP
g /
buy

That this movement takes place at S-structure is shown by data on Negative Pol-
arity Items. As we have seen before (cf. section 1.2.6.), the only cases whete a Neg-
ative Polarity item in the Spec of IP may receive an interpretation under the scope of
negation is precisely when negation moves to the head of Comp along with Inflec-
tion, as illustrated by the pair in (58):

(58) a. *anybody doesn’t like him  b. who doesn’t anybody like
*no(x) [x likes him] what(y) [no(x) [ x likes y]]

A possible account as to why negation cannot lower onto V at S-Structure could
be constructed based on the distinction between the phonologically free standing
form »ot and the phonologically dependant #’# clitic. That only the cliticized form
occurs when negation has moved to the head of Comp can be argued given the min-
imal pair in (59): :

(59 a. What doesn’t Mary like b. *What does not Mary like

It is also true that not all inflected forms allow the clitic form of the negative
marker, as illustrated by the following ungrammatical forms:

(60) a. *Iamn’t tired b. *You mayn’t go

Given these facts, then, it could be argued that negation could not lower onto the
lexical verb because it would have to surface as the clitic 7’ and this would yield ill-
formed outputs like */eftn’t, or *arrivedn’t. '

However, this answer is not a sufficient one. Take a sentence whose main verb is
do. The clitic #’ is allowed to occur attached to auxiliaty do. Since the restrictions on
the clitic are not based on syntactic or semantic features but on morphophonological
ones, under which both instances of v are identical (they inflect identically, for ins-
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tance), nothing would prevent a sentence like (61) under the hypothesis we are con-
sidering:

(61) *I didn’t a mistake

There are thus two main questions begged in the analysis:

(1))Why are negation and the Q morpheme incapable of lowering to V at S-struc-
ture and be rescued by LF?

(i1)Why is it that movement of the verb at LF must skip negation?

The second question becomes even more forceful when we recall that negation in
English, unlike French pas does undergoe head movement at S-structure, as shown in
7).

The first question raised concerns both the interrogative morpheme and nega-
tion. In light of the data, it seems to be the case that there is a crucial difference bet-
ween the head Tense and these two other heads, in that the former can lower at S-
structure but the latter two cannot. I want to relate this to the fact that both Wh-
movement and Negative Polarity Licensing are S-structure operations in English.
Under the view that Wh-movement to the Specifier of CP provides the Wh-element
of the required clausal scope, it is reasonable to think of the interrogative morpheme
in the head of Comp as some sort of scopal element, signaling the scope of the ques-
tion. .

Given that Wh-movement in English takes place at S-structure, we can assume
that the morpheme in the head of Comp must signal its scope also at S-structure,
and that lowering of this morpheme would alter its scopal properties. Similarly, in
the case of negation, there is a correlation between the fact that Polarity items are
licensed by negation at S-structure, and the impossibility of lowering this head.

Both the interrogative morpheme and negation, then, have S-structure scopal
requirements that make them unable to lower at this level of representation. In this
respect, these two heads behave like other adverbs (Cf. only), or like floating quanti-
fiers, whose scope is also determined by their S-structure position.

Assuming this to be correct, the first objection to Chomsky’s analysis can be ex-
plained away. The reason why derivations like (55) and (56) are out is because they
alter the S-structure scope of the morpheme Q and negation.

Let us now turn to the second question. Even if negation cannot lower to the
verb at S-structure, I have presented evidence that it undergoes head movement to
Comp along with Tense. If this is the case, then, we must explain what is it that pre-
vents a derivation like the following, where:

a) At S-structure, Tense lowers onto V, skipping Neg;

b) At LF, the inflected V raises to Agr and then to Neg, and then to Tense,

A derivation like this would give us a sentence like (62a), where the lexical verb
is inflected for tense and agreement, and negation is left in its place.

The LF representation of this derivation, where the inflected verb raises step by
step through each of the available heads, including Neg, is shown in (62b):
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(62) a. Mary not left b. TP
//\
tr[[VIT]INeg], NegP
T T~
ty e(=AGRP)
—_— ——
ty VP
—
tV

Let us consider this LF derivation in more detail. In the first step, the verb,
which has Tense attached to it, raises to the empty projection e, left by the deleted
Agr. From this place it can govern the trace left in the original position. In the next
step, [V[T]] adjoins to Neg, and subsequently [[V]T]Neg] adjoins to the trace left
by Tense. The trace left in the position of Neg is properly governed in this configu-
ration. The question to be answered is whether the trace of Tense is governed in the
last step of (62).

In this last step we have a complex head, created by X© movement. This complex
head consists of three elements, and we want to know whether the deepest one

(tense), is able to govern its trace, to which the complex head is adjoined. The confi-
guration is as follows:

©63) [llIx]ylz]t]

Where the whole structure is a head (X9), created by means of successive head
movement. Let us consider in detail how the government relations work in this con-
figuration. The definition of Government is stated in (64):

(64) A governs B iff A c-commands B and there is no category C such that C
is a batrier between A and B. (Chomsky 1986).

As discussed by Baker (1987), the first requirement in the definition is met: a
head A adjoined to a head B c-commands all elements that y itself c-commands®. This
assumption is also made by Chomsky (1989), although no precise formulation of it
is provided.

In a configuration like (63); then, all elements c-command each other, thus x in
particular c-commands its trace . Are there any barriers intervening between x and
its trace? No, unless the other two segments of the head (y and z) are taken to be bat-
riers.

Chomsky (1989) assumes that one intervening segment in a complex head does
not constitute a barrier for government. That is, in (63), y is not a barrier for x and
similarly z is not a barrier for y, or # a barrier for z. Given that barriethood inherit-
ance applies only to maximal projections, we can conclude that there are no barriers
intervening between x and its trace.

(*) This result can be brought about in two different ways: either by assuming Aoun and Sportiche's
(1983) definition of c-command in terms of maximal projections, as Baker (1987) does, or, alternatively, by
assuming with May (1985), Chomsky (1986), that adjunction nodes do not count for c-command relations.
Given that the head movements under discussion here igvolve adjunction, all elements in the head have the
same c-command domain.
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1.4. Do support as a consequence of the TCC.

I will now argue for an alternative account of 4o support that does not run into
the overgeneration problems faced by Pollock (1987) and Chomsky (1988). In this
account, do support is viewed as a direct consequence of the Tense C-command Con-
dition.

I assume here Chomsky’s (1989) analysis of affix hopping in English: Tense and
Agr lower to the lexical verb in affirmative sentences where no auxiliary verb is pres-
ent, and subsequent raising at LF satisfies the ECP. In negative sentences, lowering
of Neg onto the verb is ruled out because the scope of Neg must not be altered at S-
structure, as argued in the previous section.

The sentence we want to rule out is (62a), where Tense has lowered leaving Neg
behind. If we consider this sentence in the spirit of the TCC, it is inmediately ruled
out at S-structure since Neg, a functional head operating on the évent, is no longer
C-commanded by Tense: \

(65) TP
PN
tr NegP
/\
not VP
—

V[Tl

Verb raising is not available in the grammar of English, and LF raising will not
rescue (65) because the requirement holds at S-structure. Therefore, the only way to
salvage the derivation is the insertion of 4 at S-structure, in order to maintain the
C-command relation. :

By assuming the TCC to be the UG principle forcing 4b insertion, the cortect set
of data are predicted and the problematic cases in Pollock (1987) and Chomsky
(1989) are explicitly ruled out. Further, the apparently unrelated effects induced by

negation in both English and Basque find a unified explanation, rooted in Universal
Grammar.

1.5. When tense is not there: infinitivals

The TCC is a requirement on Tense: It states that this syntactic category must c-
command the inflectional heads that operate on the clause. It is this property of UG
that explains why in Basque the auxiliary fronts, and in English 4b is inserted when
negation is generated in Inflection. If it is the head Tense that is crucially involved
in these syntactic phenomena, we expect that clauses lacking Tense may not display
such phenomena. I will now argue that this prediction is indeed borne out. The rel-
evant evidence is found in non-finite clauses.

Under the assumption that non-finite clauses lack Tense, we expect that no fron-
ting will take place in Basque, and no &b support in English, when negation is pres-
ent in clauses lacking Tense. ,

Consider the following Basque infinitival sentences.
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(66) a. ez gezurrik esan b. mila bider agindu dizut [ez ardorik edazeko]
no lies-part say  thousand times ordered I-have-you no wine-part drink-to
‘do not say lies’ ‘I have told you one thousand times not to drink wine’

Notice that the object of the infinitival clause intervenes now between the nega-
tion ez and the infinitival eszn in (66a) and edateko in (66b). Recall that #o element
could intervene between the negative motpheme and the auxiliary in finite clauses.

The examples in (67) illustrate that it is not only the object that can intervene
between negation and the infitival verb: in (67a) we see a dative and the object, both
in between ez and esan. In (67b) we see a time adjunct igandean ‘on Sunday’ and the
object, placed between ¢z and the embedded infinitival edazeko:

(67) a. ez umeari gezurrik esan
no kid-to lie-part say
‘do not tell lies to the kid’
b. izekok eskatu dit [ez igandean ardorik edateko]
aunt asked has-me no sunday-on wine-prt drink-to
‘auntie has asked me not to drink wine on Sunday’

Non-finite clauses are the only cases in Basque where the sentence negation
morpheme can surface unattached. Under the TCC hypothesis, why this is so is
trivially explained: there is no Tense head in the clause, and thus there is no require-
ment to be met.

Note that this evidence shows that the effects induced by the TCC cannot be re-
duced to a morphological requirement governing inflectional morphemes. Negation
could not be marked in as a bound morpheme in the lexicon. If that where the case,
it would have to cliticize onto some other elements in the examples in (66) and (67),
and it would not be able to occur as a free standing form. Its morphological status is
therefore not marked in the lexicon. Let us assume that Neg is marked for its X°
status. It is independent principles of UG, like the TCC, that determine whether
some other element will move to that X© position.

Now consider English non-finite clauses. Recall that the account of ds-support
put forward here is crucially linked to the presence of Tense: because Tense must c--
command negation at S-structure, it cannot lower onto V and it must remain in the
head of TP. The dummy verb 4b is inserted to support Tense. In an infinitival clause,
however, do support will not take place because there is no Tense, and hence the
TCC does not apply in that clause. This expectation is indeed borne out: there is no
do-support in English infinitival clauses:

(68) a. Itold you not to go b. Auntie asked me not to drink wine on Sundays

Whatever the syntactic status of the infinitival maker 7o, it is clear.that it lacks
temporal specification (Zagona 1988). Thus, it is not a Tense head. This is why it
need not c-command the negative marker, as in (68).

Note that these examples are parallel to the ones in Basque: infinitival sentences
differ considerably from finite sentences in their syntactic behavior when negated.
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The negative head appears to be the same; the crucial difference is thus the presence
versus absence of Tense.

Note also that the notion of Tense that the TCC refers to is strictly syntactic, not
semantic. Thus, for instance, it is standardly assumed that imperative sentences lack
a Tense interpretation. However, natural languages display both tensed and untensed
commands, and whereas tensed imperatives must meet the TCC, untensed ones do
not. :

Both English and Basque provide relevant evidence that confirms this claim.
Consider English first: imperatives in English behave exactly like any other tensed
sentence, in that the presence of negation induces do-support, as illustrated in (69)*":

(69) a. come here b. *not come here c. do not come here

In embedded context, imperatives change into infinitivals in English. As a result,
they stop triggering 4o support, as the examples in (68) already illustrate.

Consider now the case of Basque: as shown in the examples in (672a) and (67b),
infinitivals can be used to convey commands. There is, however, a specific imperat-
ive inflection, illustrated in (70):

(70) a. etor hadi hona
come do-you here
come here (you)

When these imperative forms are negated, they again behave like indicative in-
flected sentences: the inflected auxiliary must raise to the head Neg, otherwise the
result is ungrammatical:

(7 1) a. ez hadi etor hona b. *ez etor hadi hona
no do-you come here
‘do not come here’

This contrast between (67) and (71) can be easily explained in the same way the
English contrast is: imperative inflection involves a Tense head in the syntax, and
therefore these sentences are subject to the Tense-C-command Condition. This is
why inflected imperatives display the same phenomena that other tensed sentences
do, whereas infinitival commands do not.

1.6. A corollary on the tense c-command condition: Hebrew

Under the assumption that the TCC holds universally, the prediction made is
that no language will allow a non c-commanded sentence negation in a tensed sen-

tence. However, a non c-commanded negation could be allowed in a non-tensed sen-
tence.

(**) As for imperatives that display a & in non negative forms, like (i) (i) do come here
I assume that they have an emphatic element, just like emphatic indicative sentences like (ii):
(ii) I did go there
I argue in chapter 2 that these cases are essentxally identical to the negative case, except that the only
phonological content of the emphatic morpheme is stress, as in Chomsky (1957). Chomsky (p.c.) points out
that there is indeed a difference in meaning between imperatives like (i) and normal positive declaratives.
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A possible counterexample for the TCC, then, would be a language allowing a
structure like [Neg XP V/I] in a tensed clause. Hebrew sentence negation appears to
be this case®.

Hebrew has two different negation particles, eyz and /o, with the following distri-
bution (examples from Ritter 1988):

(72) a. Eyn Dani yodea Ivrit c. *Lo Dani yada Ivrit
neg Danny knows Hebrew neg Danny knew Hebrew
‘Danny doesn’t know Hebrew’ (‘Danny didn’t know Hebrew’)
b. *Eyn Dani yada Ivrit d. Dani /o yada Hebrew
neg Danny knew Hebrew Danny neg knew Hebrew
(‘Danny didn’t know Hebrew’) ‘Danny didn’t know Hebrew’

Example (72a) looks like a direct counterexample for the TCC. Interestingly,
though, the distribution of eyn and /o is determined precisely by the presence versus
absence of Tns in the sentence. The negative element eyz only occurs in infinitives,
gerunds and what are called ‘benoni’ verbs.

Berman (1978) distinguishes Hebrew verbs in terms of the feature [Tense]: past
and future finite forms are [+Tense], infinitives and gerunds are [-Tense], and ‘beno-
ni’ verbs are [0 Tense]. Doron (1984) and Rapoport (1987) claim that the functional
head (Infl) of benoni verbs contains Agr but not Tns.

Under an analysis along the lines of Pollock’s work, where Agr and Tns are two
different heads, Ritter (1988) argues that ey~ occupies the head Tns as in (73):

(73) TP
/\
" eyn AGRP

DP AGR’

yodea Tvri

Therefore, the example in (72a) does not violate the TCC, since either there is no
Tense in the sentence, or eyz itself bears the Tense features of the clause. The case of
the negative element / is more similar to negation in English: it is an adjoined pat-
ticle c-commanded by Tense at S-structure, thus the ungrammaticality of (72c),
where it is not c-commanded by Tense, in violation of the TCC.

1.7. On LF raising of Neg above Tense.

It is customary in the semantic literature to regard propositional operators like
negation as taking scope over the entire proposition at Logical Form. Hence, any neg-
ative sentence like (74a) is represented at Logical Form in the form of (74b):

(74) a. Mary didn’t leave b. no [Mary left]

Where the negative operator has scope over the whole clause. Under this assump-
tion, it is rather surprising that there should exist a syntactic requirement like the

(**) The following Hebrew paradigm was provided by Betsy Ritter, who pointed out its relevance for the
TCC.
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Tense C-command Condition, which requires not that Negation c-command Tense,
but, rather, that Tense c-command Negation.

It is not logically impossible that natural languages are such that syntax and
semantics simply do not conform to each other. Thus, it could certainly be the case
that universal syntax must meet certain requirements that have absolutely no reflex
in the semantic component.

The evidence presented in this chapter in favor of the existence of a syntactic
requirement like the TCC is solely based on syntactic processes: it looks like some
deep rooted property of our language faculty is such that it requires the TCC to be
met. The kind of evidence and arguments presented are, I think, enough and self-
contained, even if nothing in the semantics of Tense and propositional operators in
natural languages seem to bear any relation to the properties of Tense and Neg as a
syntactic objects.

Nevertheless, a second alternative is certainly worth wondering about. It could
also be the case that a condition on the relative position of Tense and other
propositional operators at S-structure bears some tight relation to the way in which
they are mapped onto Logical Form.

It is well known that elements under the scope of negation that are focahzed get
a contrastive focus reading (Jackendoff 1972):

(75) a. Mary didn’t BUY a book yesterday, she STOLE it
b. Mary didn’t buy A BOOK yesterday, she bought A HORSE
¢. Mary didn’t buy a book YESTERDAY, she bought it TODAY

In these sentences, what is negated is that constituent that is focalized, somehow.
Without entering into an analysis of this phenomenon (see Jackendoff 1972, Roche-
mont 1978), I want to consider some implications for the traditional way of repres-
enting negation in Logical Form.

Recall the semantic representation of a simple negative sentence like (74a), given
in (74b), which is repeated in (76):

(76) NO [ PasT, Mafy leave]

There is no reading of a simple negtive sentence where it is the Tense that is foc-
alized and as a consequence acqulres a contrastive focus reading. The sentence would

be like:
(77) Mary DIDN'T leave

And the reading that we are considering would be something like: “it is not in
the past that Mary left”. But If something like (76) is the semantic representation of
(77), it is not clear why this réading is not available. Notice that there is nothing
implausible about this reading, and, further, that it is available in negative sentences
that do not involve the head of NegP:

(78) a. Nobody HAS a car, we HAD it
b. No student BOUGHT a book, they WILL buy it
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The impossibility of contrastively focalizing Tense under Negation is rather sur-
prising under the standard view of Negation as a propositional operator that. takes
scope over the entire proposition. .

Let us consider an alternative that would predict the phenomena j ]ust considered.
Let us assume that the LF representation of a negative sentence like (74a) is (79):

(79) pAsT [NO [Mary leave]]

Here it is the Tense that has scope over the proposition, and-also over the negat-
ive operator. The fact that one cannot make a negative sentence mean “It is not in

the past that..” now follows from standard considerations about the scope of nega-
tion.

2. The X projection

2.1. Similarities between negation and affirmation.

Consider the followmg two parallel paradlgms from Engllsh and Basque respec-
tively:

(1) a. Mary left (2) a. Mari joan da
Mary left has
‘Mary has left’
b. Mary didn’t leave b. Mari ez da joan
Mary not has left
, ‘Mary hasn’t left’
c. *Mary did leave c. ¥*Marida joan
Mary has left
‘ (‘Mary has left’)
d. Mary did leave d. Marida joan
Mary has left
‘Mary has left’

Examples (1a) and (2a) both illustrate declarative sentences from English and
Basque. The English sentence has a single inflected verb. The Basque sentence shows
a non inflected lexical verb followed by an inflected auxiliary.

(1b) and (2b) are negative sentences. The English sentence displays 4o support, and
the Basque sentence shows an alteration of the normal verb-auxiliary order given in
(2a).

Examples in (1c) and (2c) show that it is not possible to have do-support in a
declarative sentence, in the case of English, and that it is not possible to front the
auxiliary in a declarative sentence in Basque.

In examples (1d) and (2d) we can see that, in the case of an emphatically affirma-
tive sentence, both languages resort to the same mechanism they used in the case of
sentence negation: do-support in English, and auxiliary fronting in Basque.

The particular strategies to which these two languages resort are very different in
nature: English resorts to lexical insertion (“do-support”), whereas Basque appeals to
syntactic movement (fronting of the auxiliary). Nevertheless, the fact that the same
strategy is used both in negative and affirmative constructions and prohibited in
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declarative sentences is rather striking, even more so given that Basque and English
are typologically very different languages.

In the first part of this chapter, I will argue that the paradigm illustrated in (1)
and (2) is not a coincidence. I will follow the idea put forward by Chomsky (1957)
that there is a morpheme Aff (for affirmation) which induces do-support in the exact
same way in which negation does. I will adapt this idea to the current theoretical
framework and some recent proposals in the literature. In particular I argue here
that, similarly to.the way in which the head Neg can head its own functional projec-
tion (Kitagawa 1986, Pollock 1989), there is also a X° Aff, which projects an Affir-
mation Phrase. These two heads (Neg and Aff) are further argued to belong in the
same syntactic category, which I will call £'. Thus, both NegP and AffP are claimed
to be different instantiations of a2 more abstract projection: the X Phrase.

If this view is correct, Negation is not a syntactic category of its own in natural
languages. Rather, that aspect of negation which is encoded by (at least some) natur-
al languages as a functional head is an element of a broader syntactic category. Simil-

arly, that aspect of emphatic affirmation that (at least some) natural languages bulld
" in as a functional head would belong in the same syntactic category as negation.

It should be kept in mind that this syntactic category that includes negation and
affirmation doesn’t cover the topic of negation and affirmation or emphasis in natur-
al languages. It is well know that negation is a pervasive phenomena, and that its
instantiations go beyond the case of sentence negation. Thus, in the following exam-
ples,

(3) a. Ididn’t read any book - b. Iread no book

Only (3a) is an instance of sentence negation (NegP), although both examples
have roughly the same meaning. The second example presents a negated DP, and
thus it does not induce 4b support, for example, which is a clear symptom of the pre-
sence of sentence negation. In assuming that (3a) and (3b) have different D-struc-
tures, I depart from Klima (1964), who derives both from the same base structure.

Similarly, emphatic affirmation can be 1nstant1ated by means other than the 4ff head,
as (4a) and (4b) illustrate:

(4) a. 1did read the book b. I reéd .tb‘e book

As in the case of negation, I do not assume that these two sentences share ident-
ical D-structures. Only some instances of emphatic affirmation involve the aff head. -

2.2. Evidence from English.

The idea that (1b) and (1d) are intimately related constructions is an ola one wit-
hin the generative tradition, although it has not prevailed in the literature thereaf-
ter. It was first proposed by Chomsky (1957), who argued that there existed in the

grammar of English a morpheme A, which was responsible for emphatic construc-
tions like (ld):

() The name T was suggested to me by Pesetsky and it suggest the notion of Speecb Aa (afﬁrmatlon and
denial).
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In treating the auxiliary verb phrase we left out of consideration forms with
the heavy stressed element do as in “John does come”, etc. Suppose we.set up a
morpheme A of contrastive stress to-which the followmg morphophonemlc rule
applies.

(45) ..V.. + A ZE .N".., where ” indicates extra heavy stress.

We now set up a transformation TA that imposes the same structural analy-
sis of strings as does Tnot, and adds A to these strings in exactly the position
where Tnot adds not or n't. “Then just as Tnot yxelds such sentences as

(46) (i) John doesn t arrive (from John#S+n t#arnve by(40))
(ii) John can’t arrive (from John#S+can+n’t#arrive) .
(iii) John hasn't arrived (from John#S+have+n't#en+arrive)

TA yields the corresponding sentences

(47) (1) John does arrive (from John#S+A#arrive, by (40))
(ii) John can arrive (from John#S+can+ A#arrive)
(111) _]ohn has arnved (from John#S+have+A#en+a.mve)

ThlS TA is a transformation of ‘affirmation’ which affirms the sentences
“John arrives”. “John can arrive”, “John has arrived”, etc, in exactly the same
way as Tnot negates them. This is formally the simplest solution, and it seems
intuitively correct as well.” (Chomsky 1957:65)

Chomsky (1957) makes a clear parallel between the two elements 7oz and the
stress morpheme A: one of them negates the kernel sentence and the other one af-
firms it. They are identical operations with opposite semantic values.

Klima (1964), later argued for a similar idea: the existence of an empty mor-
pheme Emph, which had the same distributional characteristics as the morpheme
Neg and thus induced the same syntactic effects (i.e. do-suppor?). The rule of Tense-at-
tachment attached Tense to the immediately following verbal form; this verbal form
could either be 2 modal, and auxiliary verb or a lexical verb, as shown in (5):

(5) II. Tense-attachment (Klima 1964: 256)

[ willly | [wit ]
have have
— .
Tense be be + Tense
[sleep]v ‘ leeep i

“The pamcle not was generated immediately after zxx, which did not include lex-
ical verbs like slegp. When the zux consisted only of one element (Tense), the pres-
ence of not produced the string [Tense-not-V], which didn’t satisfy the structural
description required by the rule in (5), thus blocking its application. Any unattached
Tense would then trigger insertion of 4o as a'support. Thus Klima (1964), similarly to
Chomsky (1957), also postulates the existence of a particle whose only phonological
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content is stress: However, there is no specific claim about whether these particles
and not belong in the same syntactic category.

~ What follows here takes up Chomsky’s (1957) original idea and reinterprets it
within the current framework; more specifically, in terms of X-bar Theory and head
movement.

I will assume with Chomsky (1957) that there is a positive Aﬁ‘ morpheme, which
is the counterpart of the negative head Neg.

What I will argue is that this positive morpheme Aff is a functional head, genet-
ated below Tense and Modals in English, and that it projects a functional phrase
exactly like Neg does®.

This is shown in (6a), which can be compared to a negative structure like (6b):

6) a. TP b. TP
—
T AffP T NegP
T
Aff AP Neg AP
A - VP A VP

Aff is an inflectional head, which has its own syntactic projection. Therefore, Aff
is subject to the Tense C-command Condition (TCC), in the same way Neg is.

As argued in the first chapter, in a configuration like the one in (6), the only way
in which English can satisfy the TCC when there is no auxiliary or modal in the sen-
tence is by inserting a dummy 4. This prevents the Tense morpheme from lowering
onto the Verb at S-structure, thus avoiding a violation of the TCC. Hence, the deriv-
ation of (1d) is identical to the derivation of (1b), as shown in (7):

7) a. TP b. TP
/\
Mary T Mary T
— — T
T+do AffP T+do NegP
Aff AP Neg AP

T T —

A VP A VP
leave leave

2.3. Evidence from Basque.

I will argue that the picture that arises in English also obtains in Basque, modulo
- language particular differences. The emphatic construction in (1d) involves an Aff
head, which projects a Phrase, the same way Neg does. Sumlarly to Neg, the Aff head
is initial instead of final, as illustrated in (8):

(®) Pollock (1989) speculates in a footnote on the existence os an Ass(ertion) Phrase headed by an ‘empha-
tic do’. In sentences like (i) He did so faint the element so would be sitting in the Spec of this Assertion Phrase.
In sentences like (ii) He did faint the specifier of the phrase would be null.
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(8) a. AffP b. NegP
/\ /\
Aff IP Neg 1P
P —
AP I AP I
/\ N
VP A VP A
/ /
Vv \'%

Given that the Affirmative Phrase is also generated above IP, it triggers raising of

Infl as the only way to satisfy the Tense C-command Condition. The derivation of
(14) is illustrated in (9):

9 AffP
Mariy Aff
’/\
Aff+Infl; IP
da /\
t I
k /\
/AP\ E

VP Vi+A

joan

5

Thus, the paradigms in (1) and (2) are explained in a uniform way, under the as-
sumption that Negation and Affirmation are generated in the same projection both
in English and in Basque. Moreover, the behavior of these emphatic constructions
provides further evidence for the Tense C-command Condition, and for the claim

that this UG requirement does not only apply to negation, but to other functional
heads as well.

2.4. Neg and Aff are in complementary distribution.

The two functional heads Neg and Aff are in complementary distribution, both in

English and in Basque. That this is the case for English is shown by the following
paradigm®:

(10) a. Ididn’t, as Bill had thought, go to the store
b. I did, as Bill had thought, go to the store
c. *1did not, as Bill had thought, go to the store

The examples in (10) are all cases of sentence negation; the parenthetical phrase
has been inserted between Infl and the verb in order to block constituent-negation

readings where negation is attached to the lexical verb and does not take scope over
the sentence.

() I am indebted to Michael Hegarty and Chris Tancredi for pointing out these facts to me.
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(104a) is a case of sentence negation, whete there is no special stress placed on the
auxiliary verb. (10b) is an instance of the emphatic construction that involves the
head Aff. The example (10c) has both toghether: the auxiliary verb is stressed and
followed by sentence negation. The sentence results in ungrammaticality.

A similar paradigm obtains in Basque. In Eastern Dialects (where the type of pes-
itive declarative construction shown in (1d) is more frecuently used), there is a cons-
truction that involves both affirmative fronting and negation (Laffite 1944), This
construction is illustrated in (11):

(1 1) Nik diot Mariari ‘trikota ez eman
I have'to-Mary sweater-the not given
‘T have not given the sweater to Mary’

If it is true that the affirmative construction involves an empty Aff morpheme
which is in complementary distribution with the morpheme Neg, then we expect
that, similarly to the English examples in (10), the example in (11) involves géns-
tituent negation of the verb eman ‘give’, and not sentence negation as in (2b).

Recall that sentence negation in Basque has S-structure scope ovér the entire IP
(cf. chapter 1). As a consequence of this fact, subject Negative Polarity Items age
licensed by Neg in Basque (unlike in English, cf. section 1.2.3.). If the negative
morpheme in (11) where an instance of sentence negation, we would expect it to
license subject Negative Polarity items. However, this kind of negation is unable to
do so, as shown in (12):

(12) a. *Mariri dio inork  trikota ez eman
to-Mary has anybody sweater not given
L C Nobody has given the sweater to Mary’)
b, “*Nik diot inori trikota ez eman
L ~ have anybody-to sweater not-given
“(I'haven’t given the sweater to anybody’)

Negatlve Polarity Items in Basque are licensed in all verbal arguments, given
that Neg has S-structure scope over the whole IP*. Thus, the data in (12) sqppg;ts
the claim that the examples in (11) and (12) are cases of constituent negatign, and
the negative morpheme is not-heading a NegP.

Oyharcabal (1984) presents evidence that further dlstmguxshes the constituent
negation case in (11) from a sentence negation case like (2b). Sentence negatign can
take wider scope than a universal quantifier in subject position, but constituent neg-
ation cannot. Consider the following pair: ‘

(*) There are examples whete it would look like the negation is licensing a Negpol:

(i) Nik diot deusik ez eman (i) Nik diot inori ez eman
I have anything not given I have anybody-to not given
‘I have given her/him nothing’ ‘I have given it to anyboydy’

But this illusion disappears when we introduce some element between the Negpol and the negation, as
in (9). The reason why sentences like (i) and (ii) are good is because their structure is as in (iiia, b):

(iii) a. Nik diot pro [deusik ez] eman b. Nik diot [inori ez] pro eman
I have [not anything] given I have [not to anybody] given.
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(13) 2. [Negp €z dira; [1p denak etorri t;]
" not-have all  come
‘All didn’t come’
b. [NegP denaki [Neg €z diraj [IP ¢ etorri t,]
all not-have come
‘All didn’t come’

Both (13a) and (13b) are instances of sentence negation: (13a) shows the auxiliary
having moved to Neg at S-structure, in order to satisfy the TCC. (13b) is identical
to (13a), except for the position of the subject: the subject densk is outside of IP, pre-
sumably sitting in the specifier of the NegP. Both these sentences have as their most
salient (and for many speakers only) reading the equivalent to ‘Not all came’.

Consider now (14), which is identical to (12) in all relevant respects:

(14) [Afﬂ) denaki dirai [IP tj [Vpez etorri] t; ]
all have not-come
‘All did not come’

The only available reading for this sentence is ‘All of them where such that they
didn’t come’, where negation does not take scope over the universal quantifier. This
further confirms the claim that the negative morpheme that occurs in emphatic sen-
tences like (12) is not heading a Negative Phrase, and that‘it is not an instance of
sentence negation’.

The contrast noted by Oyhargabal (1984) for Basque also obtains in English: only
sentence negation can take wider scope over a subject universal quantifier. Whereas
(15a) can be interpreted as ‘Not all of them went to the store’, this reading is not
available in (15b). The only interpretation available in the case of (15b) is ‘All of
them were such that they didn’t-go to the store’.

(15) a. All of them didn’t go to the store. b. All of them did not go to the store

Therefore, I conclude that Neg and Aff are in complementary distribution.

2.5. The X category and the Z projection.

The material presented above strongly suggests that there is a deep syntactic sim-
ilarity between Negation and Affirmation, which goes beyond the particulars of En-
glish or Basque Grammar. More specifically, the data discussed indicate that the
functional head Neg and the functional head Aff have many properties in common:
They head a separate functional projection, and this projection is generated in the
same position in the Phrase Marker. Moreover, this position is subject to parametric
variation: below Tense, as in English, or above Tense, as in Basque.

Similar syntactic behavior and complementary distribution are quite reliable
symptoms when determining whether two given items belong in the same syntactic

() Pesetsky (p.c.) points out a problem posed by the mere existence of what we ate here calling cons-
tituent negatjon. So far, nothing we know of prevents a sentence like (i): (i) Mary not left.

Where 76t is an instance of constituént negation. Note further that nothing prevents the following sen-
tences either: (ii) that not [;p Mary left], (iii) not [cp that Mary left eatly] worries me.
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category. Given that the heads Neg and Aff do exhibit both of these symptoms, we

can conclude that they are elements of a broader set, rather than categories of their
own.

I will conclude that both these heads belong in a more abstract category, which I
will call . This category projects a Phrase, as schematized in (16):

(16) a. English b. Basque

H

[ N
VP VP A

IP
/\‘

The claim made here is that natural languages do not have a separate syntactic
category for negation, but rathet include this element in a broader, more abstract cat-
egory. One other element of this category, as I have argued, is emphatic affirmation.

2.5.1. Elements in X.

Are there more elements that belong in X? I will now argue that the answer to
this question is affirmative: there is at least one more element, both in English and
in Basque that belongs in this X category.

In English, the element to consider as a possible candldate for X is emphatic so.
Klima (1964) notes that

...with certain minor differences as to permissible environments, the rules for
describing the particle so duplicate those of zoz. Their placement in the finite

verb chain is the same and both occasion a supporting 4o in the same way. (Kli-
ma 1964: 257)

This behavior of so is illustrated in the paradigm in (17), taken from Klima
(1964):

(17) a. The writers could so believe the boy
b. *¥The writers so believed the boy
c. The writers did so believe the boy

The meaning of this particle is tightly linked to negation and affirmation. Thus,

the context in which emphatic so is one where the speaker whishes to deny a denial,
as in the following interaction:

(18) A: Peter left early
B: Peter didn’t leave eatly
C: Peter did so leave early

Where A, B and C stand for different speakers. The complementary distribution
between Neg, Aff and so is again straightforwardly accounted for under the assump-
tion that they head the same syntactic projection:
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(19) a. *The writers did so believe the boy
b. *The writers didn’t so believe the boy

Also in Basque, there is one more candidate for the category X, which also invol-
ves emphatic affirmation of the event: the particle 44°. Ortiz de Urbina (1989) has
already pointed out a number of similarities between the negative particle ez and
this affirmative element 4z, suggesting that the later may be subject to a treatment
along the lines of negation. Indeed, I will argue that the syntactic similarities derive
from the fact that both belong in the same category. Emphatic 4z induces the left-
wards movement of the auxiliary, like 7eg and 4ff do:

(20)a. Jonez da etorri b. Jon ba da etorri
Jon not has arrived Jon so has arrived
‘Jon hasn’t arrived’ ‘Jon has so arrived’

Similarly to English so, the contexts in which the use of this particle is felicitous
involves the denial of a denial, that is, a context like the one in (18). The particle 4z
is described as an affirmative marker in the Grammar edited by the Academy of the
Basque Language, in opposition to the negative morpheme:

The first set of elements that ate placed next to the inflected verb is constitu-
ted by those that have to do with the #ru2h value that the speaker attaches to the
utterance, in particular the particles 4z and ez.

(Euskaltzaindia 1987: 488).

Both 42 ‘so’ and ez ‘not’ are in complementary distribution; we have already at-
gued that the empty 4ff cannot coocur with neg neither in Basque or English. Given
the fact that the only phonological content of [5g] is stress, arguments for comple-
mentary distribution must be indirect, like the one presented above.

There is evidence in Basque showing that #ff and 4z are also in complementary
distribution. Consider the sentences in (21):

(21) a. Irune [Aff]lda etorri b. Irune bada etorri
Irune [Afflhas arrived Irune so-has arrived

There is a difference in interpretation between (21a) and (21b). In the case of the
empty 4ff morpheme, the emphatic affirmation is placed on the element in the spec-
ifier of P, whereas in the case of 4z, the emphatic affirmation remains on the inflec-
ted verb. If it were possible to have both [4#] and 44 in a single sentence, the output
would be something like ‘MARY did read the book’. However, as noted in the Gram-
mar of Euskaltzaindia (1987), the use of the particle bz precludes focalization of the
preceding element. Under our proposal, this fact has a simple explanation: [44], b2
and zeg cannot coocur because they belong in the same category:

() As noted by many traditional grammarians, this particle is in fact a contracted a7 ‘yes’. It is also pos-
sible to use the complete form 44 instead of ba:

(i) Jon baida etorri
Jon yes-has arrived
‘Jon has so arrived’
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(22) a. Basque English
= 3
) - IP )
—
ez z
[age] not
ba Lasf]
so

The picture that arises from the discussion of both Basque and English is hence
that has a very sharply determined semantic nature: The type of elements that cons-
titute the category X all relate to the truth value of the sentence: they either reverse
the truth value (neg), or they affirm it (aff), or they deny that it is false (so, 42).

Alternatively, we could characterize the nature of in terms of the speaker’s pre-
suppositions: Neg cancels an affirmative presuposition, Aff cancels a negative presup-
position, and so/ba cancels the cancelation of an affirmative presupposition.

2.6. Negative fronting in Romance.

“The phenomenon I want to consider now is illustrated in (23):

(23)a. no vino nadie c. *vino nadie
not came anybody - came anybody
‘Nobody came’ (‘nobody came’)
b. nadie ving d. nadie no ving -
nobody came nobody not came
‘Nobody came’ : ‘nobody didn’t come’

The paradigm in (23) illustrates a very well-known phénomenon in Romanee,
which is not restricted to Spanish, from where the examples are taken; this phenp-
menon is present also in Standard Italian, Catalan, Portuguese, and many other Rg-
mance dialects.

Whit is puzzling about the paradigm in (23) is that the constituent nadie seems
to behave as if it had a double nature: in half of the cases (23a) and (23c), it behaves
like a standard polarity item (cf. anybody), in that it needs pegation to be licensed. In
the other half of the cases, hewever, it behaves like a universal negative quantifief
(cf. nobody), carrying a negative meaning of its own.

There is a whole set of elements that behave in this fashion: nadie ‘anybody’, na-
da, ‘anything’, ‘at all’, ningdn ‘any’, nunca ‘ever’, ni ‘either’... Given that most of
them begin with ‘n-’, I will refer to this set of elements as n-words’.

() Not all of them do, however. There set of elements that behave like nadie in (15) also include apenas
‘hardly’, en modo alguno ‘in any way’ and en la vida ‘in my life’, as noted in Bosque (1980). It should alsa be
noted that neda ‘anything’ and nadie ‘anyone’ do not originate from negative words, but from positive ones,
Thus, nadz has its origin in Latin-res natz *botn thing’, a phrase of very frequent use that eventually became a
Polarity Item; similarly, nadie originates in (bomines) nati ‘born (men)’ (cf. Corominas 1954-57). '
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The paradoxical behavior illustrated in (23) has led some authors to postulate the
existence of two series of n-words: On the one hand, there would be a nadie;, which
would be the equivalent of English anyone, a polarity item with existential import
that must be licensed by some other element. On the other hand, the lexicon of these
Romance languages would have a second item, phonologically identical but quite
different in its meaning and syntactic behavior. This item, let us call it nadiey,
would be a universal negative quantifier like the English nobody.

Under this view, the question to be answered when faced with the paradigm in
(23) is how to determine the correct distribution of these two different lexical items.
Put it differently, the task of the person acquiring the language is to figure out when
to use each of the items. This task is by no means trivial in the case of Romance. For
example, nadie; is not allowed to occur in certain environments where its English
equivalent is perfectly confortable, as shown in (24):

(24) a. T ate nothing b. *Comi nada

The double-nadie hypothesis has been defended by Longobardi (1986) and Zan-
nuttini (1989) in rather different analyses.

Here, I will defend the view that there is a single set of n-words, and that they
are Negative Polarity items, that is, existential quantifiers. Before proceeding with
the analysis, I will discuss the arguments put forward by the different defenders of
the double-nadie hypothesis, in order to establish the nature of the n-words.

2.6.1. On the Nature of n-words.

Zannuttini (1989) argues that there are two types of n-words: The first type oc-
curs in interrogative environments, and it is an existential quantifiess, equivalent to
English Negative Polarity items (#zybody). The second type occurs in declarative en-
vironments and it is a universal negative quantifier, equivalent to English zobody.

Hence, cases of n-words in question or conditionals, where the items are equiv-
alent to English Polarities, are instances of the first type of n-words. (25) illustrates
some examples: ' '

(25) a. Ha telefonato nessuno
‘Has anybody phoned?’
b. Voleva sapere se nessuno ha telefonato
‘She wanted to know whether anybody had phoned’
(from Zannuttini 1939)

On the gther hand, examples like those in (23), where the environment is declar-
ative, are taken to be instances of the second type of n-word, that is, the universal
negative one. Thus, what Zannuttini claims is that there ‘is a correlation between
interrogative environments and existential n-words in one hand, and declarative en-
vironments and universal negative n-wotds in.the other. This is schematized in (26):

(26) intetrogative _ existential n-word
(anybody)
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declarative universal negative
n-word (nobody)

The problems with this partition is that the wrong kind of n-word can occur in
the wrong kind of environment. Thus, it is possible to have n-words with a universal
negative meaning in questions, and it is possible to have n-words with an existential
import in non-interrogative environments.

The first case is illustrated in (27)%

(27) a. Me preguntaron si nadie sabfa la respuesta
“They asked me whether nobody knew the answer’
b. quién derribé el nunca terminado puente de la Magdalena
‘“Who demolished the never finished bridge of Magdalena?’

According to Zannuttini’s partition, the nadie and nunca present in (27a) and
(27b) respectively, should be of the existential kind. However, as can be deduced
from the glosses, the meaning of these two items in each of the examples is not exis-
tential, but universal negative. That is, they do not translate as English ‘anybody’ ot
‘evet’, but rather, as English ‘nobody’ and ‘never’.

It is also possible to have existential n-words in non-interrogative environments.
Consider (28):

(28) Pedro duda que venga nadie
‘Peter doubts that anybody will come’

The embedded clause contains a n-word, which nevertheless is not a universal neg-
ative, but an existential quantifier. That is, it is not equivalent to English zobody,
but to English anybody.

Given this evidence, we can conclude that even if there were two sets of n-words,
it would not be possible to distinguish them in terms of interrogative versus declara-
tive contexts. _

The data presented so far indicates that n-words behave like Negative Polarity
items in all environments except in one: only when they occur preverbally do they
seem to behave like Universal Negative Quantifiers. In fact, these items are licensed
in all environments where English Negative Polarity items are licensed: questions
(25a), (27a,b), conditionals (25b), and negative environments (23a,c), (28). They are
also licensed in comparatives, as shown in (29):

(29) Maria canta mejor que ninguno de vosotros
‘Mary sings better than any of you’

And in all other predicates that typically involve Polarity licensers, as discussed

at length in Bosque (1980). Some further examples are given in (30) (from Bosque
1980):

(®) Actually, (272) is ambiguous. The preverbal n-word can be interpreted as ‘anyboydy’ or ‘nobody’. This
ambiguity is explained in Laka 1991. Note that for the purposes of this argument, it is enough that (27a)
can have an interpretation like the one given in the translation.
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(30) a. Antonio estaba en contra de it a ninguna parte
‘Anthony was against going anywhere’
b. Perdimos la esperanza de encontrar ninguna salida
“We lost hope of finding any way out’

We also find n-words inside DPs headed by a universal quantifier, a domain in
which NPIs are licensed in English (Ladusaw 1980):

(31) En esta reunién, todo aquel que tenga nadaz que decir tendrd ocasién de hablar
‘In this meeting, evetyone who has anything to say will have a chance to talk’

Zannuttini (1989) claims that the behavior of postverbal n-words in negative
sentences is that of a universal negative quantifiers. The central test presented in
support of this claim is the following: it is argued that Polarity items cannot be mod-
ified by gquasi ‘almost’, whereas negative quantifiers can. The contrast is illustrated
in (32) (from Zannuttini 1989):

(32) a. Quasi nessuno ha telefonato b. Non ha telefonato guasi nessuno
‘Almost nobody has called’ ‘Almost nobody called’
c. ¥Ha telefonato quasi nessuno?
(‘Has almost anybody called?’)

The point of the paradigm is to show that, wheteas the nessumo in the interroga-
tive (32¢) cannot be modified by a/most, both nessunos in the negative sentences can
(32a), (32b).

However, the validity of this test becames less clear when we consider Polarity
Items licensed by negation. Thus, if we take cases with uncontroversial Polarity
Items in other languages, the results of this test are not the ones expected. Consider
for example English and Basque. Similarly to the Italian example in (32c), it is true
that Polarity items licensed in interrogative environments yield ungrammatical
results, as shown in (33):

(33) a. *Ikusi duzu ea inor? b. *Have you seen almost anybody?
seen have-you almost anybody

When the licenser is negation, however, the results of modifying the NPI with
almost improve considerably, and the sentences are at most marginal. In fact, for
most speakers, in these negative environments the Polarity Items can be modified by
almost without inducing ungrammaticality, as (34) illustrates:

(34)a. Ezdut ea inor ikusi b. I haven’t seen almost anybody
neg-have-I almost anybody seen

Given these results, the fact that (32b) is well formed does not prove that it is a
universal quantifier. What it shows is that, when licensed by negation, the behavior
of Polarity Items is different that when the licenser is some other element.

Further evidence in support of the claim that n-word items are Negative Polarity
Items is found when we examine their behavior after the preposition siz ‘without’. In
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English, Negative Polarities are licensed when they occur within PPs headed by
without (35):

(35) a. I have left without any money
b. Without anything to eat, the prisioners starved to death

On the other hand, negative quantifiers inside PPs headed by without induce a
double-negation reading® (36):

(36) a. I wanted to leave with nobody noticing, but I had to leave without no-
body noticing '

The behavior of n-words in this environment is parallel to NPIs, and unlike univ-
ersal negatives, as illustrated in'® (37):

(37) a. He salido sin dinero
‘I have left without money’
b. Sin nada que comer, los prisioneros murieron de hambre
‘Without anything to eat, the prisioners died of hunger’

Moreover, the behavior of n-words in this context is identical to all other NPIs in
Spanish, even those that are not allowed in preverbal position, like #n real ‘a red
cent’. Thus, this NPI can occur postverbally in a negative sentence, but it cannot be
placed preverbally without negation, as shown in (38)":

(38) a. No tengo un real b. ¥Un real tengo
‘I don’t have a red cent’ (‘I don’t have ared cent’)

These NPIs are licensed when they occur as complements of siz ‘without’:

(39) a. He salido sin un real
‘I left without a penny’

() The example presents the usual difficulty displayed by cases of double negation, but it factors out as
‘with somebody noticing’ after some effort.

(%) Zannuttini (1989) notes this fact in Italian and claims that senzz “without’ is not subject to the nega-
tive chain algorithm at play in Romance, whereby the semantic interpretation of several universal negatives
‘factors out’ the negative force of all negatives dominated by the one c-commanding IP, interpreting only
their quantificational force. This preposition always starts a new negative chain. There are two problems with
the ‘negative chain’ mechanism. The first one is that it predicts that a sentence like (i) should be a case of
double negation, like (ii) is, given that there are two negative elements c-commanding IP:

(i) nunca nadie me ha tratado asi (ii) nadie no ha venido
‘Nobody has ever treated me like that’ ‘Nobody hasnt’t arrived’

Under Zannuttini’s approach, sentence negation in these languages is c-commanding IP already at D-
Structure. Both sentences are predicted to be cases of double negation, but only one of them is.

The second problem is that (iii) is predicted to be grammatical, since the negative siz is c-commanding
IP, and should thus create a negative chain that includes the postverbal nada:

(iii) *sin dinero he comprado nada
(“Without money have I bought anything’)

(*") The only available reading for (28b) is ‘I have a cent’, where it is no longer a NPIL.
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Therefore, it cahnot be argued that the semantic properties of siz in Romance are
different from the ptoperties of Germanic without, in that only the later allows NPIs
as its complements. Both prepositions are licensers of NPIs, and n-words behave like
NPIs when c-commianded by it. :

I will therefore conclude that there is only one set of n-words in the lexicon of
Spanish, Catalan, Italian and Portuguese, and that these items are indeed Polarity
Items (and therefore existential quantifiers).

Hence, there is no special task that the language learner has to complete in figur-
ing out the distribution of the n-words. Their distribution is the same as other Pol-
arity items in languages like English and Basque, and it doesn’t involve any lan-
guage particular strategy, but it conforms to whatever the universal requirements are
on Polarity licensing: the set of possible licensers and the conditions under which
licensing is obtained (Ladusaw 1980, Linebarger 1987).

2.6.2. On the Preverbal Position of nadie -words.

After having concluded that n-words are Polarity Items; the task now is to ac-
count for the case in which these elements behave like negative quantifiers. The en-
vironment in which n-words do not conform to the standard behavior of Polarity
Items is the one illustrated in (23b,c), repeated here as (40a, b):

(40) a. nadie ha venido . b. nadie no ha venido
‘nobody has arrived’ : ‘nobody hasn’t arrived’

In (40a), n-word does not appear to be licensed at all, given the absence of any
overt negative marker. In (40b), the negative marker is present, but it induces dou-
ble negation; the sentence then means that ‘everybody has arrived ™.

The question to be addressed in what follows is what the position of n-word is in
" (40a) and (40b). I will argue that this position is not the Specifier of IP, but rather
the specifier of a £P, generated above IP.

As discussed at the beginning of this section, there is a whole set of lexical items
that share the same properties that n-word has. Some of them are illustrated in (41):

(41) a. Maria nunca viene e. nada quieré Marfa
‘Mary never comes’ ‘nothing loves Mary’
b. Maria no viene nunca f. No quiere nada Maria
Mary doesn’t come ever Mary doesn’t want anything
c. *Maria viene nunca g. *Quiere nada Marfa |
(Mary comes ever) (Mary wants anything)
d. Maria nunca no viene - h. Nada no quiere Maria
Mary never doesn’t come nothing doesn’t want Mary

(*®) It must be pointed out that whereas this is true for Spanish, Italian and Portuguese, it is not so for
Catalan. The equivalents of (152) and (15b) in standard Catalan are synonymous:

(i) ningd ha arribat (i1) ningd no ha arribat
‘nobody has arrived’ ‘nobody has arrived’

where the first choice is more common in spoken language (Lleé 1978).
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The examples in (41) show that the preverbal quantifier need not be the subject
-of the sentence. The first column illustrates cases where the preposed element is an
adjunct. The second column illustrates cases where the preposed element is the dir-
ect object. One of the series has preverbal subjects and the other one has postverbal
subjects, and both orders of the subjects are possible®.

Although the phenomenon at stake is not restricted to a particular syntactic cate-
" goty, and thus any argument or adjunct of the n-word set can occur preverbally, the
position is very restrictive with respect to the number of elements that can precede
the inflected verb, and with respect to the entonation attached to them.

As noted by Bosque (1980), only one n-word is allowed to occur preverbally™:

(42) a. *Nadie en ningun lugar juega b. *Nadie a nadie le dio dinero
(‘Nobody plays in any place’) (‘Nobody gave money to anybody’)
c. *A nadie nadie le hace caso
(“To nobody does anybody pay attention’)

This restriction suggests that preverbal n-words are occupying a unique position,
which is available only to one constituent®. Typically, positions displaying this kind
of properties are Specifiers. Let us consider the two candidates that immediately
come to mind: Specifier of IP and Specifier of CP.

Let us consider [Spec, IP]. The position occupied by the n-word in front of Infl is
different from the subject position in a number of ways:

Unlike arguments sitting in the Spec of IP, n-words need. not agree with Inflec-
tion, as shown in (26a), and (26e). Under a view of agreement that restricts it to a

(**) For a more detiiled list of all elements that belong in this class see Lle6 (1978) for Catalan and Bos-
que (1980) for Spanish.

(1) There is one instance where all speakers agree that two nadie words can precede the inflected verb.
This case involves the elements nadie ‘anybody’ and nunca ‘ever”:

(i) Nunca nadie afirmé tal cosa (i1) Nadie nunca afirmé tal cosa
‘Never did anybody assert such a thing’ ‘Noboby ever asserted such a thing’
These facts hold also for Italian, as noted by Zannuttini (1989):
(iii) Mai nessuno mi aveva parlato cosi (iv) Nessuno mai me aveva parlato cosi
‘Never had anyone talked to me like that’ ‘Nobody had ever talked to me like that’

The fact that it is only the combination of these two items that makes possible the occurrence of two
elements before the inflected verbs suggests that some kind of absorption (Lasnik & Saito 1984) is taking pla-
ce in these cases.

(**) My judgments agree with those in Bosque (1980) as to the number of n-constituents that can occur
preverbally, and thus I dont’t accept sentences with more than one n-constituent precedes the verb, with the
only exception mention in the previous footnote. However, I have found speakers whose judgments vary with
respect to sentences that involve more than one nadie word preceding the verb. I haven’t found a consistent
characterization of what the restrictions on these cases are, and different speakers vary on this too, being more
or less restrictive in the number and/or natuse of the preposed n-constituents. Nevertheless, even in the most
liberal cases, the entire string of n-constituents preceding the verb must be contained in a single intonational
phrase, with no break and emphatic stress.

(i) a ningdn bijo miv nadie le trata as{ (ii) *a ningin hijo mio, nadie le trata as{
‘Nobody treats any son of mine like that’

This would seem to indicate that the entire string is behaving as a singleconstituent in the syntax, much
in the fashion of what have been referred to as ‘quantifier absorption’ processes in Lasnik & Saito (1984).
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SPEC-Head relation (Fukui & Speas 1986), if the preposed n-word were sitting in
[SPEC,IP] we would expect either that it would agree with Infl, or that the subject
would not. : =

Even under the view of Infl put forward by Pollock (1989), where this category
splits into two different projections Tense Phrase and Agreement Phrase, the agree-
ment facts are not automatically rendered irrelevant. Let us consider the possibil-
ities:

Let us consider first a Phrase Structure like the one proposed by Chomsky
(1989), where AgrP dominates TP, the possibility that the preposed element be sit-
ting in the highest SPEC in the Inflectional system is autoimatically ruled out, given
the lack of agreement between the preposed constituent and Infl. The n-word could
not be sitting in [SPEC,TP] either, since this position would not be preverbal after
head movement raises Tense to Agr, as shown in (43):

(43) AgrP
—T
Maria; Agr
/\
Vi+Agr+T; TP
/\
nada; T
t; VP
T
tj \'%4
T
t Tk

Let us consider a Phrase Structure like the one proposed in Pollock (1989), where
TP is generated above AgtP, and let us assume that subject agreement is realized by
movement of the argument to [SPEC, AGRP], as proposed by Mahajan (1989) for
Hindi. Under this hypothesis, [SPEC,TP] is still available for movement. If we as-
sume that in declarative sentences the subject moves there in order to satisfy the Ex-
tended Projection Principle (Mahajan 1989), then we leave the possibility open for a
constituent other than the subject to move to [SPEC,TP] in otder to satisfy that
Principle, similatly to the way in which the Etgative subject moves to [SPEC, TP]
in Hindi, whereas the argument showing agreement sits in [SPEC, AgrP] (Mahajan
1990).

Adverb placement suggests however that this hypothesis is not the correct one. If
subjects and preposed n-words were sitting in the same Specifier, we would expect
that elements that intervene between the subject and the inflected verb should be
able to intervene between the preposed n-word and the inflected verb. This predic-
tion is not borne out. For instance, adverb placement distinguishes the preposed n-
word from a standard subject. Thus, adverbs that occur confortably between the sub-
ject and the inflected verb are not possible between the preposed n-word and the in-
flected verb, as shown in (44):
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(44) a. Maria frecuentemente canta en la ducha
Mary often sings in the shower
b. *nadie frecuentemente cantaenla ducha
nobody often sings in the shower
c. Nadie canta frecuentemente en la ducha
nobody sings often in the shower

(44a) shows the adverb frecuentemente intervening between the subject Mariz and
the inflected verb. In (44b), we see that this is not possible when we have a preverbal
n-word. There is no semantic incompatibility between n-word and the adverb, as
shown in (44c), were both appear and the sentence is grammatical. However, the ad-
verb must occur after the preverbal n-word and the inflected verb. Assuming the ad-
verb is in the same position both in (44a) and (44b), it must be the case that n-word
is placed in a position higher that Spec of IP, and that the inflected verb has moved
upwards too. Therefore, we can conclude that the fronted n-word is not sitting in
the Spec of IP/TP. .

The next possibility to consider is that n-words occur in [SPEC, CP]. This cannot
be the case either, because fronted n-word words can always occur after overt com-
plementizers, as in (45)": :

(45) a. creo [cpque [nadie ha venido]] b. la mujer [c'pque [nunca canta]]
think-I that nobody has come ‘the woman that never sings’
‘I think that nobody came’

The evidence presented so far indicates that the position at stake is higher than
[Spec, IP], but lower than [Spec, CP]. I will argue that n-words move to the Spec of
2P, and that this XP is generated above IP in Spanish. Thus, when they occur pre-

verbally, it is to the Specifier of the X Phrase that n-words move to when preposed,
as illustrated in (46):

(46) [zp nadie [ canta frecuentemente en la duchal]

The P is headed by a phonologically empty negative morpheme, which licenses
the polarity item via a Spec-head agreement relation:

47) 2P
/\
nadie h
/\
[neg] 1P

(*) We could assume that CP is a recursive projection, following an idea put forward by Chomsky (Class
lectures 1989). However, this would leave unexplained why it is that the complementizer cannot follow the
preposed word, that is, why is it the recursive CPs are ‘ordered’. Moreover, we would have to account for the
fact that whereas embedded CPs like gze do not trigger I-to-C movement, embedded CPs like the one sup-
porting nadie always do, as shown in (i):

(i) a. Creo que._]uan canta siempre b. *Creo que nunca Juan canta
‘I think that Juan always sings’ (‘I think never that Juan sings’)
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2.6.3. Sources: Bosque’s (1980) proposal.

The idea that preverbal n-words involve some non-overt negative morpheme is
not a new one. To my knowledge, it was first proposed by Bosque (1980), in his ex-
tensive and insightful word about negation in Spanish. The analysis presented here
is in fact similar to Bosque’s in various respects.

Bosque (1980) also assumes that n-word words are always Polarity items that need
an affective licenser. In the preverbal instances, argues Bosque, sentence negation 7o
‘not’ incotporates onto the n-word word (in the spirit of Klima 1964), thus yielding
the negative meaning.

Bosque also assumes the old version of the VP internal hypothesis (McCawley
1970, Hudson 1973), and claims that the underlying word order in Spanish is VSO.
From this underlying order, a transformational operation places one constituent in
front of the verb.

Thus, preverbal subjects, questions and preverbal n-word elements are all hand-
led in identical fashion". In the case of preverbal n-word words, the input for the rule
is a sentence like:

(48) no tiene nadie hambre
‘nobody is hungry’

To this sentence, a transformational rule applies, which Chomsky-adjoins the n-
word words to the initial position:

(49) Nadie preposing (Bosque 1980)
X-NEG [ V-Y-POLARITY-W] -Z
1 2 34 5 6 7
1 5+2 34 0] 6 7

This transformational rule is followed by Neg-deletion, which erases the negative
marker 7o',

The claim made here is that the relation of agreement that holds between the

empty head [Neg] and the polarity items sitting in the Specifier position licenses the
n-word word®.

2.6.4 Negative Fronting and Emphatic Fronting.

In the discussion of the properties of the category X in the particular case of En-
glish and Basque, it was stablished that there is a tight connection between negation
and emphatic affirmation. I have argued that n-word preposing in Romance involves

(") Pesetsky (1989) has independently put forward a nearly identical proposal, which reduces Wh-move-
ment and preverbal subjects to movement to the Specifier of IP.

(**) Rizzi (1982) also assumes a similar account for n-words in Italian, by means of incorporation of nega-
tion onto the preverbal n-word.

(*) If a relation of agreement enables a licenser to hcense a polarity item, as claimed here, then the condi-
tion on Polarity Item licensing starts looking more like government than strict c-command. Notice that al-
lowing the licensing conditions to include SPEC-Head relations does not predict ‘anybody didn’t leave’ to be
grammatical, because the Polarity Item is sitting in the SPEC of Infl or Tense, not in the SPEC of NEGP.
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the projection XP. Specifically, I have argued that certain Romance languages gen-
erate a2 2P above IP, much in the way Basque does. This P is headed by an empty
negative morpheme that licenses the NPI sitting in its Specifier by means of a
SPEC-Head relation. In turn, the negative head and its projection can only be licen-
sed in the presence of an over n-word element in its Specifier.

I will now provide evidence that this ZP projection can also be headed by an
empty affirmative morpheme, which similarly to the negative one also requires an
overt element in the Specifier of its projection in order to be licensed.

Contreras (1976), in his extensive study of word order in Spanish, notes Spanish
tends to place the rhematic constituent of the sentence in postverbal position:

(50) Pedro viene MANANA
‘Peter arrives TOMORROW’

Contreras calls this the typical rhematic order. However, he also points out that in
addition to this strategy, ‘there is an emphatic order, which is the reverse of the not-

mal order’. In this later case, the rhematic constituent is placed immediately before
the inflected verb, as in (51):

(51) MANANA viene Pedro
‘Peter arrives TOMORROW’

I will follow Contreras in assuming that the emphatic order in (51) is the conse-
quence of a transformation®; more specifically, I will claim that the preverbal em-
phatic constituent in (51) has undergone move from its D-structure position to the
specifier of ZP. _

The idea that this type of emphatic construction involves movement to a presen-
tential position has already been put forward by Torrego (1984). The following
example is taken from her (the postulated S-structure representation is not):

(52) [p Un viaje a las Canarias [shizo [pAntonio este verano]]
‘A trip to the Canary Islands Anthony made last summer’

Notice that this fronting differs from another type of fronting available in Ro-
mance, which is usually referred to as ‘left dislocation’. Contrary to left dislocation
cases, this fronting to P does not allow clitic doubling:

(53) a. este vestido compraria yo si tuviera dinero
this dress buy would I if I had money
‘I would buy + this dress+ if I had money’

(**) Contreras (1976) calls this transformation THEME POSTPOSING, and defines it as an optional rule. The
operation postposes all thematic constituents, leaving the rhematic one at the beginning of the string. There
is a condition added to the rule: THEME POSTPOSING is applicable only if the sentence is an assertion. Given
that this rule postposes all thematic constituents, there is no way to ensure that the inflected verb immedia-
tely follow the rhematic element. In order to achieve this result, Contreras must add one more rule that places
the predicate immediately after the rhematic constituent. However, since it is also ungrammatical to have any
thematic element preceding the predicate, and given that the rule of theme postposing is optional, a further
condition is required which makes it obligatory to postpone all thematic arguments. As Contreras himself
notes, though this condition would prohibit left dislocated thematic constituents, which are allowed to pro-
cede the rheme. . i
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b. *este vestido lo compraria yo si tuviera dinero
(‘I would buy this dress If I had money’)
c. este vestido, yo lo compraria si tuviera dinero

This prevetbal focus position is also discussed by Bonet (1989). Bonet notes only
one constituent is allowed in this position. The following are some of her examples:

(54) a. LES SABATES ha ficat a I’armari en Pere
‘Pere has put THE SHOES in the closet’

b. A UARMARI ha ficat les sabates en Pere
‘Pere has put the shoes IN THE CLOSET’

This preverbal focus position, like in Spanish, induces a verb-second effect:

(55) a. *Un viaje a las canarias Pedro hizo este verano
b. *Les sabates en Pere ba ficat a 'armari

And also in Catalan, this emphatic fronting is distinct from left dislocation:
Whereas left dislocation leaves a clitic behind (when the clitic is available), this
fronting does not allow cliticization:

(56) a. *LES SABATES les ha ficat a 'armari en Pere
b. *A LARMARI hi ha ficat les sabates en Pere

2.7. Saying ‘yes’ and ‘no’.

Given that the semantic values of the elements in the category X have so far
found involve affirmation and denial, it seems natural to look into the relation of the
syntactic projection P on the one hand, and affirmative or negative replies to yes/no
questions on the other. I will argue that XP is involved in affirmative and negative
replies to yes/no questions. The evidence I present in support of these claims is
drawn from the three languages that are the main object of study in this work: Bas-
que, English and Spanish.

To my knowledge, the syntax of yes/no answers has not been studied as a consis-
tent topic within the generative syntax literature. It is often claimed in fact that there
is lictle or nothing to be found out from such an inquiry, and that only semantics or
pragmatics can find anything of interest to say about them?.

In this section I would like to challenge this view, and show that there is some-
thing to say about answers from the syntactic point of view: there are grammatical
and ungrammatical answers, and there is also parametric variation as to what a
grammatical answer is.

First, I will examine the situation in Basque. It will be shown that relating affir-
mative replies to the ZP phrase provides not only an elegant account of the most ob-

(*) The issue of whether there is anything that syntax can contribute to in the study of answers doesn’t
even arise in most discussions I am familiar with (with the exception of Pope 1972). For instance: ‘“With what
I have said I do not want to suggest that the semantics of questions and answers is less important that the in-
quiry into their pragmatic aspects. In fact, pragmatic presupposes semantics. A proper semantic account of
questions and answers is a prerequisite for a proper pragmatic account.” (Kiefer 1983: 6) Note that it must al-

so be the case that pragmatic presupposes syntax, and that a proper syntactic account of questions and ans-
wers is also a prerequisite for a proper pragmatic account.
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vious facts regarding yes/no answers, but it is also the key to a puzzling problem that
has so far resisted explanation, regarding sentences whose first overt element is an
inflected verb.

Second, I will consider some aspects of the structure of yes/no answers in English,
and discuss the meaning of yes and o, their syntactic nature, and the differences bet-
ween yes/no on the one hand and [Aff)/nor on the other. I will also present differences
between English, Spanish and Basque regarding yes/no answers, and provide an ac-
count. ‘

Finally, I will consider the case of Spanish. I will discuss the syntax of 57 and no in

relation to XP, and I will argue that other elements like 57 gu¢ and yz also belong in
this category.

2.7.1. Answering in Basque.

Under the assumption that direct answers to yes/no question always involve move-
ment of Inflection to the head ¥, the behavior of inflected verbs in these environ-
ments is accounted for straightforwardly in Basque. Recall once again that inflected
verbs are those where there has been movement of V to Infl, as in (57):

67) IP
T
VP I

\|  dakiy T
\Y%
tV
When the reply to a yes/no question involves an inflected verb, it must have the

particle bz (yes) attached if the answer is affirmative, or the particle ¢z (no) if the ans-
wer is negative, as the examples in (58) illustrate:

(58) a. (Bai,) bz dakit b. (Ez,) ez dakit
Yes yes-it-know-I No not-it-know-I
‘(Yes), I do know it’ ‘(No,) I dbn’; know it’

(58a) illustrates an affirmative answer: The uncontracted word bai ‘yes’ is option-
ally present, and separated by a pause from the inflected verb®. The verb has the par-
ticle bz attached to it. (58b) illustrates a negative answer: parallel to the affirmative
case, there is a negative word ez ‘no’, optionally present, and after a pause, the inflec-
ted verb with the negative particle attached

An answer without 4z or ez attached to the inflected verb yields sharp ungram-
maticality. Thus, compare (58) to (59):

(**) As mentioned in footnote 8 in this chapter, the particle 4« is a contraction of the word bai ‘yes’. It is
possible to have a non-contracted form in slow and very emphatic speech, as in,

(i) baidakit!
yes-it-know-I
“Yes I know it!’

Conversely, eastern dialects use the contracted form 44 also. for the word ‘yes’ in isolation, and never use
the form ba:: (ii) Ba, badakit
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(59) a. *Bai, dakit b. *Ez, dakit c. *dakit

Note that all the relevant information is present in the answers in (59): the pres-
ence of the words ai ‘yes’ and ez ‘no’ alteady tells us that the answer is affirmative or
negative, and the inflected verb informs us of what it is that is affirmative or negative.
However, (59a) and (59b) are sharply ungrammatical, and so is the attempt of giving
and affirmative answer like (59¢) were only the verb is present.

These data find a simple explanation under the XP hypothesis. Let us assume that
in answering yes ot no, the XP phrase is projected, headed by whichever value the
answer has: affirmative (42) or negative (ez)*. Given the Tense C-Command Condi-
tion, Tense must be c-commanding the head of X at S-structure, and thus, in the case
of Basque, it must raise to that projection (Recall that ZP is generated above TP in
this language). The S-structure representations of (58a) and (58b) are illustrated in

(60):
(60) a. Bai [xp badakit [1p 8]] b. Ez [sp ez dakit [1p 81]

Where 8 indicates that IP is deleted (following the notation in Wasow 1972).
This deletion, however, is not obligatory, and the rest of the sentence can also be part
of the answer. What is crucial is that representations like (61), where the inflected
verb stays in situ, and ZP is not generated, are not an option:

(61) a. *[yp dakit [yp 0] b. *Bai, {1p pro dakit [y 8] c. *Ez, [1p pro dakit [y 9]

Even if no IP deletion takes place, an affirmative or negative answer that does not
involve movement to XP yields ungrammaticality. Thus, if one were to ask ‘Do you
know English?’, only a sentence with the particle 4z or ez in attached to the inflected
verb would constitute a grammatical answer.

Recall that there are three different elements that can head ZP in Basque, as ar-
gued in section 2.4.1.: One element is negation ¢z, another one is 4z, and the third
one is the empty emphatic [sg]. We have just shown that both 4z and ez occur in af-
firmative and negative questions respectively, but nothing has been said so far about
the third value of X: [s¢]. Let us consider this case.

There is a basic property of [ag] that distinguishes it from the other two values
of X ba and ez. Whereas bz and ez do not require that the specifiers of their projec-
tions be filled by some element, [s#] does require that its specifier be filled by some
constituent at S-structure. This follows from the fact that the only phonological con-
tent of [ag] is stress, since the heavy stress is placed in the element in the specifier of -
2P. Hence, as we saw at the beginning of this chapter cases were TP is headed by
[Aff] always have some element in the specifier of that projection:

() For a discussion of the status of the initial and optional b4 and ez, see discussion below.
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(62) P
/\
emaéumeaj )y
/\

r
AsP ]

Thus, [ag] cannot be heading the P when it is the inflection that is affirmed,
given that its emphatic value is transmitted to its specifier via agreement. Note that
this property of empty [ag] is not particular to Basque; this head present the same
properties in Spanish as well (cf. section 2.5., and later in this section).

2.7.1.1. A result regarding verb initial sentences.

This analysis of yes/no answers in terms of ZP leads us directly to a phenomenon
of Basque grammar that looks quite puzzling at first sight.
Consider the following sentences, all of which are unexpectedly ungrammatical:

(63) a. *pro; dator emakumes; b. *[emakumea; [IP pro; dator]
arrives woman-the woman-the arrives
(“That woman arrives’) » (‘The woman, she arrives’)
c. *pro dator
arrives

(‘She arrives’)

Basque is a pro-drop language that displays quite-a free word order. However, the
sentence in (63a), which shows a postverbal subject, is ungrammatical despite the
fact that pro is licensed in subject position. (63b) is ungrammatical too, although left
dislocations of subjects are normally allowed in Basque; and finally, (63c), where the
subject has been dropped, is also ungrammatical.

That the ungrammaticality of the sentences above is not due to some restriction
on pro-drop of subjects or some restriction on the vetb etorri ‘arrive’ used in the

"example is shown by the following sentences in (64). They are all identical to (63)
except for the fact that there is an adverb preceding the inflected verb:

(64) a. berandu dator emakumea b. emakumea, berandu dator
late arrives woman-the woman-the late arrives
‘The woman arrives late’ “That woman, she arrives late’
c. berandu dator
late arrives

‘s/he arrives late’

What the examples in (64) show, when contrasted with (63), is that what makes
the sentences in (63) ungrammatical is not the placement of the subject. Rather, it
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seems that what is wrong about the paradigm in (63) is the fact that the first phono-
logically overt element within IP is the inflected verb. In fact, it is the case that Bas-
que rules out matrix sentences whose first overt element is an inflected verb or aux-
iliary. A phonologically based approach to this phenomenon cannot provide a satis-
factory answer, however, and this can be argued on the bases of two distinct pieces of
evidence. The first one concerns the behavior of embedded clauses. As an example, I

will consider relative clauses®. Relative clauses in Basque precede the noun, as
shown in (65):

(65) [¢; berandu datotren] emakumea; Irune da
late arrives-that woman-the Irune is .
‘the woman that arrives late is Irune’

In this environment, a bare inflected verb with no 4z or ez particle attached to it
results in a grammatical sentence, as (66) illustrates:

(66) [t; datorren] emakumea Irune da
arrives-that woman-the Irune is
“The woman that arrives is Irune’

The inflected verb in (66) is in sentence initial position, both with respect to the
embedded and the matrix clause. The empty category preceding it is now a trace

instead of pro, and inflected verb has moved to C (cf. Chapter 1), as illustrated in
(67): ' ' '

(67) CP
1P C

t I' [datorren] jen

The fact that the prohibition against inflected-verb-initial sentences discrimin-
ates between different empty categories makes it very unlikely for it to be a restric-
tion applying in the Phonetic Form component. On the contrary, I will argue that
this is a syntactic restriction involving S-structure and Logical Form.

It is well known that word otder variations in pro-drop languages are not seman-
tically inert different orders yield variations with respect to old and new informa-
tion, what is known and what is new, the theme and the rheme of the sentence. Let

(**) The data I will present hold of relative clauses, indirect interrogatives, conditionals, and embedded
clanses where presumably some operator-movement has taken place. They do not hold of embedded clauses
that take the complementizer -(¢)/z ‘that’. This later type of clause also behaves like matrix clauses do with
regard to other syntactic phenomena, like negation. In Laka (1989) I present a somewhat preliminary discus-
sion on the nature of this complementizer, which deserves further consideration.
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me thus assume that, for any given sentence, there must always be a constituent that
is interpreted as the rheme. The only exception would be a totally neutral sentences,
were no pro-drop is involved and the arguments appear in their D-structure order. It
seems uncontroversial to claim that pro cannot be rhematized.

Now, if some constituent must be the rheme of the sentence, and if pro cannot be
the rheme ever, it follows that.in a sentence like (63a), repeated again here,

(63) a. *[1p [1p pro; dator] emakume hori;]
arrives - woman that
(“That woman arrives’)

either the inflected verb or the postverbal subject must be the rheme of the sentence.
In southern Romance, postverbal sub]ects ate focalized (Contréras 1976, Calabrese
1985, Bonet 1989), as 1llustrated in (68) for Spanish and Catalan:

(68) a. viene Maria 'b. ve la Maria ‘Mary arrives’

However, this focalization strategy is not available in Basque. Even when heavily
stressed, postverbal elements in declarative elanses cannot be interpreted as rhemes®:

(69) *dator Mari
(*‘Mary arrives’)

The fact that this sentence is ungrammatical in Basque but grammatical in Sout-
hern Romance languages further supports the idea that constituents in these lan-
guages are not rhematized by attaching some kind of intonation to them, but rather,
by placing them in some specific syntactic configuration, an idea that underlies
much work done on focus in natural languages (cf. Ortiz de Urbina 1989 and refe-
rences therein) .

All rhematic constituent in Basque must be preverbal (Altube 1929, Ortiz de
Urbina 1989), and there is.no possibility of thematizing a postverbal constituent,
despite intonation or stress. Given this state of affairs, ¢he only candidate for theme
in (63a) is the inflected verb itself. However, for the inflected verb to be the rheme
of the sentence, it must be the case that it has mpved to ¥, since it is in this category
that the emphatic elements are generated, as discussed in previous sections. Further-
more, in a sentence like (63a) X could not be headed by [ Affl, because this value of X
requires an overt element in its specifier at S-structure, as discussed in the previous
section. Thus, the only value of = that can rhematize infleetion are bz (or ez), which
are not present in (634). Therefore, no element of (63a) can be a rheme, and the sen-
tence is ill-formed, o

In contrast with the paradlgm in (63), the sentences in (70) where the inflected
verb has moved to X, are grammancal

(70) a. badator emakume hori = b. emakume hori, badator . badator
yes-arrives woman that woman that yes-arfives yes-arrives
(“That woman w#rivés”) “Ihat woman, she grrives’ ~ ‘She arrives’

(*) I am using the words rheme and focus interchangeably.



NEGATION IN SYNTAX: ON THE NATURE OF FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES AND PROJECTIONS 123

Thus, the prohibition against sentences whose first overt element is a bare inflec-
ted element is accounted for, under the assumption that X is the position where the
empbhatic elements are generated.

‘

2.7.1.2. On Non-Synthetic Verbs: A Promissory Note,

Note that nothing has been said here about the behavior of non-synthetic or peri-
phrastic verbs. These verbs present what appears to be a very different behavior. I
will present the basic data and what I believe are the issues to be addressed regar-
ding this type of verb-iaflection complexes, but by no means will this be a solution,
since a complete answer must necessatily go into core issues of the Grammar of Bas-
que whose discussion requires a deeper exploration than what I can offer here.

Recall that periphrastic verbs are those that present two separate elements: the
lexical verb, inflected only for aspect, and the auxiliary verb, which carries all the in-
flectional morphology: agreement markers, tense, and modality. The structure of a
periphrastic verb does not involve raising of V to Infl. Rather, there is raising of V to
the head of AspP. This structure is illustrated in (71);

7n . 1P
"emakumea r
AsP I
/\ da
V|P Asp
I
tj [etorr] ji

When replying to yes/no answers, the pattern found in periphrastic verbs par-
tially correlates with the one already discussed in the previous section regarding
§ypthe§ic verbs. Hence, the options we are by now familiar with are shown in (72):

(72) a. (Bai,) bada etorri b. (Ez,) ez da etorri
(Yes) yes-has arrived (No,) not-has arrived
“Yes, s/he has arrived’ ‘No, s’he hasn’t arrived’

The S-structure representations of (72a) and (72b) hence also involve ZPs headed
by 44 and ez, as is illustrated in (73):

(73)a. P b. P
T IP X IP
bada; "\ ezda; TN
pro T . pto T
AsP I AsP 1

AN SN
etorri— etorri
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However, there is one more option available in the case of an affirmative answer,
which is not possible for synthetic verbs. This third option is presented in (74):

(74) Bai, etorri da “Yes, arrived has’

In correlation to this fact, it is also possible to have periphrastic verb sentence
initially, an option that results in ungrammaticality in the case of synthetic verbs

(recall section 4.5.1.1.). The complete paradigm, with synthetic and inflected forms,
is given below:

(75) a. *dator b. *da etorri c. etorri da

(75a), as discussed in 4.5.1.1., is ungrammatical. For the same reason, (75b) also
yields ungrammaticality. Recall that what rules out (752) and (75b) is the fact that
inflection cannot be the rheme of the sentence unless it is moved to a P headed by
ba (or e2). In contrast with these cases, (75c) is a grammatical sentence: Crucially, the
verb is rhematized, that is, it has an emphatic reading. Under our assumptions, this
fact means that the verbal complex has moved to XP.

I want to claim that in sentences like (75¢) the ZP is involved, as expected. The
crucial difference between synthetic and periphrastic verbs is that the later have the
option of moving to a XP headed by the morpheme [sg]. What I will argue is that
the S-structure representation of (75c¢) is (76):

(76) ZP
/\
AspP; )y
—
etorri Afday 1P
pro T
P
AsP I
| ti
t

In this S-structure representation, ZP is headed by [4g]; hence, some overt max-
imal projection must occupy the specifier of sigma. This maximal projection is the
Aspect Phrase, which receives the stress from [ag], thus being emphasized. In this
respect, then, the difference between synthetic and periphrastic verbs is not a deep
one, but a rather shallow one, involving the value [5¢] of Z.

2.7.2. Answering in English.

In English also, we find evidence for the claim that yes/no replies involve the
category X. Affirmative and Negative replies in English are illustrated in (77)*:

(77) a. (Yes) we did b. (No) we didn’t

(*) In the case of affirmative replies, there exists also the option of using the declarative form of the sen-
tence, as in (i): (i) a. Yes I read it

However, this type of answer differs from the type in (11). Thus, for instance, there are two main restric-
tions that apply to this kind of answer. First, deletion is not allowed for any constituent:



NEGATION IN SYNTAX: ON THE NATURE OF FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES AND PROJECTIONS 125

Where ZP is headed by [ag] in the fitst case and by Neg in the second one. Under
the hypothesis that ZP is involved in the representation of the sentences in (77), the
ungrammaticality of the following answers is straightforwardly accounted for:

(78) a. *we did yes b. *we did no

Consider (77a) again. It could be argued that this sentence involves VP deletion,
given that the content of the VP is recoverable from the content of the question.

Thus, the S-structure representation of (77a) would be as in (79), where no ZP is in-
volved:

(79) (yes) [1p we t; [yp did (;) ]

(I assume that Tense/Infl has lowered to V, hence the trace in Infl) If the presence
of dummy 4b in these cases where due to a “VP-copy’ process, we should expect ‘the
possibility of a parallel process in the case of a negative reply: the sentence initial no
encodes the negativity of the sentence, and VP deletes leaving a dummy b as a copy.

However, this strategy is not available. Hence, a negative answer like (80) is un-
grammatical:

(80) *No [IP we t; [VP did]

The results so far are patallel to those we found in Basque (cf. examples in (59)).
And, thus, we can conclude that the affirmative answers in (77) have a very definite
S-structure representation; namely, the ones in (81a) and (81b):

81) a. IP b. IP
PN PN
we r we T
P P
did[agl; XZP didnt’t; XP
P P
t; V|P t VIP
) )

2.7.3. On the Meaning of yes and no.

Let us consider the elements yes and #o. I will argue that they are not generated in
2P, like [agl, not, and so ate. First, yes and o are not the ones at play in emphatic af-
firmation or negation of sentences, as seen in previous sections.

(ii) Q. Did you find that book on the desk?

a. Yes, I found it there b. *Yes, I found it c. ¥Yes, I found -
Deletion is ruled out even in cases where the verb allows null object anaphora:
(ii1) Q. Did you eat cake? a. *YesIate

Second, the presence of yes is mandatory, unlike in (11a):
(iii) Q. Did you read that book? *(Yes) I read it

Although I have no account for these two properties, they support the idea that non-emphatic declarative
sentences ate not direct answers. like the ones in (11).

>
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If we consider their semantic status, it is clear that, as noted in Kiefer (1983),
their meaning cannot be ‘it is the case that’ for yes, ot ‘it is not the case’ for #o. Thus,
consider the examples in (82):

(82) Q.Do you sing? A. No, we sing
Where (82A) cannot mean ‘it is not the case that we sing’. Similatly, in (83):
(83) Q. Doesn’t Michael sing? A. Yes, he doesn’t sing

Where (83A) cannot mean ‘it is the case that he doesn’t sing’. The answers (82A)
and (83A) are not devoid of meaning, however. Thus, (82A) is a fine reply to the
question in (84):

(84) Q.Do you play piano? A.No, we sing
And similarly, (83A) is a good answer in (85):

(85) Q.Is it true that Michael won’t sing anymore?
A. Yes, he won’t sing anymore

What these cases (from (82) to (85)) show is that the wotds yes and 70 do not af-
firm or negate the sentences that follow them, but, rather, they affirm or negate the
affirmative version of the question whose reply they are. Hence, in (82), the answer
is wrong because 7o there means ‘we don’t sing’, and then it is followed by ‘we sing’,
resulting in a contradiction. Similarly, in (83), yes means that ‘Michael sings’, and
the following sentence being ‘He doesn’t sing’, it again results in contradiction. How-
ever, answers like the ones in (84) and (85) are good: (84A) is equivalent to ‘we don’t.
play piano, we sing’ and (85) is equivalent to ‘It is true; he won’t sing anymore’”.

Further support for the claim that the meaning of yes and #o is to confirm or deny
the truth of the declarative version of the question is found in examples like the ones
in (86) below. ,

Consider two questions that are identical except for the fact that one of them has

negation in it and the other one does not. The yes and zo answers for both questions
have identical value:

(86) a. Is he home? b. Isn’t he home?

Although question (86a) has a negative in it, and question (86b) does not, the
answers do not seem to pay any attention to this fact. In both cases yes goes for ‘he is
home’, and 7o goes for ‘he is not home’. This is so because what yes and no are affir-
ming or denying is the positive declarative version of the question: ‘he is home’.

These facts also seem to indicate that in some sense, negative and affirmative
questions are very similar and that they differ from declarative affirmative or nega-
tive sentences, which are semantically opposite. In the case of questions, the only
difference introduced by negation is a change in presuppositions.

The equivalents of yes and 7o both in Basque and in Spanish are identical to the
English ones in this respect. However; this is by no means a linguistic universal. Some

(') Note that this sentence indicates that answers do not have access to embedded sentences, but only to
matrix ones, which is a further indication of the relevance of syntax in answer formation.
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languages have a different. dlstnbunon of lex1cal items and ‘meanings in ‘the area of
yes/no answets.

Consider for instance Icelandm28 Icelandic has negative reply what is identical to
English 7o. This word is #ei, and it is used smnlatly to the Enghsh one. However,
there are two lexical items correspondmg to yes: they-are 74 and j#. What distinguis-
hes these two lexical items is that the former is in affirmative reply to an affirmative

question, whereas the second. one is an affitmatlve reply to a negative question, as
illustrated in (87):

(87) a. er hann heima? ji / *ji b. et hann ekki heima? jii /*jd
‘is he home?’ yes (he is) ‘Is he not home?’ yes (he is)

We can thus conclude that in Icelandic, unlike in English, Basque and Spanish,
affirmative responses are sensitive to the presence of negation in the question asked.

2.7.4. On the Syntax of English yes and no.

If the claim about the meaning of yes and no in English is correct, we can account
for examples of the sort of (82) to (85). Howevet, we do not obtain good results in
cases like (77). Let us see why. Suppose (77a)-and (77b) were the replies to a question
like ‘Did you buy this book?’. Now, (77a) does not meéan ‘we did buy the book, we
did’, and (77b) does not mean ‘we didn’t buy the book, we didn’t’. However, there
are some other significant differences between answers like (77) to answers like those
in (84) and (85), which provideé a solution to this problem.

If we compare the behavior of yes and 7o in (84) and (85) to cases like (77a) and
(77b), we notice that there are sharp differences in intonation. Whereas in (77a, b)
these is no necessary pause between yes/zo and the rest of the answer, in (84) and (85)
there is a shatp and obligatory pause. This contrast is illustrated in (8):

(88) Q: Did you buy this book?
a. Yeswedid , d. No, we bought another one
b. No we didnt . e. *Yes we didn’t like the other one
c. Yes, we didn’t like the other one  f. *No we bought another one

Secondly, omission of yes/zo in (77a, b) or (88a,-b) does not alter the answer,
which remains a direct response of the question asked. On the contrary, omission of
yes/no in (84) and (85) or in (88c, d) introduces a change: the answer now is not a
direct one. What is now left is identical to what we have when one replies ‘It is still
winter’ to a question like ‘Don’t you thing this is a rather cold day?’. That is, the
answer has nothing to do with the question, as far as the syntax goes®. :

I claim that all these divergences have a common cause. Whereas in answers like
(77a, b) and (88a, b) yes and no are part of the same sentence as the rest of the answer

(*) I am indebted to W. O'Neil for bringing these facts to my attention.

(®) From the observation that yes cannot mean ‘it is not the case that’ and that »o ‘cannot mean ‘it is the
case that’ (cf. above in the text), Kiefer (1983) concludes ‘that yes and 70 cannot be considered to be reduced
(elliptical) direct answers’ (Kiefer 1983: 4). I do not see how the conclusion follows from the observation,
since it is logically possible (and empirically correct, if the description of the meaning of yes and 7o sketched

in the text is correct) that there be another meaning of yes and 70 by which these items directly refer to the
question they are direct answers to.. :
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I did or 1 didn’t respectively, yes and no in (84), (85) and (88c d) are not part of the same
sentence as the rest of the answer. More specifically, in cases like (88a, b) the position
of yes and no is the head of CP, right above IP, as in (89):

(89) cp Cp
/\ /\
yes IP no !
T N
we r . we r
/\ /\
didagr 2P didn’t >P
/N N
t V|P t V|P
o d

There is independent evidence in support of this claim. For instance, the el-

ements yes and 70 cannot occur in questions, with or without do-support, and regard-
lees whether they are echo questions or not:

(90) a. *Did yes you sing that song?  c¢. *Did no you sing that song
b. *Yes you sang that song? d. *No you sang that song?

Secondly, they occur in complementary distribution with other complemen-
tizers®:

(91) a. *She said that yes we could sing b. *She said that no we couldn’t sing

Interestingly enough, other languages diverge on this complementary distribu-
tion of yes and 7o type words and complementizers. Thus for instance, Spanish pat-
terns differently in this respect, in that it allows cooccurrence of the affirmative s: or
the negative 7o, used in answers, and on overt complementizer, as shown in (92):

(92) a. pro ha dicho [que J:z"podemos cantar]
b. pro ha dicho [que 70 podemos cantar]

Moreover, compare the sentences in (93):

(93) a. She has said yes e. Ella ha dicho sf
b. She has said no f. Ella ha dicho no
c. *She has said that yes g. Ella ha dicho que si
d. *She has said that no h. Ella ha dicho que no

I will later argue that this difference follows from the fact that Spanish 57 and 7o
are not generated in C, but in X. Note that in Spanish s7 and 7o are used in emphatic
affirmation and sentence negation, the values of XP.

(°) The examples in (91) must be distinguished from cases where yes and 7o are used parenthetically, as in
(i): (i) he said that, yes, he had seen her cry.
In these cases there seems to be a real CP recursion:

(i1) dijo que si, que la habia visto llorar (iii) esan zuen baietz, negar egiten ikusi zuela
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It is interesting to note that in certain contexts, which seem to fall under the
generalization of propositional attitude predicates, we find elements of ¥ as-com-
plements of the verb. Consider for example (94):

(94) a. T hope so/not
. I guess so/not
. I imagine so/not
. I suppose so/not
I thing so/not
I believe so/not

. ¥ hope yes/no

. *I guess yes/no
*] imagine yes/no
*] suppose yes/no

. *I thing yes/no
*] believe yes/no

me s o
i =)

But even in these cases, so and 7ot cannot coocur with an overt complementizer:
(95) a. *I hope that so/not b. *I suppose that so/not

Going back to English yes and no, I have argued above that their semantic con-
tent is to affirm or deny the positive declarative version of the question. This means
that these words do not qualify of modify the event of the IP they dominate, but,
rather, they are connected to the question. Therefore, these heads are not subject to
the Tense C-Command Condition, and thus Tense need not raise to C-command
them at S-Structure.

That yes and no are related to the question asked, more that to the replies that
may follow, is further confirmed by the fact that these elements are only licensed as a
reply to a question. Thus, they cannot be generated in an empty CP in order to em-
phasize the sentence, or to negate it, as illustrated by the examples in (96), where (a)
and (d) contrast with the ungrammatical (b), (c), (e) and (£):

(96) a. Unlike penguins, seagulls do fly

. ¥*Unlike penguins, seagulls yes fly
*Unlike penguins, yes seagulls (do) fly

. Unlike seagulls, penguins do not fly
*Unlike seagulls, penguins no (do) fly
*Unlike seagulls, no penguins (do) fly*

me AN T

In this respect, yes and #o are very much like complementizers of embedded sen-
tences. Complementizers like that, whether, etc... ate not subject to the TCC either,
because they do not modify the event of the clause they head, but rather, they esta-
blish a connection between the main clause and the embedded one. They are also sel-
ected by the matrix verb, in a way similar to which the elements yes and #0 have to
be licensed by a question.

I havent't yet explained what the structure of answers like (84), (85) and (88c, d)
is, although I have already say that the yes and 7o present in them does not belong in
the same sentence as the rest of the answer. Let me make that statement more pre-
cise. I have established that yes and no are heading a CP, and that they affirm or deny
the positive declarative version of the question they are answers to. Note further,
that the IP these elements dominate can be optionally deleted:

(") Ignore the reading where 70 is part of the subject DP, as in:
(1) a. Unlike [most seagulls], [no penguins] like warms
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(97) Q: Did you buy me a present? a. [cp Yes [[p 8]  b. [cp No [ip 8]

I would like to claim that in the examples in (84), (85) and (88c, d), there are in-
deed two sentences juxtaposed. One of them is headed by yes or 7o, and has the S-
structure representation in (97), and the other one is the sentence that follows. In

this sense, the answers we are now con51der1ng would be parallel to other instances
of juxtapositions, like:

(98) a. I like Irune, she is terrific
b. I am going to the movies, tomorrow I have to work hard

In these cases, the only connection between the two sentences is that the second
one is some kind of amplification of the first one. This is exactly the relation bet-
ween the yes or 70 sentence and- the one that follows after the pause in the examples
we are considering. This becomes more apparent when we do not delete the entire IP

as in (97), but only the VP, leaving the Phrase Marker down to ZP overt. Consider
the following:

(99) Q:Do you play piano? a. No,Ising - b. NoIdon't,Ising

(992) and (99b) are identical in meaning, because the only difference is whether the
first sentence has IP deleted or VP deleted. However, if we attempt to do the same
with an answer that involves only one sentence, the result if ill formed:

(100) Q: Do you play'piaqb? a. Yes we do b. *Yes we do we do

The contrast between (99b) and>(100>b) is thus due to the fact that »o in (99) is
heading a CP which is not part of the sentence ‘I sing’. In (100) however, there is
only one sentence. The corresponding structure are given in (101):

(101) 2. [cp no [1p 8] // [1p we sing]
b. [cp no [1p we dont’t [sp t [yp & 1111 // [1p we sing]
c. [cp yes [ip I doag [zp t [ve 31111

Where (101a) corresponds to (99a), (101b) to (99b) and (101c) to (100a), and the
notation // represents separate sentences, yuxtaposed. Note in passim that it is never
obligatory to delete any constituent. Thus, the VP could also be overt in (101),
which would result in the following : sentences

(102) 2. No we don’t play the. plano b. Yes we do play the piano
2.7.5. Answering in Spamsh

Let us now consider how affirmative and negative answers to yes/no questions be-
have in Spanish. As we would expect. given the data from Basque and English, in
Spanish also there are interesting restrictions as to what can constitute an answer.
The first paradigm to consider is the one in (103):

(103) Q:Leiste el libro que te tra;e’ o .
‘Did you read the book I brought you?’
a. (sf), silo lei " b. *lo lef c. St
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The answers in (103) illustrate two uses of s7: in one case, 57 is separated from the
rest of the answer by a pause; it can be followed by the second type of 57 (103a),
which is in turn followed by the inflected verb. The second type of 57 occurs attached
to the verb, forming a single intonation constituent (103a). As (103b) illustrates, the
bare inflected verb results in ungrammaticality. Finally, there is the possibility of
replying with a bare s7. We will later discuss what type of s7 this is.

In contrast, the paradigm of possible negative questions diverges from the one in
(103). Consider the examples in (104):

(104) Q: leiste el libro qué te traje?
‘Did you read the book that I gave you?
a. (no), no lo lef b.*no, lo lef c. no

Similarly to English, a negative answer like (104b) is ungrammatical®* (and so is
an answer with the bare inflected verb). Parallel to the 57 series, there are two uses of
no as well: the first one is illustrated in (104a), and it is followed by a pause. The
second one is attached to the verb and belongs in the-same intonation unit as the in-
flected verb. - -

It is also possible to reply with a single #0, whose nature will be discussed below.

Let us consider some differences between the two types of s7. Observe first that
whereas one of them does not require adjacency with the inflected verb (much like
English yes), the other one does (much like Basque 44).

- Since it is intonation what distinguishes the two kinds of s7's I will represent the
first type always followed by a comma, and the second one without a comma, indic-
ating that it must be said with no pause at all. The contrast between both types of
s7 with respect to adjacency to the inflected verb is illustrated in (105):

(105) Q:Llovié ayer? ‘Did it rain yesterday?’
a. Si, ayer si llovié6 b. Si, ayer llovi6 c. *Sf ayer llovié d. Si llovié ayer

The same is true for the series of 70’s, as shown in (106) (I follow the same con-
vention of distinguishing them with commas):

(106) a. No, ayer no llovi6 ~ b. *No ayer llovié ¢. No llovié ayer

Let us assume that the 57 and 7o that are attached to the inflected verb are gener-
ated in XP, above IP, like 42 and ez in Basque, and like the [Neg] and [ag] of section
2.4.

The S-structure representations of the sentences involving these elements are
shown in (107): -.

(107) | P
s1 e T
no| llovié; IP

/\
t VP

(32) Ignore readings like the following:
(i) Q: Te aburrié el libro que te traje? a. No, lo lef de cabo a rabo
‘Did the book that I brought you bore you?’ ‘No, I read it beginning to end’
For a discussion of these type of answers, see the preceding section.
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Zagona (1988) presents evidence that 7o and Infl in Spanish are amalgamated in a
single X© by S-structure. In this respect, Spanish 7o is unlike French pas but like
French #e. :

Zannuttini (1989) argues that 7o in Southern Romance is generated above IP. In
earlier work, Bosque (1980) proposed that negation in Spanish was generated in a
position dominating S. I will follow the idea that #o is higher than IP, and imple-
ment it by claiming that it is one of the options in Z, together with 57 Z, [Neg] and
Las.

The fact that 57 and 7o are generated in the head of in Spanish contrast with the
nature of yes and »0 in English, which are generated in Comp, as argued in the pre-
vious section. This explains the following contrasts between the two languages:

(108) a. pro creo [cp que [sp si/no]] b. *I thing [cp that [cp yes/no]]

This contrast is accounted for under the assumption that yes and #o belong in the
COMP category in English, whereas in Spanish, 57 and 7o belong in a different cat-
egory, which is X. Note that the contrast illustrated in (108) could hardly be accoun-
ted for under the assumption that yes, 57, English 70 and Spanish zo are some kind of
adjuncts or adverbs.
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Acentos del Bidasoa: Hondarribia
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Abstract

In this paper, the accentual patterns of the Basque dialect spoken in Hondarribia (Fuenterrabia), in
the Bidasoa region, are studied in some detail. It is shown that the accentual unit must be the stem, since
stress is always initial when the stem is monosyllabic. In this, we agree with previous descriptions. The
results of our investigations differ from previous assumptions on the direction of stress assignment. The
stress patterns of words whose stem has three or more syllables indicate that stress must be assigned coun-

ting from the end of the stem and that in this computation the open or closed nature of the last syllable in
the stem plays a crucial role.

0. Introduccién*

Las hablas vascas de la cuenca del Bidasoa presentan una acentuacién claramente
distinta a la que se encuentra en dialectos vecinos. Michelena (1972), en su tipologia -
de sistemas acentuales en vasco, reconoce en el area del Bidasoa un tipo acentual dife-
rente a los otros tres tipos que distingue. Este tipo acentual (su tipo IV) corresponde-
tia a las hablas de Hondarribia (Fuenterrabia), Iriin y las Cinco Villas de Navarra, ex-
tendiéndose hasta Beinza-Labayen. Como regla bésica en la acentuacién de este area,
Michelena, dando crédito a Nils Holmer por el descubrimiento, propone que el
acento recae sobre la segunda silaba de la palabra; excepto que, en palabras cuya base
es monosilibica, el acento recae en la silaba inicial (véanse también Holmer 1964 y
Txillardegi 1984). En este articulo se estudia en cierto detalle la acentuacién de
Hondarribia'. El andlisis de los datos demuestra que la regla propuesta por Holmer y
Michelena no es correcta para este dialecto, aunque pueda serlo quizd para otras ha-
blas de la zona’. Que la regla bdsica de acentuacién en el sistema de Hondarribia no

* Queremos expresar nuestto agradecimiento a J. A. Letamendia, Marga Aristizabal y Karlos Zabala pot
los datos y puntualizaciones que nos han ofrecido. :

(1) Sobre el euskera de Hondarribia pueden consultarse Artola (1981), Etxaburu (1981) y Letamendia
(1990), ademds de Holmer (1964).

(2) La mayoria de los informantes consultados por Holmer para el habla de Hondarribia procedian de un
barrio cercano a Iriin (Jaizubia) y cuya habla se aproxima a la de esta dltima ciudad. Esto hace que sus datos
no coincidan con los presentados en este trabajo en algunos respectos. No estamos, pues, quitando validez al
trabajo de Holmer. Simplemente encontramos diferencias con respecto al dialecto que aqui analizamos.

[ASJU, 1991, XXV, 139-152}
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es acento en la segunda silaba es aparente cuando con51deramos bases de ‘miés de dos
silabas. : BRI : :

Antes de examinar los hechos acentuales del dialecto de Hondambla, examinare-
mos brevemente ciertos aspectos morfolologlcos y fonolégicos del dxalecto que pue-
den ayudar a una mejor comprensién de los datos. En la seccién 1, se presentan los
fundamentos de la inflexién nominal en Hondarribia, que incluye algunas peculiari-
dades altamente originales en el conjunto de los dialectos vascos. En la's seccibn 2, se
presentan algunas reglas fonolégicas en las que tipicamente éncontramos variacién .
dialectal. La descripcién del sistema acentual de Hondarribia es el objeto de la sec-
cién 3. La secci6n 4 trata de la acentuacién de palabras compuestas y la seccién 5 re-
coge las conclusiones del articulo.

]

1. Inflexién nominal

En comparacién con otros dialectos vascos, la inflexién nominal en el habla de
Hondarribia sorprende por la clara segmentabilidad de las marcas de niimero y caso.
Mientras en otros dialectos (incluyendo la lengua standard) los morfemas que combi-
nan informacién de nimero y caso son numerosos, en Hondarribia los morfemas de
néimero son claramente separables de los morfemas de caso. En los- caso no-locativos,
la marca del singular es el sufijo /-a/ y la marca del plural es el sufijo /-ak/. A estos -
motfemas de niimero se afiaden los motfemas de caso, que son 1gua1es en el’ smgula:
y en el plural®:

(1) morfemas de caso no-locativo: .

absolutivo: -@ (cero fonético)
ergativo: -k
dativo: -ri

' genitivo: -n
benefactivo: -ntzat
comitativo: -kin

A continuacién se ofrece el paradigma no-locativo de /art/ ‘gusano’, /kato/ ‘gato’ y
/lagun/ ‘amigo’ en el singular y en el plural®: o

(3) La graffa que se emplea en este articulo es la ortografia convencional vasca, algo adaptada para reflejar
los hechos fonéticos del dialecto. La letra ; tiene el valor de la 7 castellana (fricativa velar sorda). Los sonidos
que en la ortograffa vasca se representan como s y z no constituyen fonemas diferentes en Hondarribia. Tam-
poco #s y zz. En este tltimo caso la articulacién es siempre la de la 2z de otros dialectos, esto es, una africada
predorsal sorda. En el caso de s y 2 el dnico fonema que posee este habla se realiza a veces como apical y a veces
como predorsal, dependiendo del contexto. Hay también realizaciones que parecen intermedias. Hemos deci-
dido emplear las grafias s, 2, #5, y 2z de acuerdo a su distribucién en la lengua standard a pesar de darse la cita-
da neutralizacién de estos puntos de articulacién en el dialecto estudiado.

(4) Las formas del indefinido no se utilizan de una manera consistente por todos los hablantes. Muchas ve-
ces se utilizan formas singulares o plurales cuando esperarfamos enconcrar formas indefinidas. Existe clara-
mente, sin embargo, un paradigma indefinido distinto del plural y del singular. Las formas indefinidas de /ka-
to/ y /lagun/ las hemos obtenido por elicitacién de algunos hablantes, las de /arr/ las hemos reconstruido noso-
tros siguiendo el modelo de /lagun/.
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) singular plural indefinido
.~ abs rra’ arrak ar
erg drrak drrak ‘ drrek
dat drrari drrakeri’ arreri
gen drran drraken arren
ben drrantzat drrakentzat . 4rrentzat
com arrakifi drrakifi arrekifl
abs kata kattiak katé
erg katdak katdak katék
dat katdari katdakeri katéri
gen katiian katidaken katén
ben katdantzat ~~ katdiakentzat katéntzat
com katdakifi katdakifi katékifi
abs lagtna lagtnak lagin
erg lagiinak laginak laginek
dat laginari ~ laginakeri lagdneri
gen lagiinan lagtinaken laginen
ben lagtinantzat lagianakentzat lagtinentzat
com laginakifi lagtnakifi laginekifi

Las formas subyacentes del paradigma no-locativo de un item léxico como /arr/
son las siguientes:

3) singular plural
abs Jarr-a-@/ Jarr-ak-@/
erg farr-a-k/ larr-ak-k/
dat /arr-a-ri/ [arr-ak-ri/
gen lart-a-n/ latr-ak-n/
ben /arr-a-ntzat/ /arr-ak-ntzat/
com /arr-a-kin/ farrak-kin/

La simple concatenacién morfémica produce formas del plural que no son silabifi-
cables. Para obtener las formas superficiales tenemos que aplicar un par de reglas que
ajustan la estructura sildbica eliminando ciertas secuencias consondnticas. Una pri-
mera regla es un proceso de degeminacién que simplifica grupos de dos consonantes
idénticas. En los ejemplos que tenemos se trata siempre de una secuencia /k-k/. Estas
secuencias se encuentran en el ergativo y comitativo plural:

(4) Degeminacién: kk >k(k—>@/k_ )
farr-ak-k/ arrak
farr-ak-kin/ arrakin

Los demds grupos no-silabificables de consonantes se resuelven por epéntesis de la
vocal neutra o no-marcada que, como en todos los dialectos vascos, es /e/ (en las re-
glas C representa cualquier consonante)®:

(5) Una forma del genitivo plural menos usual que drrakeri es drraki.

(6) Pata evitar la aplicacién de la regla de epéntesis en contextos donde la regla que se aplica es degemina-
cién hay dos posibilidades. Una es ordenar degeminacién antes de epéntesis. La segunda es indicar en la for-
mulacién de la regla de epéntesis que las dos consonantes en el contexto no pueden ser idénticas.
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(5) Epéntesis: CCoCeC@—>e/C_C)
farr-ak-ri/ arrakeri
farr-ak-n/ arraken
farr-ak-ntzat/ arrakentzat

En los caso locativos, el singular se expresa por cero fonético y el plural por /-ta-/.
Los motfemas locativos son los siguientes:

(6) inesivo: _ -an
adlativo: -ra
ablativo: -tik
genitivo loc: -ko

Como ejemplos se ofrecen los paradigmas locanvos de /lurt/ ‘tierra’ y /mendi/
‘monte”’

@) singular “plural’
ines ldrrian ldrretan
adlat ldrrera Idrretara
ablat ldrretik(an) ldrretatik
gen loc lirreko ldrretako
ines mendiyan menditan®
adlat mendira menditara
ablat menditik(an) menditatik
gen loc mendiko menditako

Las formas locativas de /lutr/ y /mendi/ tienen la siguiente representacién subya-
cente:

©) singular plural
ines Mure-an/ Nurr-ta-an/
adlat /lurr-ra/ /lure-ta-ra/
ablat Nurr-tik/ Nurr-ta-tik/
gen loc Nuarr-ko/ /lurr-ta-ko/
ines /mendi-an/ /mendi-ta-an/
adlat /mendi-ra/ /mendi-ta-ra/
ablat /mendi-tik/ /mendi-ta-tik/
gen loc /mendi-ko/ /mendi-ta-ko/

Si la base termina en consonante, hay insercién de la vocal /e/ en todas las formas.
En todos los casos, excepto en el inesivo singular, la insercién de /e/ es en el contexto
de la regla de epéntesis vista en (5) y resulta por tanto predecible. Es importante no-
tar que en ejemplos como los que encontramos en (8), al contrario de los ejemplos
dados en (5), las secuencias consondnticas donde se aplica la regla de epéntesis no re-

(7) En el indefinido de los casos locativos se utilizan formas del plural c; del singular.
(8) Existe también junto a mendftan una forma mendiyesan. Esta forma resulta anémala en el paradigma de
Hondarrabia, pero encaja petfectamente en el sistema de otras hablas préximas.
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sultarfan necesariamente insilabificables sin epéntesis. Las mismas secuencias que en-
contramos en /lure-tik/ o /lurr-ko/ son de hecho permisibles en interior de morfema,
como puede verse en ejemplos como 4rte ‘hasta, entre’ o mérke ‘barato’. La regla de
epéntesis tiene, pues, condiciones morfolégicas, aplicindose entre base y motfema in-
flexional, pero no en interior de morfema.

El caso del inesivo singular es algo diferente. Aqui la epéntesis de vocal no tiene
lugar en medio de un grupo de dos consonantes, sino entre consonante y vocal. NG6-
tese también que una forma como */#rran respetarifa todas las condiciones fonotacti-
cas de la lengua. Como la forma que obtenemos es, sin embargo, lérrian, esté claro
que tenemos aqui una regla especial de insercién de vocal fonolégicamente no moti-

vada:

. (9) Insercién vocilica en el inesivo: C-an = Cean (@ — e/ C +__an)
Nurt-an/ larrean (Jirrian)

La-forma intermedia /lurrean/ producida por esta regla da finalmente /drrian por
aplicacién de otra regla que veremos en la seccién siguiente. En el inesivo plural en-
contramos una secuencia de dos vocales bajas /ta-an/. La regla responsable por su
simplificacién la veremos también en la seccién siguiente. También la insercién de
[y} en el paradigma de /mendi/ serd examinada en la seccién siguiente.

2. Principales reglas fonol6gicas en secuencias de vocales.

En esta seccién trataremos brevemente de las principales reglas que afectan a las
secuencias de vocales en el dialecto de Hondarribia. Algunas reglas han sido formula-
das en la secci6n anterior y no se volverdn a mencionar aquf (reglas de degeminacién
y epéntesis).

Un aspecto en el que las hablas vascas difieren entre si considerablemente es en el
tratamiento de secuencias de dos vocales. La modificacién de las secuencias creadas al
afiadir el morfema de nimero a bases terminadas en vocal en el dialecto de Hondarri-
bia puede observarse en los siguientes ejemplos:

(10) base abs sg
aldba aldba ‘hija’
esté estia ‘intestino’
biso bésua ‘vaso’
mendi mendiya ‘monte’
burd burtia ‘cabeza’

Las reglas que se aplican son, pues, las siguientes:

(11) Elisién de vocal baja:
aVoV@->9d/_V)
/alaba-a/ aldba
/mendi-ta-an/ menditan
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(12) Elevacién de vocales medias:
\"
[- baja} = [+alta}/___V
(una vocal no-baja se hace alta inmediatemente antes de otra vocal)
letxe-a/ etxia
/baso-a/ basua

(13) Insercién de [y}
iVoiyV(@—yli___ V)
/mendi-a/ mendiya

La regla de insercién de [y} ha de aplicarse antes que la regla de elevacién de vo-
cales medias. De otra forma, /ia/ procedente de /e-a/ resultarfa en {iya].

La aplicacién de estas reglas en interior de morfema puede verse en la adaptacién
de préstamos. Asi la insercién de [y} se aplica en una palabra como oficio que resulta
en of7ziyo en Hondarribia’.

La tnica secuencia donde no se aplica ninguna regla es la secuencia subyacente /u-
a/. Como /o-a/ también resulta en {ua} por aplicacién de la regla de elevacién de vo-
cales medias, hay una cierta confusién entre bases que terminan en /-o/ y bases que
terminan en /-u/. Muchas bases que en otros dialectos terminan en /-u/, en Hondarri-
bia terminan en /-o/. As{ katd (bat) ‘gato’, libro ‘libro’, katillo ‘tazén’. La misma situa-
cién la encontramos en otros dialectos, como el de Ondarroa, donde /-o/ y /-u/ finales
de base reciben el mismo tratamiento en la declinacién (cf. Letamendia 1990: 44).

Otro caso de falta de diferenciacién resulta del tratamiento de /-a/ final. Cuando
en una palabra declinada precediendo al morfema de nimero encontramos una con-
sonante 0 secuencia de consonantes que podria ser final de palabra, no es posible de-
terminar con certeza si la [-a} pertenece o no a la base cuando encontramos formas
inflexionadas. En una palabra como #/#ba ‘la hija’ no hay problema. La base tiene que
ser /alaba/, porque */alab/ no es una palabra posible en vasco. Sin embargo, en pala-
bras como kalamdrtza ‘el bogavante’ no es posible de saber a priori si la base es /kala-
martz/ o /kalamartza/. Con algunas de estas palabras hay acuerdo entre los hablantes,
pero en otras hay vacilacién: &: kostil, bi kostilla ‘dos costillas’.

Se dan también casos de ultracorreccién como erantzdna bat ‘una respuesta’
(evantzun bat en otros dialectos). »

Por dltimo, la semivocal {w}] (subyacentemente /u/) se convierte en la fricativa [8}
en posicién intervocilica:

(14) VuwW > VBV(w—=>B/V__V)

base abs.sing.

krista[w} krista[Bla ‘persona’
billafw} billd{Bla ‘vivo, pillo’
bakalla{w] bakalld[Bla ‘bacalao’

(9) Como caso excepcional en la forma del auxiliar transitivo encontramos 4io. y no diyo (cf. Letamendia
1990: 44).
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3. Reglas de acentuacién

En Hondarribia la simple identificacién de la sflaba acentuada no plantea ningtn
tipo de problema, al contrario que en otros dialectos. En toda palabra hay una silaba
que recibe acento primario. Este acento primario es clatamente perceptible, tanto pa-
ra los hablantes como para el investigador que carece de intuiciones nativas. Ademias
del acento primario, algunas silabas reciben un acento secundario bastante mas difi-
cil de percibir. Aqui nos vamos a ocupar fundamentalemte del acento primario. La
localizacién de la silaba con acento primario estd sujeta a ciertas reglas que tienen,
sin embatgo, un ndmero de excepciones léxicas.

El dominio que es relevante para la asignacién de acento primario (la unidad
acentual, en términos de Garde 1968) no es la palabra entera, sino la base. Esto apa-
rece claro cuando consideramos la localizacién de la silaba acentuada en palabras con
bases monosildbicas. En estas palabras el acento recae siempre sobre la silaba inicial,
independientemente del ndmero de silabas que contenga la palabra completa con
morfemas de inflexién. Esto puede comprobarse ficilmente en la declinacién de bases
como /arr/ ‘gusano’ y /lurr/ ‘tierra’ dada arriba en (2) y (7). Ejemplos adicionales se
ofrecen en (15). En los ejemplos separamos la base de la inflexién con un punto para
mayor claridad:

(15) Bases monosildbicas

béltz.ana ‘el del negro’, dn.dikan ‘desde all?’,
béltz.akena ‘el de los negros’ zdyr.etan ‘en los viejos’
dk.ena ‘el de éstos’ Jjdi.etan ‘en las fiestas’
bdt.ek ‘uno, erg’ gbiz.ian ‘por la mafiana’
bdt.era ‘a una’ on.erako ‘para lo bueno’
2d#i.ak ‘las venas’ min.a ‘el dolor’

gorr.a ‘el sordo’ drtz.ak ‘los dientes’

La generalizacién de que con bases monosildbicas la silaba inicial recibe el acento
no tiene excepcidn alguna.

Con bases de un mayor niimero de silabas también se cumple la generalizacién de
que el acento se mantiene siempre en la base. En cuanto a cuil silaba de la base reci-
be el acento, con bases bisildbicas, la situacién mdas general es que la segunda silaba
de la base recibe el acento. Dividimos los ejemplos en bases terminadas por vocal (en
(16a)) y bases terminadas por consonante (en (16b)):

" (16" Bases bisilabicas
-a. Bases terminadas en vocal

itxéra.‘a la casa’ erri.ya ‘el pueblo’

itkia ‘la casa’ erri. ko ‘del pueblo’

dekd.a ‘el lugar’ askd ‘mucho’

lekd.ra ‘al lugar’ rté.r0 ‘cada afio’

2ortzi.yan ‘en el ocho’ garbi.yaguak ‘mis limpios’
azpi.koz ‘de abajo’ Jor ‘gordo, grueso’
guzi.tan ‘en todos’ eskd ‘mano’

begi.ya ‘el ojo’ itsi.a ‘el ciego’
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ixtd.a ‘la saliva’

neskd ‘(1a) chica’

guriya ‘blando’

titf,yak ‘las tetas’

esté ‘intestino’

illia ‘el pelo’

ttiki.ya ‘el pequefio’

txokd bdt.ian ‘en un rincén’
txokd.an ‘en el rincén’
ondé.tik ‘desde el lado/fondo’
ondd aundi.ya ‘mucha profundidad’

egin.ian ‘en el dia’
egiin.cko ‘del dia’
azkén.eko “Gltimo’
Dpapér.etan ‘en los papeles’
izén.a ‘el nombre’
gorpdtz ‘cuerpo’

gizon ‘hombre’

ezpdni.ak ‘los labios’
estd] ‘estornudo’

totél.a ‘tartamudo’
sugtrr.a ‘la nariz’
bizkdrr.ak ‘los hombros’
konkérr.a ‘la joroba’
gibél.a ‘el higado’
iztérr.a ‘el muslo’

zilldr ‘plata’

patdrr.a ‘la cuesta’
usdy.a ‘el olor’

buri.a ‘la cabeza’

bi burd ‘dos cabezas’

lepti.a ‘el cuello’

gerri.ya ‘la cintura’

beti.ak ‘llenos’

luzi.a ‘el largo’

abi.yan ‘en seguida’

andré bdt.ek ‘una mujer’

eulf aundi.yak ‘las moscas grandes’
txiki.ya ‘e] pequefio’

. Bases terminadas en consonante o semivocal

normdl.ian ‘normalmente’ .
baztérr.a ‘la orilla (camino)’
bakdtx.a ‘cada uno’
onddrr.a ‘la arena’
barrén.dik ‘desde dentro’
ix#rr.a ‘el hueso’

gizén ‘gordo’

agifi.ak ‘las muelas’

bizdr ‘barba’

maséll.ak ‘las mejillas’
kokdtz.a ‘la barbilla’
biyotz.a ‘el corazén’

oddl.a ‘la sangre’

magdl.ian ‘en el regazo’
beldun.a ‘la rodilla’
muthrr.a ‘el morro’
pattirr.a ‘el aguardiente’
ixifi.a ‘el tobillo’

andy.a ‘el hermano’

Existe, sin embargo, un nimero considerable de excepciones que presentan acento
en la silaba inicial. Pricticamente todas las bases bisildbicas con acentuacién en la
primera silaba terminan en vocal:

(17) Bases bisildbicas marcadas
bdsu.an ‘en el vaso’
bdso.ra ‘al vaso’
bdso.tik ‘desde el vaso’
mirra.a ‘el muro’
libru.a ‘el libro’
diida.vik bige ‘sin duda’
gdbe.kuak ‘los sin N’
bértso.tan ‘en verso’
kdntu ‘cuento’

téki.yan ‘en el lugar’
téki.ra ‘al lugar’
bésti.a ‘el otro’
durre.ko ‘de delante’

. dtze.tik ‘desde atris’

drti.an ‘entre’
piinta.kuak ‘los punteros’
méza * (la) misa’

séntu.a ‘el santo’
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ptzu.a ‘el charco’
Jéndi.a ‘la gente’

dza ‘(la) col’

flako ‘flaco’

mdlku.a ‘la ligrima’
mitki.ya ‘el moco’
pétxu.a ‘el pecho’
tx#lku.a ‘el ombligo’
pdsmu.a ‘la pus’

dnka ‘(la) pierna’
brdnka ‘(1a) cubierta (barco)’
txdtxu.a ‘el gramete’
sdltxa ‘(la) salsa’
sotu.a ‘el portal’

mdrdo bdt ‘un montén’
tténtte ‘erguido’

mérke ‘barato’

fréxko ‘fresco’

s6fn.a ‘el sonido’

ama ‘(la) madre’

dtta ‘(el) padre’

midtu.a ‘el mudo’

madixu.a ‘el maestro’

ba ‘(la) boca’

giltxi ‘poco’

baba * (el) callo, haba’

néki.a ‘el cansancio’

txistu.a ‘el chistu’

géru.an ‘en el ambiente’

kdntto ‘esquina, cobijo’

kriéka ‘instrumento de pesca, espec.’
ttotta ‘(el) aguardiente’

xintxo ‘leal’

lére-joku.ak ‘los juegos florales’

Hay, pues, un nimero considerable de bases bisildbicas con acento en la silaba
inicial. Nétese, sin embargo, que todos los ejemplos en (17) terminan en vocal. Las
Unicas bases bisildbicas terminadas en consonante y con acento inicial que hemos en-
contrado son gdrputz que alterna con gorpsisz y drbol que alterna con arbil.

Con bases de mds de dos silabas, el que la base termine en vocal o en consonante
aparece como factor claramente relevante. La regla es la siguiente: a/ si la base termi-
na en vocal, el acento recae en la pendltima de la base; y b/ si la base termina en con-
sonante, el acento recae en la dltima sflaba de la base. Como una consonante final de
base se resilabifica con la vocal siguiente, la generalizacién dada requiere un orden de
operaciones en que la aplicacién de la regla de acentuacién precede a la incorporacién

y silabificacién de sufijos inflexionales.: -

(18) Bases de mis de dos silabas (acentuacién no-marcada)

a. Bases terminadas en vocal

bases trisildbicas

aldba ‘(1a) hija’

aldba.k ‘las hijas’

alkdti.a ‘el alcalde’

kontrdyo ‘contrario’

euskéra.zko ‘en euskera’

nagisi.ya ‘el principal’

nagisi.tikan ‘por el principal’

batdlla ‘(1a) batalla’

Jfamdtu.ak ‘los famosos’

ingdiru.a ‘el entorno’

osdba ‘(el) tio’

i2éba ‘(1a) tia’

arréba ‘(la) hermana’

afdri.ya ‘la cena’
afdri.yak ‘las cenas’
aldrdi.a ‘el alarde’
txandti.a ‘gorro’
ugdri.ya ‘abundante’
desfile ‘desfile’
borréka ‘lucha’

. solddro ‘soldado’
itxdso ‘mar’
eliza.n ‘en la iglesia’
ardgi-ya ‘la carne’
estdrriya ‘la garganta’
asndsi.ya ‘la respiracién’



148

JOSE IGNACIO HUALDE - TXOMIN SAGARZAZU

amdna ‘(la) abuela’

attina ‘(el) abuelo’

egoki.ya ‘el adecuado’

itxdisiya ‘el feo’

uéldu.a ‘el golpe’

ofidze ‘sufrimiento’

istémti.an ‘al instante’

matriliu.akii ‘con el martillo’

kapélo ‘boina’

xelébri.a ‘el curioso’

arrdpa ‘(la) ropa’

mantdisa ‘fardo’ :
bases de mds de tres silabas

ziringillu.a ‘la lagartija’

kalamdrtza ‘(el) bogavante’

denbo(r)dli.a ‘el temporal’

illabéte ‘mes’ :

desafiyn.a ‘el desafio’

emakdimi.a ‘la mujer’

karramdrru.ak ‘los cangrejos’

berrikéta ‘conversacion’

astokéri.ya ‘burrada’

lapurréta ‘(el) robo’

. Yemtaziyu.a ‘ la tentacion’

konparaziyo ‘comparacién’

txistuldri.yakentzat ‘para los txistularis’

nolopdtt ‘de algiin modo’
aberdts.a ‘el rico’ '
giltzurdin.a el rifién’
berberifi.a ‘el salmonete’
okabill.a ‘el pufio’
arvosél.a ‘el besugo’

s €

erozéfi ‘cualquiera’

Jaizkibél

aprapds ‘aposta’

maitasén ‘amor’

osasin.a ‘la salud’
irunddrr.ekift ‘con los de Iran’
zegamdrr.a ‘el de Zegama’

kopéta ‘(la) frente”
arpégi.ya ‘la cara’
beldrri.ya ‘la oreja’
epivdi.ya ‘las nalgas’
i2érdi.ya ‘el sudor’
ostiko ‘patada’
illdrgi.yak ‘la luna ,erg’
olldskn.a ‘el pollo’
tankéra ‘aspecto’
xintxirri.ya ‘el cencerro’
kaxdta ‘(la) chabola’
motxdte ‘bajo y fuerte’

matxapéta ‘palo de matar atunes’
sakardllu.a ‘pez, espec.’
salabdrdu.a ‘salabardo’
kapusdntu.a ‘cementerio’
soziedddi.a ‘la sociedad’
txokoldti.a ‘el chocolate’
txistuldri.yakeri ‘a los txistularis’
estropdra ‘(la) regata’

tanborrdda ‘(1a) tamborrada’
barkaziyu.akiii ‘con perdén’
atarvaméndu.a ‘resultado’
bertsoldri.ya ‘el bertsolari’
bertsolaritza ‘(el) bertsolarismo’
ainttdri ‘autoridad’

. Bases de mds de dos silabas terminadas en consonante

ezagin.a ‘el conocido’
kapitdn.a ‘el capitin’
ostirdl ‘viernes’
astizkén.a ‘el miércoles’
alargiin.ak ‘los viudos’
kanibél.a ‘la cafia’
betezdl.a ‘pérpado’
kukulitx.a ‘tosferina’
kazkalabdrr.a ‘granizo’
astelén.a ‘el lunes’
ostegdin ‘jueves’
irabaztin ‘vencedor’
euskaldin.a ‘el vasco’

Mientras que las bases trisildbicas terminadas en vocal, como aldba permiten una

interpretacién donde la regla es que el acento cae en la segunda silaba, las palabras con
bases de un mayor ntimero de silabas o terminadas en consonante, como maxapéta,
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giltzurdifia o kazkalabirra claramente demuestran que esta interpretacién es errénea.
El acento se asigna contando-desde la derecha, esto es, desde el final de la base.

Hay algunas excepciones al patrén acentual que los ejemplos en (18) ilustran; pe-
ro estas excepciones son pocas. En su mayoria las excepciones son palabras esdriijulas
castellanas que mantienen su acentuacién original:

(19) fdbrika ‘(la) fibrica’ | v mdkifia bdt “an montén’
dénbora ‘el tiempo’ miisika ‘(la) masica’
_mériyo ‘medio’ ' txdrmiyu.a ‘el tobillo’
biziyn.a ‘el vicio’ affziyo ‘aficién’
ganikera ‘ademis’ ‘ offziyo ‘oficio’

" miskilly.a ‘el mejillén’ ~ ingriya ‘(la) envidia’

En el terreno de los préstamos es interesante notar el corrimiento del acento a la
derecha en una palabra como envidia que da inbirfya. Algunos hablante de avanzada
edad con un conocimiento limitado del castellano también producen formas como
telefénua. Estos ejemplos son una indicacién de cudl es el patrén de acentuacién no
marcado en el dialecto de Hondarribia. El movimiento del acento a la izquierda en
affziyo, por otra parte, ha de atribuirse a la analogfa con palabras como f7ziys, donde
la acentuacién corresponde a la castellana.

Un caso especial es el de palabras que llevan el sufijo castellano -eriz ‘lugar, espe-
cialmente establecimiento comertcial’ ya se trate de préstamos directos de esta len-
gua, como pasteleriya ‘pasteleria’, o de formaciones analGgicas, como mataderiya ‘el
matadero’. Estas palabras-conservan la acentuacién castellana. Esta acentuacién coin-
cidirfa también con la dada por las reglas generales del sistema de Hondarribia si la
/-a/ final se analiza como parte de la base. Estas serfan bases terminadas en vocal que
recibirfan acento en la pentltima. El problema es que estas palabras parecen tener
una base terminada en /-eri/ y no en /-etia/, como puede verse en ejemplos como 7a-
taderiva ‘al matadero’ o ird karnizeri ‘tres carnicerias’. Nétese que esta acentuacién
contrasta con la de palabras con la misma terminacién que no contienen el sufijo que
designa establecimientos comerciales, como bertsoldri.ya y con la de palabras con el
sufijo /-keri/ como zakurkéri ‘perreria’ o txorakéri ‘locura’. Similar a este caso es el de
palabras como inbiriya y perlesiya que tendrian una acentuacién regular si la dltima
-a se interpretase como parte de la base, pero en realidad presentan acento final: 7x-
biri andi.ya gran envidia’.

Para resumir hasta ahora. Las generalizaciones que hemos encontrado son las si-
guientes:

(20) 1. Si la base es monosildbica el acento recae en la silaba inicial (sin ninguna
excepeion).

’ 2. Si la base es bisildbica el acento recae sobre la segunda sflaba. Hay, sin
embargo un grupo grande de bases bisildbicas terminadas en vocal que se
acenttian en la primera silaba.

3. a. Si la base tiene mds de dos silabas y termina en vocal, el acento recae en
la pendltima silaba de la base.

b. Si la base tiene més de dos silabas y termina en consonante, el acento
recae en la Gltima silaba de la base. '
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Tal como estdn formuladas, las generalizaciones en (20) son dificiles de reducir a
una sola regla. Nétese sin embargo que la situacién es muy distinta si consideramos
que el patrén ilustrado en (17) y tepresentado por palabras como #dkiya es el patrén
no-matcado, y que ejemplos como los dados en (16a) del tipo Jeksa representan la ex-
cepcién a la regla. Si adoptamos esta posicién entonces es posible postular una sola
regla bisica de acentuacién para el sistema de Hondatribia:

(21) Asignese acento a la penultima silaba de bases terminadas en vocal y a la dl-
tima de bases terminadas en consonante.

La regla dada en (21) es la misma que tenemos en castellano. Como en esta len-
gua, no es una regla que carezca de excepciones 1éxicas. Debemos preguntarnos ahora
si hay algiin motivo para no adoptar (21) como regla de acentuacién basica en el eus-
kera de Hondarribia. Existe un motivo interdialectal que es que en otros dialectos
guipuzcoanos y vizcainos la acentuacién en la primera silaba constituye indudable-
mente el patrén marcado. Pero estas consideraciones comparativas no pueden entrar
en el andlisis sincrénico de un sistema concreto. La marcadez del patrén representado
por palabras como #3k; es mucho menos clara para el euskera de Hondarribia que pa-
ra otros dialectos. Si tomamos en cuenta sélo las bases bisildbicas terminadas en vo-
cal, hay nimeros mis o menos grandes de ejempos para cada una de las dos acentua-
ciones posibles. Cuando consideramos que, ademds, en bases de un mayor niimero de
silabas hay una clara distincién entre bases terminadas en vocal y bases terminadas en
consonante, los argumentos en contra de (21) como regla bisica no son excesivamen-
te fuertes. Con todo, tanto consideraciones numeéricas como el hecho de que una gran
parte de bases bisildbicas con acento inicial sean préstamos hacen que nos resistamos
a proponer el simple andlisis de (21).

4. Palabras compuestas

En palabras compuestas cuya estructura y significado son transparentes, cada
miembro del compuesto puede llevar su propio acento como lo llevaria por separado:

(22) lore-joku.ak ‘juegos florales’
dngi-etérri.ya ‘la bienvenida’
egd. luxi.a ‘atin’ (lit. ‘aleta larga’)
Jangdiko-artzdlli.ak ‘los alabarderos’ (lit. ‘prendedores de Dios’)
begi-Aififku.a ‘la pupila del ojo’
du.sapdy.a ‘el paladar’
illé.gorri ‘pelirrojo’
gotti.ndy.a ‘ndusea’
wrddy.azpi.kia ‘el jamén’
arifi-arifi.a ‘tipo de danza’
eskid-mutdrr.a ‘la mufieca’ -

Con algunas palabras hay variacién entre el manteniento o la supresién del acento

del primer miembro del compuesto. Los mismos hechos se dan en ciertos casos de
derivacibn: sagdrdo.1égi.tik ‘desde la sidrerfa’
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Interesantemerite, en algunos casos de unién estrecha con sélo un acento primario
se aplica una regla de reacentuacién. El acento del compuesto recae sobre el segundo
miembro, pero sobre una silaba diferente de la que portaria el acento en una palabra
no-compuesta. Hay un niimero de ejemplos en que el segundo miembro del com-
puesto es una base bisildbica que por si sola lleva el acento en la segunda silaba y que
en el compuesto lleva el acento en su primera silaba:

(23) palabra simple palabra compuesta
ontzi ‘receptaculo’ itzontzi ‘charlatdn’
Dixdntzi ‘medn, vejiga’ _
erri.ya ‘el pueblo’ basérri.ya ‘el caserio’ (también baserriya)
txuri.ya ‘el blanco’ batxdriya ‘el ajo’,

Este cambio de acentuacién supone una regularizacién con el patrén de bases no
compuestas terminadas en vocal y de igual nimero de silabas.

5. Formas verbales

La acentuacién de los participios verbales se ajusta a las mismas reglas que la de
los nombres y adjetivos. La gran mayoria de los participios bisildbicos presentan
acento en la viltima silaba: bildi ‘recoget’, artd ‘tomar’, lotd ‘atar’, sartd ‘entrar’, eldi
‘venir’, jarri (0 jarti) ‘poner’, asi ‘empezar’, erré ‘quemar’, beté ‘llenar’, ité ‘ahogar’,
emdn ‘dar, llevar’. Hay muy pocas excepciones, entre ellas bdta ‘echat’, pdsa ‘pasar’ y
ldja ‘dejat’ (pero coexistiendo con /Jezjdru). En participios de mis de dos silabas el
acento estd en la pentiltima: ir#ki ‘tenet’, nekdtu ‘cansar’, ikdixi (o ekixi) ‘ver', idurittu
‘patecet’, entendittu ‘entender’, ezagitu ‘conocet’, pallakdtu ‘acariciar’, eskribittu ‘escri-
bir’. La mayoria de las formas verbales conjugadas son bis{labas y presentan acento fi-
nal: zerd ‘eres’, zazté ‘sois’, dugi ‘tenemos’, nitzén ‘(yo) era’, etc.

6. Conclusién

En este articulo, hemos presentado una descripcién de los hechos acentuales en el
habla de Hondarribia. El examen de los datos muestra que en Hondarribia la regla
bésica de acentuacién no asigna acento primario contando a partir del principio de la
palabra, como se ha venido asumiendo por varios autores para las hablas de la zona,
sino que la computacién es a partir del final de la base. En esta computacién es un
elemento relevante el que la base termine en silaba abierta (en vocal) o en silaba ce-
rrada (en consonante o semivocal). El examen de la acentuacién de palabras con bases
suficientemente largas permite llegar a esta conclusién. De todas formas, es més que
posible que otras hablas de la cuenca del Bidasoa se ajusten a la regla que proponen
Holmer y Michelena de acentuacién en la segunda silaba contando desde la izquier-
da. Los hablantes de Hondarribia son de hecho conscientes de que en Irtin algunas
palabras se acentdan de manera diferente. En lo que coinciden nuestras observaciones
con las de otros investigadores anteriores es en que la unidad acentual en Hondarri-
bia es la base y no la palabra entera con sufijos inflexionales. Esta parece ser la carac-
teristica fundamental del tipo acentual del Bidasoa (véase Hualde 1988 para el habla
de Labayen). No es, sin embargo, ésta una caracteristica exclusiva de las hablas de es-
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ta zona. También el dialecto de Ofiati presenta la misma situacién de que como uni-
dad acentual se toma sélo la base y no la palabra entera; con el resultado que si la ba-
se es monosildbica el acento recaera sobre la silaba inicial (véase Hualde 1989: 299-
301). :

Al contar desde la derecha (desde el final de la base), el sistema de Hondarribia se
sale de la tipologia establecida por Txillardegi (1984: 16-18), segtin la cual en vasco
habria un tipo occidental que incluirfa la zona del Bidasoa y donde la regla bésica se-
rfa acento en la segunda silaba a partir de la izquierda, y un tipo oriental donde el
acento se asignaria a la segunda silaba de ]a palabra a partir de la derecha (a la penil-
tima). De cualquier modo, la clasificacién de Txillatdegi carece de todo fundamento.
Como se demuestra en Hualde (1991), dialectos como los de Getxo, Gernika y Le-
keitio asignan acento primario contando a partir de la derecha, aunque el algoritmo
es bastante mds complicado que esto en esos dialectos vizcainos. En el sistema de
Oifiati, por otra parte, la regla de acentuacién sf es en la segunda de la base a partir de’
la izquierda.

Como hemos reiterado en otras ocasiones, el estudio detallado y que se salga de lo
meramente anecdético de sistemas acentuales concretos en los diversos dialectos vas-
cos es una tarea fundamental para avanzar en el conocimiento en este campo y llegar
eventualmente a generalizaciones sincrénicas o diacrénicas. En lo que nos concierne
es este momento, se impone ahora el estudio de hablas vecinas a Hondarribia para
poder llegar a conocer los pardmetros de variacién dentro del tipo general de la cuen-
ca del Bidasoa y también para saber si es cierto que hay una divisién tajante entre es-
te tipo acentual y los sistemas de zonas circundantes, como se ha venido asumiendo.
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Asymmetries in Hungarian (y 1II)

LASZLO MARACZ
(Groningen)

6. Wh-STRATEGIES IN HUNGARIAN

6.1. Introduction

This chapter discusses strategies of long Wh-movement in Hungarian. Before doing
50, let us first consider some properties of this phenomenon in English.
Compare the following paradigm:
(1) a. You think that Mary saw Jobhn
b. Who do you think # saw John?
c. Who do you think that Mary saw ?

(1a) examplifies a declarative sentence with an embedded zhaz-clause. This clause
contains a subject NP and an object NP, namely Mary and Jobn. In (1b), the former
is questioned, and in (1c) the latter. Observe that the Wh-phrases are fronted into
the matrix sentence. This type of construction has been referred to in the literature
as Jong Wh-movement.

Generally speaking, it applies only if the matrix verb is a so-called ‘bridge-verd’.
Bridge verbs belong semantically to the class of verbs of krowing, saying and
perception. For example, the verb brag, unlike zhink in (1), does not qualify as a bridge
for long Wh-movement. Compare (1b) and (2):

(2) *Who did you brag t saw John?

So, the questioning of an embedded NP in English takes place by applying long
Wh-movement. The question arises whether other natural languages employ a simi-
lar strategy. Let us therefore turn to Hungarian.

The distribution of long Wh-movement is subject to dialectal variation (cf. sec-
tion 5.3.7.1.). Roughly, there are two dialects, namely Hungarian I and Hungarian
II. For speakers of the former, it is completely acceptable. Speakers of the latter, on
the other hand, accept this phenomenon only quite marginally. It may appear that
this dialectal variation is not so sharp as I suggest. However, 2 number of native-
speakers consulted have great difficulties with overt long Wh-movement. Some of
them reject it entirely. The question arises of course what the grammatical equiv-
alent of long Wh-movement is for those speakers.

[AS]U, 1991, XXV-1, 153-253)
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Consider the following pair:

(3) a. Kit gondolsz hogy Jédnos ldtott £?
who-ACC think-AGR2sg that John saw-AGR3sg
‘Who do you think (that) John saw?’
b. Mit gondolsz hogy Jdnos iz ldtott?
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg
‘Who do you think (that) John saw?’

(3a) is an instance of long Wh-movement. The embedded accusative Wh-phrase
kit is fronted into the matrix clause. (4b) exemplifies the other strategy of question-
ing an embedded NP. This strategy has first been observed in De Meij and Maricz
(1986) who tefer to it as the mit-strategy. The main characteristic of this strategy is
that the embedded Wh-phrase in (4b) kit remains in the Focus-position of its own
(embedded) clause. In the matrix sentence, a ‘dummy’ Wh-phrase appears, mit
‘what-ACC’, which reflects the scope of the real Wh-phrase.

Hungarian I employs long Wh-movement to question an embedded NP, similar
to English. Hungarian II, on the other hand, does this with the help of the mir-stra-
tegy. The following questions can be asked in connection with the two types of Wh-
strategies: What are the consequences of the occurrence of these phenomena for the
grammar of Hungarian and the theory of grammar in general?

I will assume that this dialectal variation is due to a parameter, namely, the one
which is responsible for the distinction between languages with overt Wh-move-
ment like English and languages with a Wh in-situ strategy like Chinese and Japa-
nese (cf. Huang 1982, Lasnik and Saito 1984, Chomsky 1986a: 75). Compare:'

4)  +/-move Wh

Hungarian I is specified positively for this parameter. Hence, overt Wh-move-
ment applies. Hungarian II, however, is specified negatively for (4), that is, overt
movement is absent. If this parametric difference is real, we may expect that other
phenomena are intrinsically dependent on the setting of this parameter. I will de-
monstrate that this is the case with the verbal conjugation in multiple long Wh-
movement, the distribution of parasitic gaps and resumptive pronouns.

The existence of the two Wh-strategies in Hungarian provides empirical evi-
dence for the Correspondence Hypothesis:

(5)  Correspondence Hypothesis
Whenever there is a syntactic reflex of the assignment of (wide) scope, the depen-

dency involved and long Wh-movement obey the same conditions on govern-
ment and bounding

A consequence of this a hypothesis is that there is no need to postulate a separate
level for the representation of scope known as Logical Form (LF) in the linguistic
literature. However, the unification between overt long Wh-movement and Wh in-
situ has, somewhat disappointingly, hardly been a major tenet of research in recent
years. Rather, on the basis of the observation made by Huang (1982) that Wh in-
situ in Chinese does not obey locality conditions, it has generally been assumed that

(1) I do not attribute independent status to move @, as I argued in connection with split constituents (cf.

section 4.6.). With Koster (1987: 34), I will assume that move O is essentially a subcase of a general transfer
mechanism which transmits Case and lexical content, but no 8-role.
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wide scope-assignment is not restricted by Subjacency. Thus, the fact that this prin-
ciple is not operative at LF has been taken as argument for its independent existence.
Correspondence effects in Hungarian, however, seem to argue against this.

The rest of this chapter is organized as follows. Section 6.2. discusses the proper-
ties of long Wh-movement. Section 6.3. argues that it is a strictly local phenomenon
which applies in a successive cyclic fashion. The following facts will be shown to
support this: Overt long Wh-movement is sanctioned by bridge verbs, it may not
violate island conditions, it leaves a Wh-trace, and it lacks thaz-trace effects.

Section 6.4. will propose an analysis of long Wh-movement. Section 6.5. deals
with the properties of the miz-strategy. Section 6.6. will present an analysis of this
strategy with its correspondence effects. Section 6.7. investigates some consequences
of these different Wh-strategies. The parameter +/-move Wh empirically involves
some other unbounded dependencies across languages which apply successive cyclicly.
Conceptually itbears on the relation between long distance movement and the Pro-

jection Principle. Finally, section 6.8. presents some remarks about the status of LF
in a theory of grammar.

6.2. Long Wh-movement in Hungarian

This section examines overt long Wh-movement in Hungarian, as opposed to the
mit-strategy (cf. section 6.5.). I will heavily rely on the observations made in Hot-
vath (1981, 1986: chapter four) and E. Kiss (1981, 1985, 1987: chapter three).

Consider the following sentences:

(1) a. Kiz gondolsz *(hogy) # ltta Jéanost?
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that saw-AGR3sg-def John-ACC
‘Who do you think (*that) saw John?’
b. Kiz gondolsz *(hogy) Jénos ldtott #?
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that John saw-AGR3sg-indef
“Who do you think (that) John saw?’

(2)  a. Melyik fiir gondolod *(hogy) # ldtta Janost?
which boy-ACC think-AGR2sg-def that saw-AGR3sg-def John-ACC
Which boy do you think (*that) saw John?’
b. Melyik fist gondolod *(hogy) Jdnos litta #?
which boy-ACC think-AGR2sg-def that John saw-AGR3sg-def
‘Which boy do you think (that) John saw?’

These examples are instances of long Wh-movement. In (1a) and (1b), the indefi-
nite Wh-phrase 4/ is fronted, and in (2a) and (2b) the definite Wh-phrase melyik NP
is fronted. Note that this phenomenon applies both with the subject (cf. (1a), (2a))
and with the object (cf. (1b), (2b)) (cf. also section 5.4.2.3.).

The acceptability of these sentences is subject to dialectal vatiation. In fact, a num-
ber of my informants hardly accept this strategy for forming embedded Wh-questions
at all (cf. also Komlésy 1986). However, from the literature it is clear that these ins-
tances of long Wh-movement do occur. E. Kiss (1981) points out that this phenome-
non has even been discussed by traditional linguists, for instance by Zolnay (1926).
The occurrence of long Wh-movement is especially frequent in the spoken language
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(cf. also De Groot 1981, Horvath 1981; 1986: ch.4, E. Kiss 1981; 1985; 1987: ch.3,
Szalamin 1978, Szamosi 1976, and Anna Szabolcsi, personal communication).

Let us turn to a discussion of the sentences above: I will discuss the followmg
syntactic and semantic properties of long Wh-movement:

(3) A. The obligatory presence of the complementizer

B. The anticipatory pronoun corresponding to the clause from which extraction
takes place may not be spelled out

C. Case change of the Wh-moved subject

D. Morphological adjustment of the matrix verb

E. Long Wh-movement is an instance of long Focus-movement
E. The gap at the extraction site must remain non-overt

G. Long Wh-movement is allowed by bridge verbs

H. The scope of moved Wh-phrases is its S-structure position

(A) In ((1a), (1b)) and ((2a), (2b)), the embedded nominative subject and the ac-
cusative object Wh-phrase are extracted from the embedded clause, With long Wh-
movement in Hungarian the complementizer hogy must be obligatorily present in or-
der to avoid ungrammaticality (ef. section 5.4.2.3.). In English, however, the com-
plementizer that must be dropped in case of subject-extraction, whereas the
complementizer is optional with object-extraction (see, section 5.4.2.3. for an anal-
ysis of this dichotomy).?

(B) Consider the underlying representations of (1) and (2):

(4) a. Gondolod azt [cp hogy &: litta Janost]
think-AGR2sg that-ACC  that who saw-AGR3sg John-ACC
b. Gondolod azt [cp hogy Jénos kit latott]
think-AGR2sg that-ACC  that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg
c. Gondolod azt [cp hogy melyik fiz l4tta Janost]
think-AGR2sg that-ACC  that which boy saw-AGR3sg John-ACC
d. Gondolod azt [cp hogy Jénos melyik fid: l4tta]

think-AGR2sg that-ACC  that John which boy-ACC saw-AGR3sg

The matrix verb gondol subcategorizes for an accusative object, categorially a CB,
Hogy-clauses cannot be base-generated in an A-position, because of the CRP (cf.
4.5.(14)). Hence, they are in a non-A-position and linked to a ‘dummy’ anticipatory
pronoun that absorbs its Case- and O-features. In (4), the anticipatory pronoun #z is
therefore accusatively marked. Note now that the anticipatory pronoun may zot be
spelled out if an embedded NP is long Wh-moved:

(5) a. *Kit gondolsz azt [cp hogy ldtra Janost
who-ACC think-AGR2sg that-ACC  that saw-AGR3sg John-ACC
b. *Kiz gondolsz azt [cp hogy Jénos l4cott]

who-ACC think-AGR2sg that-ACC  that John saw-AGR3sg

(2) Aoun et al. (1987) report that the complementizer is optional in the intermediate clause with subject-
extraction from a multiple embedded Wh-question:
(i) Who do you think [¢p (#h22) Mary said [¢p (¥#hat) saw John]]
In Hungarian, however, the complementizer must always be present, also in the counterpart of (i):
(1) Kit gondolsz [cp *(hogy) Mari mondott [cp *(hogy) latta Jénosc]]
Who-ACC think-AGR2sg that Mary said-AGR3sg that saw-AGR3sg John-ACC
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c. *Melyik fidt gondolod azt [cp hogy latta Janost]
which boy-ACC think-AGR2sg that-ACC  that saw-AGR3sg John-ACC
d. *Melyik fiit gondolod azt [cp hogy Jdnos l4tta]
boy-ACC think-AGR2sg that-ACC  that John saw-AGR3sg

(C) In Hungarian, subjects ate in general nominatively marked (cf. 3.2. (7a)). An
extracted embedded subject Wh-phrase ends up accusatively marked when it is
moved (cf. section 5.3.7.1.). Thus, a nominative Wh-phrase undergoes a morpho-
logical Case change, as may be observed from (1a) and (2a). Non-nominative Wh-
phrases, on the other hand, retain their cases during the derivation like the embed-
ded accusative Wh-phrases in (1b) and (2b), or Wh-phrases with a lexical phrase:

(6) a. Kinek gondolod [cp hogy Jdnos kényvet adott 7]

who-DAT think-AGR2sg-def  that John book-ACC gave-AGR3sg-indef
“To whom do you think that John gave a book?’

b.. Kivel szeretnéd [cp hogy Mari beszéljen t]
who-INSTR like-COND-AGR2sg-def  that Mary speak-SUBJ-AGR 3sg-indef
‘With whom would you like that Mary should speak?’

c. Kithl gondolod [cp hogy Mari kényvet  kapott 7]
who-ABL think-AGR2sg-def  that Mary book-ACC got-AGR3sg-indef
‘From whom do you think Mary got a book?’

In (6a)-(6¢), the embedded verbs ad ‘give’, beszé] ‘speak’, and kap ‘get’ subcatego-
rize for a lexical dative, insttumental, and ablative. These cases are spelled out on the
extracted Wh-phrases. Thus, no Case change occurs, as with extracted nominative
Wh-phrases.

(D) The Hungarian verb displays two different types of conjugational patterns,
the indefinite and definite conjugation (cf. section 4.2.1.). The descriptive rule 4.2.(2),
here repeated as (7), captures their distribution:

(7) The definite paradigm is triggered in case the accusative object of the verb is de-
finite, otherwise the indefinite paradigm is triggered

We classified who-phrases as (properly) indefinite triggering indefinite conjuga-
tion on the verb, and which-phrases as (inherently) definite triggering definite con-
jugation on the verb. Recall further that embedded clauses and names count as defin-
ite. Consider again (4a) and (4b), here repeated as (8a) and (8b):

(8) a. Gondolod azt [cp hogy &i litta Jénost]
think-AGR2sg-def that-ACC  that who saw-AGR3sg-def John-ACC
b. Gondolod - azt [cp hogy Jénos kit latott]

think-AGR2sg-def that-ACC  that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg-indef

The matrix verb in these sentences has definite conjugation because its accusative

| object 1s a (definite) embedded clause. The embedded verb in (8a) also appears in the

definite conjugation because its accusative object is a name, and the embedded verb
in (8b) has indefinite conjugation because its accusative object is a &7-phrase.
Compare now the counterparts of the cases in (8) with long Wh-movement:

©) a. Kit gondolsz [cp hogy # latta J4nost]
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that saw-AGR3sg-def John-ACC
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b. Kit gondolsz [cp hogy Jénos litott 7]
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef  that John saw-AGR3sg-indef

If the indefinite nominative subject or accusative object Wh-phrase is fronted in-
to the matrix sentence, the matrix verb has indefinite conjugation. Hence, the ma-
trix verb in these sentences displays a morphological adjustment.

As a consequence, there is always an agreement corvespondence between the matrix
verb and the embedded verb when an accusative Wh-phrase is extracted. In case of a
definite Wh-phrase like melyik fist in (2b), both the matrix verb and the embedded
verb are conjugated definitely, and in case of an indefinite phrase like £iz in (9b),
both the matrix and the embedded verb are conjugated indefinitely.

(6) shows that this phenomenon appears only with extracted nominative or accusa-
tive indefinite Wh-phrases but not with extracted Wh-phrases with lexical case. In the
latter cases, the matrix verb keeps its definite conjugation. This dichotomy is another
instance of an asymmetry. Therefore, we may add it to the asymmetries in 5.4.(5).

(E) Wh-moved NPs must land in the Focus-position, left-adjacent to the finite
verb (cf. 2.1.(28d)). In fact, any NP of a hogy-clause may be fronted into the matrix
clause, provided that it lands in this position:

(10) a. [cpJANOST gondolod [cp hogy ¢ ldtoct]]
John-ACC think-AGR2sg-def that saw-AGR3sg-def
‘It is John who you think saw me.’
b. [cp MARIT gondolod [cp hogy lattam Al
Mary-ACC think-AGR2sg-def that saw-AGR1sg-def
‘It is Mary who you think that I saw.’
c. Jénos [cp MARINAK akatja [cp hogy Péter kényvet  adjon #]]
John Mary-DAT want-AGR3sg-def that Peter book-ACC give-SUB]J-

‘It is Mary who John wants that Peter gives a book to.’ AGR3sg

We may conclude from this paradigm that long Wh-movement is a subcase of
long Focus-movement. Both construction types display the same properties.* Henceforth,
I will refer to long distance movement in Hungarian as long Wh/Focus-movement.

(F) The counterparts of the sentences in (1) and (2) are ungrammatical with an
overt personal pronoun § ‘he’ spelled out at the extraction site:*

(11) a. *Kir gondolsz [cp hogy & litta Jénost]

who-ACC think-AGR2sg  that he saw-AGR3sg John-ACC

b. *Kit gondolsz [cp hogy Jénos latott 7]
who-ACC think-AGR2sg  that John saw-AGR3sg

c. *Melyik fidr  gondolod [cp hogy & litta Jénost]
which boy-ACC think-AGR2sg  that he saw-AGR3sg John-ACC

d. *Melyik fidit gondolod [cp hogy Jénos l4tta 5]
which boy-ACC think-AGR2sg  that John saw-AGR3sg him

(3) This is the case in Dutch as well. Compare (i2) which is a case of long Focus-movement, with (ib)
which is a case of long Wh-movement:
() a. JAN denk jij [cp dat ik £ zag] b. Wie denk jij [cp dat ik # zag]
JOHN think you  thatI saw Who think you  thatl saw
(4) The third person accusative pronoun may only appear with the definite conjugation (cf. section
4.2.1.).Therefore, (11b) is undetermined with respect to the prohibition on the spelling out of the Wh-gap.
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This paradigm shows that the gap at the extraction site must remain zon-overt. In
the next section, I will determine whether it is a Wh-trace or a non-overt resump-
tive pronoun.

(G) In Hungarian, like in other languages, long Wh-movement is only possible
in the context of the class of verbs called &ridge verbs:’

(12) All# ‘state’, akar ‘want’, elképzel ‘imagine’, emlit ‘mention’, drez ‘feel’, &zrevesz
‘observe’, gondol ‘think’, hall ‘hear’, hisz ‘believe’, (meg)igér ‘promise’, javasol ‘pro-
pose’, kérdez ‘interrogate’, kivdn ‘wish’, lat ‘see’, mond ‘say’, remé] ‘hope’, szerer ‘li-
ke’, szeretne ‘would like’, 7ol teszik “well do’, tud ‘know’, vdrt ‘wait’

These verbs semantically belong to the verbs of knowing, saying and perception. It is
a well-known fact that such verbs in other languages belong to the same semantic
classes as well. All the verbs in (12) assign accusative Case to their object. If it is an
embedded clause, this Case is spelled out on the dummy anticipatory pronoun zz
‘that’ (cf. (3B)). However, most of these verbs may also select a case-frame with a
lexically marked object. I will return to the latter cases in the following section.

(H) Let us consider now what a felicitous answer to the Wh-questions in (1), (2),
ot (6) would be. The answers to (1a) and (2a) may be, for instance, Péter ‘Petet-
NOM’, to (1b) and (2b), for instance, Péert ‘Peter-ACC’, and to (6) respectively Pé-
ternek ‘Peter-DAT’, Péterrel ‘Peter-INSTR’, or Pétert3! ‘Peter-ABL. From this it fol-
lows that Wh-phrases takes scope over the other constituents in the clause.

(5) There is another set of bridge verbs/predicates in Hungarian which involve the following samples,
among others, nem 4rt ‘not do harm’, bizomyos ‘be suse’, biztos ‘be sure’ ereje van (nincs) ‘(not) have enough
strength’, éthetl ‘it is understandable’, eszébe jut ‘come across ones mind’, 2z 2z érzésem ‘it is my feeling’, hajs-
zdlon milik ‘it is a near touch’, igaz ‘be true’, jé/ ‘be well’, 76! wina ‘it would be good’, jobb lenne ‘it would be
better’, kdr ‘be a pity’, kell ‘need’, dgy latszik ‘seemy’, kizimbs ‘it is indifferent’, lebet ‘may’, lebetetlen ‘impossi-
ble’, minzegy ‘it makes no difference’, nyilvinvals ‘it is obvious’, nincs ‘there is no’, o4l az ember ‘be glad’, régen
(van) ‘it is a long time ago’, ritkasdg ‘it is exceptional’, szabad ‘may’, természetesen ‘it is natural’, dgy thnik ‘se-
emy’, valészindl ‘probable’ and var ‘be’. These predicates, contrary to the ones in (12), do not allow long Wh-
movement but rather long Left Dislocation (cf. De Groot 1981a E. Kiss 1987a, Szalamin 1987, and Zolnay
1926). Compare, for example:

(i) Mdria, sokan azt gondoljik " [cp (hogy) megkapja  az 4llist  pro)
Mary many that-ACC think-AGR3pl-def ~ that gel-AGR3sg the job-ACC
‘As for Mary, many peoble think that she will get the job.’
(E. Kiss 1987a: 149)
This construction displays the following properties, among others:
(if) a. The fronted NP appears clause-initially
b. The fronted NP is not in Focus
The anticipatory pronoun may be spelled out
. The scope of the fronted NP is restricted to the embedded clause
. The fronted NP retains always its case marker
. There is no agreement between the fronted NP and the matrix verb
. Several NPs may be left-dislocated
. CNPC may be violated
. The complementizer hogy may be dropped

From a comparison between (ii) and (3) it appears that long Left Dislocation has different properties from
long 'Wh/Focus-movement. E. Kiss (1987a) argues, following Cinque (1982), that the fronted NP is base-
generated in the left-dislocation position, and that it is linked to a resumptive small pro which provides its
scope-, Case- and O-features. (See also chapter 7, note 25 for the status of the gap in long Left Dislocation).

ot o oo
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There is a difference between English and Hungarian with the scope of Wh-
phrases in long Wh-movement. Hatk (1984) observes that in English it is restricted
to the domain in which it has been base-generated. Hence, in order to determine the
scope of an extracted Wh-phrase with respect to another NP not the position of the
Wh-phrase should be considered but rather the position of its trace.

For example, in the following sentence the extracted Wh-phrase doesn’t have
scope over the existential quantifier in the matrix sentence:

(13) Which men did someone say that Mary likes 2? .
(Haik 1984: 195)

If this Wh-question has an answer as ]olm and Bill, it cannot be Venﬁed by states of
affairs in which different persons did the saying, for example, if x said that Mary likes
John and y said that Mary likes Bill, and x is not identical to y. However, an extracted
Wh-phrase may always have scope over an NP of the clause it is an argument of;

(14) Which men did Mary say that some woman loved #?
(Haik 1984: 196)

In this example, some woman may be in the scope of the plural Wh-phrase which
men. An answer to (14) like Jobn and Bill may be verified by a situation in which
Jobn and Bill are loved by a different woman. Hence, the scope of 2 Wh-phrase in
English is determined by the position of its trace.

In Hungarian, on the other hand, this depends on the S-structure position of the

Wh-phrase izself. Consider the Hungarian equivalents of (13) and (14):

(15) a. Mely férfiakat  mondta valaki hogy Mari szereti 2
which men-ACC said-AGR3sg-def someone that Mary love-AGR3sg-def
“Which men did someone say that Mary loved?’
b. Mely féfiskar  mondta Mari hogy valaki  szereti #?
which men-ACC said-AGR3sg-def Mary that someone love-AGR 3sg-def
“Which men did Mary say that someone loved?’ ’

In (15a), in contrast to English (13), it is possible that different persons did the say-
ing in case the answer to the question is_Jobn and Bill, for example. Kenesei (1986b)
notes that existential quantifiers can never take scope over Wh-phrases, if both phra-
ses are complements of the same predicate. This constraint cannot, however, intetfere
in this sentence because the existential valaki is base-generated in a higher predicative
domain than the Wh-phrase mely férfiakat. From this dichotomy it follows that in En-
glish Wh-scope is determined by the trace of Wh-movement, whereas in Hungarian
the S-structure position of the extracted Wh-phrase itself is decisive.

(15b) has a reading similar to (14) in English. This is due to the fact that the
moved Wh-phrase in this sentence is in a higher domain at S-structure, the matrix
clause, than the existential quantifier, that is, in the embedded clause. Therefore, it
may include the existential quantifier in its scope.

The following pair also displays this dichotomy between Hungarian and English:

(16) a. Melyik szdmot gondolod hogy mindenki
which number-ACC think-AGR2sg-def that everyone
emlékszik . hogy vilasztotta  #?

remember-AGR3sg that chose-AGR 3sg-def
‘Which number do you think that everyone remembers that he chose?
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b. Mindenki emlékszik hogy melyik szdmot vilasztotta
everyone remember-AGR3sg that which number-ACC chose-AGR3sg-def
‘Everyone remembers that he chose which numbet’

In (16a), a Wh-phrase is fronted into the matrix sentence from the most deeply em-
bedded clause. The intermediate clause contains a universal quantifier. In (16b), howe-
ver, it remains in the domain where it is base-generated. This yields an echo-question.

The English equivalents of these sentences involve a pair-reading listing different
people who remember a particular number. So, an answer to question (16a) in En-
glish could be: “I think that Peter remembers that he chose 8, Mary remembers that
she chose 6, and so on...”. Such a pair-reading is also possible with the English va-
riant of (16b). These pair-readings in English are due to the fact that in both senten-
ces the universal quantifier is base-generated in a higher domain than the Wh-phrase.
So, it may take scope over the Wh-phrase.

In Hungarian, on the other hand, a pair-reading is only possible in (16b). An ans-
.wer to (16a), in which long Wh-movement has applied, involves only one single
number, for instance, 6. I will return to this dichotomy between English and Hunga-
rian in section 6.8. For now, it suffices to observe that Wh-scope is determined in
Hungarian at S-structure after an application of move Wh, whereas in English this ap-
plies after ‘reconstruction’ of the extracted Wh-phrase to its base-generated position.

Summarizing, long Wh/Focus-movement in Hungarian displays the properties in
(3). It is clear that a theoretically motivated analysis of this phenomenon has to ac-
count for this cluster of properties. I will elaborate in section 6.4. on Chomsky
(1981), Horvath (1986a), and E. Kiss (1981a). These proposals treat long Wh/Focus-
movement as an instance of successive cyclic movement constrained by locality conditions
(cf. Chomsky 1973). Let us first turn to a discussion of locality effects in Hungarian.

6.3. Locality Effects in Hungarian

In the preceding section, I noted that long Wh/Focus-movement is sanctioned by
bridge verbs, suggesting that it is subject to a locality condition. This section argues
that this is indeed the case. ,

Therefore, I will determine whether the relation between the Wh/Focus-phrase
and its extraction site is subject to island conditions. I will demonstrate that the fol-
lowing island conditions apply in Hungarian, the Complex NP Constraint (CNPC), the
Sentential Subject Condition (SENSC) and the Adjunct Condition (AC). The Wh-Is-
land Condition (WhIC) is, contrary to English, not operative in Hungarian. Wh/Fo-
cus-phrases may be extracted from a Wh-island. In section 6.4., T will suggest that
this dichotomy is due to the fact that the CP is recursive within CP in Hungarian.

Further, I will determine the nature of the gap in long Wh/Focus-movement. It
will be concluded that it is ¢race. Consider first CNPC. '

CNPC blocks extraction from clauses with lexically filled nominal heads (cf.
Ross 1967). The following sentences exemplify that it holds in Hungarian as well
(cf. Horvath 1986a and E. Kiss 1987a for this observation):

(1) a. *Kir emlitete(e) [gp azt a tényt [cp hogy 7 megesSkolta Marit]]

who-ACC mentioned-AGR3sg-indef/def that-ACC the fact -ACC that kissed-

#*Who did he mention the fact that kissed Mary?’ AGR3sg-def Maq-ACC
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b. *Kit emlitett(e) [p azt a tényt [cp hogy Mari megcsékolt #]]
who-ACC mentioned-AGR 3sg-indef/def that-ACC the fact-ACC that Mary kissed-

*'Who did he mention the fact that Mary kissed?’ . AGR3sg-indef
Long Wh/Focus-movement is also restricted by SENSC. The adjectival predicates

biztos ‘be sure’ and valdszind ‘be probable’ may subcategorize for subject complement
clauses which are linked with a nominative anticipatory pronoun (cf. (2a) and (3a)).

Observe that it is not allowed to extract Wh/Focus-phrases from these complements

(cf. (2b) and (3b)):¢

(2) a. Az biztos [cp hogy Mari eljén] b. *K;i biztos [¢p hogy ¢ eljén]
that be sure  that Mary come-AGR3sg whoissure  that come-AGR3sg
‘It is sure that Mary comes.’ .

(3) a. Azvalészind [cp hogy Mari eljon] b. *Ki valészinii [cp hogy ¢ eljon]
that is probable  that Mary come-AGR3sg  who is probable  that come-
‘It is probable that Mary comes.’ AGR3sg

Another limitation on long Wh-movement is the islandhood of adverbial com-
plements. These complements are introduced by adverbial phrases such as efore,
without,.etc. The sentences in (4) show that AC is operative in Hungarian as well:

(8) a. *Mely kimyveket letisztitottad volna az asztalt

which books-ACC clean-AGR2sg would the table-ACC
azelstt  [cp hogy elolvastad  volna ¢]
that-before that read-AGR2sg would
**Which books would you clean the table before reading?’

b. *Kire megérkeztél az iskoldba anélkiil
who-SUBL perf-arrived-AGR 2sg the school-ILL that-without
[cp hogy gondoltil volna 7]
that thought-AGR2sg would
*About who did you arrive at school without thinking?’

Chomsky (1981) has argued that the relation between the moved Wh-antecedent
and its gap is constrained by locality conditions. The sentences in (1)-(4) demon-
‘strate that this is the case in Hungarian as well. Therefore, it is appealing to analyse
long Wh/Focus-movement as an instance of successive cyclic movement. In order to make
this more precise, let us first determine the nature of the gap involved.

I observed that the extraction site of a moved Wh/Focus-phrase must remain non-overt
(cf. 6.2.(3F)). It has been argued that the gap of unbounded dependencies can sometimes
be identified as the non-overt pronominal pro in pro-drop languages (cf. Chomsky 1982,
and Cinque 1984; 1986). This would be a case of the resumptive pronoun strategy.

The question is whether the gap at the extraction site in long Wh/Focus-move-
ment is zrace or pro. This question is legitimate, because Hungarian is a pro-drop lan-
guage (cf. section 4.2.4.). There are three pieces of evidence bearing on it which fa-
vor the assumption that this phenomenon leaves a trace.

(6) Some predicates, like kel/ ‘be necessary’, require a subject complement clause to be in the subjunctive
mood (SUBJ) (cf. (ia)). Wh/Focus-movement from such clauses yields 2 much better result than movement
from subject indicative clauses. Compare the ungrammatical (2b) and (3b) with the grammarical (ib):

() a. Az kell {cp hogy Mari eljsjjon] b. Ki kell [cp hogy # elj5jjon]

that is necessary that Mary come-SUBJ-AGR3sg who is necessary that come-SUBJ-AGR3sg
‘It is necessary that Mary comes.’ ‘For who is it necessary to come?’
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The first two arguments have to do with the environment in which small pro is
licensed. The third argument may be construed by taking the categorial specifica-
tions of pro into account. It displays distribution 4.2.(34), here repeated as (5):

(5)  The distribution of pro in Hungarian
a. Nominative personal pronouns may be dropped in all persons and number
b. Accusative personal pronouns may be dropped only in case they are singular.
First and second person pronouns may be dropped with the indefinite conju-
gation. Third person pronouns may be dropped only with the definite conju- |
gationc. Personal pronouns with lexical case may not be dropped

Recall that the distribution of pro is so specific that it may serve as a diagnostic
for this empty category.
(I) Compare the following pairs:

(6) a. Mely fiskat  gondolod [cp hog létom t]
which boys-ACC think-AGR2sg-def that see-AGR1sg-def
“Which boys do you think that I see?’
2’. (En) lirom (8t) 1*(3ker)
I see-AGR1sg-def him/herlthem
‘I see him/herlthem.’ (cf. 4.2.(72))

b. Kiket gondolsz [cp hogy (te) l4tsz 7]
who-plur-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef  that you see-AGR2sg-indef
‘“Who do you think that you saw?’

. (Te) ltsz (engem)/*(bket)
you see-AGR2sg-indef me/them
“You see me.’ (cf. 4.2.(8b))

o

c. MINKET gondolsz [cp hogy Jénos ltott 7]
us think-AGR2sg-indef  that John saw-AGR3sg-indef
‘It is us that you think that John saw.’

c. (6) lat (engem)/*(minket)

he/she see-AGR3sg-indef me/us
‘He/she sees me/us.” (cf. 4.2.(8¢))

d. Kit gondolsz [cp hogy Jénos ldtott 7]
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef  that John saw-AGR3sg-indef
‘V’{ho do you think that John saw?’ (cf. 6.2.(1b))

d’. (O lat (engem)/(téged)/*(ir)
he/she see-AGR3sg-indef me/you/him
‘He/she sees me/you.’ (cf. 4.2.(8¢)) .

e. Kivel gondolod [cp hogy Jénos taldlkozott 7]
who-INSTR think-AGR2sg-indef  that John met-AGR3sg-indef
“Who do you think that John met?’

e. (0) taldlkozott *(vele)
he/she met-AGR 3sg-indef he/she-INSTR
‘He met him/her.’

The pairs (a) and (2’), and so on, in these sentences represent cases of long
Wh/Focus-movement and pro-drop respectively. We have omitted examples with a
subject-extraction gap and subject pro, since they have exactly the same distribution.
However, with the object, the following three distributional differences between
these gaps occur.
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(7) According to (5b), accusative plural pronouns may not be dropped. Therefore,
the phrases (62°)=(6¢’) are ungrammatical with pro. However, the corresponding gap
in long Wh/Focus-movement is licensed by a plural Wh/Focus-antecedent.

(#7) A third person accusative pronoun may not appeat with a verb conjugated in-
definitely (cf. (5b)). Observe from the comparison.between (6d) and (6d’) that a third
person accusative gap is licit in long Wh/Focus-movement, but not with pro-drop.

(#i7) Lexically marked pronouns may never be dropped (cf. (5c)). Hence, the ins-
trumental object must be present in (6e’). Note, however, that in the corresponding
case of long Wh/Focus-movement (6e), such an object may be extracted.

From (4)~(i), it follows that the environment in which a Wh/Focus-gap is allo-
wed is much broader than the environment in which pro may occur. Therefore, we
conclude that the gap of long Wh/Focus-movement cannot be small pro, but trace.

(ID) If the gap in long Wh/Focus-movement were a non-overt resumptive pro-
noun, we would expect- that it could circumvent island constraints (cf. Chomsky
1982, Cinque 1986). We noted above, however, that the relation between the
Wh/Focus-antecedent and its gap displays locality effects. This dichotomy can be
illustrated by constructing minimal pairs between long Wh/Focus-movement and
constructions with non-overt resumptive pronouns. Instances of the former are
exemplified in (6a)-(6e), and instances of the latter are exemplified in (7a)-(7e):

(7) a. Mely fiskrol gondolod (azt) [cp hogy Janos *litote/ldtea Gket/*pro]

which boys-DELAT think-AGR 2sg-def that-ACC that John saw-AGR3sg-indef/def them
“Of which boys do you think that John saw them?’

b. *Kikrbl gondolod (azt) [cp hogy (te) *lacedl/latead Bket/*pro]
who-plur-DELAT think-AGR 2sg-def that-ACC that you saw-AGR2sg-indef/def them
‘Of who do you think that you saw them?’

c. ROLUNK gondolod (azt) [¢p hogy Jénos létott/*ldtta minket/*pro]
we-DELAT think-AGR2sg-def that-ACC that John saw-AGR3sg-indef/def us
‘It is of us that you think that John saw.’

d. Kird! gondolod (azt) [cp hogy Jnos *ldtott/latta 5z/pro
who-DELAT think-AGR 2sg-def that that] John saW-AGR3sg indef/def him
‘Of who do you think that John saw him?’

e. Kirbl gondolod (azt) [cp hogy taldlkozott vele/*pro)
who-DELAT think-AGR2sg-def that that met-AGR3sg-indef he-INSTR
‘Of who do you think that John met him?’

The matrix verb gondol subcategorizes in these sentences for a different case-frame
than in the sentences in (6). In the latter, it subcategorizes for an accusative object
clause. In the former, on the other hand, gondol subcategorizes for a DELAT-ACC case-
frame. The Wh-phrase is assigned delative case, and the embedded clause is connec-
ted to the accusative case (through the linking with the anticipatory pronoun).

Hence, the Wh-phrases in (7), unlike the ones in (6), ate direct arguments of the

" matrix verb. Therefore, these phrases are not related to the (non)-overt pronouns by
movement. This hypothesis is supported by the fact that, in contrast to long Wh/-
Focus-movement (cf. 6.2.(3B)), the anticipatory pronoun may be spelled out. This
suggests that the constructions in (7) are not subject to the locality condition which
restricts long Wh/Focus-movement. ' : ,
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Note now that the embedded pronouns in these sentences may only be dropped
in accordance with the restrictions on pro-drop. In (72)-(7¢), the objects are accusa-
tive plural pronouns, in (7d) the object is an accusative third person singular pro-
noun, and in (7e) it is a pronoun with lexical case. Hence, the pronouns in (7a)-(7c)
may not be dropped. The pronoun in (7d) may only be omitted if the verb displays
definite conjugation, and the pronoun in (7e) may not be dropped. These facts show
that pro functions as a resumptive pronoun only if it obeys a strict locality condition.
It must be locally recoverable from AGR. This implies that the gaps in (62)-(Ge)
cannot be resumptive pro because they are licensed in a much broader context.

(IIT) Chomsky (1982; 1986b) suggests that empty categories ate specified at D-
structure in terms of the feature-mattix [+/-anaphotic)/[+/-pronominal]. Small pro,
being a pronominal, is specified [+pronominal,-anaphoric]. Furthermore, it is cate-
gotially of the type NP.

Suppose, now, that the gap at the extraction-site in long Wh/Focus-movement is
pro. We would, under the assumption that members of the same chain have identical
(categorial) features, expect that Wh/Focus-antecedents other than NPs cannot sanc-
tion its P-features. However, long Wh/Focus-movement is allowed with various dif-
ferent categoties like time or place adverbs, PPs, APs, and prefixes:

(8) a. Jdnos HOLNAP szeretné [cp hogy haza menjiink 7]
John tomorrow like-COND-AGR3sg-def that home go-SUBJ-AGR1pl-indef
‘It is tomorrow that John wants us to go home.’

b. OTT gondolod [cp hogy ldttam Jdnost #]
there think-AGR2sg-def  that saw-AGR 1sg-def John-ACC
‘It is there that you think that I saw John.’

c. KI MOGOTT gondolod [cp hogy élltunk az iizletben 7]
who behind' think-AGR2sg-indef that stood-AGR1pl-indef the shop-INESS
‘Behind who do you think we stood in the shop?’

d. BUSZKE _JANOSRA gondolod [cp hogy voltam  tegnap 7]
proud  John-SUBL think-AGR2sg-indef that was-AGG1sg yesterday
‘It is proud of John that you think that I was yesterday.’

e. Jdnos MEG akarja [cp hogy # hivjuk Marit ]

John perf want-AGR3sg-def that invite-AGR1pl-def Mary-ACC
‘It is to invite that John wants us Mary.’

In (8e), the prefix meg ‘petfectivity marker’ of the embedded verb meghsv ‘invite’
is extracted from the embedded clause. Prefix-extraction is only allowed when the
bridge verb is an auxiliary that triggers restructuring with infinitival complements
such as zkar ‘want’, for instance (cf. section 5.3.2.).

This paradigm demonstrates that extracted categories may be categorially non-
nominal. These categories can thus not be the antecedent of a pronominal empty categ-
oty. Therefore, we conclude that the gap in long Wh/Focus-movement is Wh/Focus-trace.

Summarizing, I argued that long Wh/Focus-movement in Hungarian displays lo-
cality effects. The CNPC, SENSC and AC may not be violated by the extraction of
Wh/Focus-phrases. Furthermore, the gap in this phenomenon cannot be pro but
must be zrace. In order to support this claim, I put forward two sorts of evidence.
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First, the environment in which #race is licensed is much broader than the environ-
ment in which pro is allowed. Second, the gap in long Wh/Focus-movement is cate-
gorially rather heterogeneous. This implies that it cannot be a nominal category.

Small pro may function as a referential or as a resumptive pronoun only if it is
identified by AGR. The ®-features of trace are identified by a Wh/Focus-antece-
dent. Both recovery procedures are subject to locality. Therefore, Hungarian provi-
des evidence for the hypothesis that the ®-features of empty categories must be de-
termined on a strictly local basis. In the next section, I will present an analysis of
long Wh/Focus-movement.

6.4. An Analysis of Long WhiFocus-movement in Hungarian

This section analyzes overt long Wh/Focus-movement in Hungarian. Ross
(1967) has observed that unbounded dependencies are constrained by island condi-
tions. Theories of these conditions have been specified in bounding theory. The intui-
tive idea behind this theory is that the distance between the dependent empty el-
ement and the antecedent of a dependency relation may not be too large. They are
related stepwise, obeying subjacency:

(1) The basic principle of bounding theory is that every link (X;,X;,,) of a chain
(0ly,...,0l,) must meet subjacency: if (0;,0%;, 1) is a link of a chain, then 0y is sub-
jacent to o; (Chomsky 1986: 30)

In recent literature, inspired by Kayne (1984), subjacency has been related to gov-
ernment. A category that is ungoverned constitutes an island, a barrier in Chomsky’s
(1986b: 15) sense. According to Chomsky, a category may lose its barrierhood if it is
lexically governed by a 0-role assigner, if it is L-marked:

(2) O L-marks B iff o is a lexical category that O-governs

Chomsky (1986b) defines the Subjacency Condition as follows:

)  Subjacency Condition
B is n-subjacent to O iff there are fewer than z + 1
barriers for 8 that exclude ot ’

In general, Wh-movement transfers Case and lexical content but not a 6-role. It falls
under what Chomsky (1982: 33) defines as Move-0i, which has the following properties:

(4) a. The antecedent lacks an independent 9-role
b. The gap is locally licensed
c. The relation is subject to bounding theory (subjacency)

Recall that long Wh/Focus-movement in Hungarian displays the properties
6.2.(3), here repeated as (5):

(5) A. The obligatory presence of the complementizer
. B.The anticipatory pronoun corresponding to the clause from which extraction
takes place may not be spelled out
C. Case change of the Wh-moved subject
D. Morphological adjustment of the matrix verb
E. Long Wh-movement is an instance of long Focus-movement
E. The gap at the extraction site must remain non-overt
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G. Long Wh-movement is allowed by bridge verbs
H. The scope of moved Wh-phrases is its S-structure position

On the basis of our discussion in section 6.3., we may add (I) to the above properties:
(6) 1. Long Wh/Focus-movement displays locality effects

It is clear that any analysis of this phenomenon has to account for its properties
in (5A)-(6I). Let us consider how we may derive them in the above framework.

The properties (SE), (5F), (5G), and (6]) follow from the assumption that long
Wh/Focus-movement is an instance Move-0. The gap in this construction may not
be spelled out, because, as we concluded in the preceding section, it is zrace. A trace
inherits its ®-features from the Wh/Focus-antecedent. This is supported by the fact
that non-nominative Wh/Focus-phrases retain their cases in the course of the deriva-
tion. (I will return to the Case change phenomenon (cf. (5C)) below).

Long Wh/Focus-movement is allowed by bridge verbs only, and it displays loca-
lity effects. This indicates that it is restricted by subjacency. Let us investigate more
closely how this condition operates in Hungarian.

We have to determine whether embedded clauses are barriers for long Wh/Focus-
movement. Two types of embedded clauses occur in these constructions, (i) hogy-clauses
and (ii) complex NPs. Let us first discuss the structure and position of hogy-clauses.

Hogy-clauses are CPs with the following structure (cf. section 4.5.1.):

)] CP
/\
Spec C

C XP

hogy

Furthermore, CPs ate base-generated in a non-A-position because of the CRP (cf.
4.5.(4)). The Case-position of the verb is bound by an anticipatoty pronoun to which

they are linked. For example, an accusative hogy-clause appears in the following con-
figuration:

(8 VP
T
VP CP
/]\

azt  V hogy ...

The CP is adjoined to the VP, and the object Case of the verb is spelled out on
the anticipatory pronoun #z¢ ‘that-ACC'.

As a consequence, the CP is ungoverned in this configuration. Therefore, it is not
L-marked by the verb (cf. (2)) and thus it is a barrier for long Wh/Focus-movement,
an instance of 1-subjacency. This directly accounts for the fact that SENSC and AC

_must be respected. If CPs are base-generated in ungoverned positions, then this is also
the case with sentential subject and adjunct CPs. Hence, long Wh/Focus-movement
from these clauses crosses a batrier yielding a violation of the Subjacency Condition.
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Let us consider why complex NPs are barriers. Complex NPs have the following
structure:

© NP
T
NP CP

Whether it is L-marked or not, it always constitutes a barrier for long Wh/Focus-
movement. The reason for this is that a complex NP inherites barrierthood from the
CP it dominates (cf. Chomsky 1986b). Hence, a Wh/Focus-phrase extracted from a
complex NP crosses two barriers, a case of 1-subjacency. This yields a violation of the
Subjacency Condition. ‘

In sum, the fact that CP and complex NP are barriers immediately explains why
long Wh/Focus-movement obey island constraints like SENSC, AC and CNPC.
These cases are ruled out as subjacency violations. If embedded clauses were always
ungoverned, then this phenomenon could never appear. Therefore, I will assume that
bridge verbs have the ability to govern embedded clauses. The question then arises
how they affect the configurations in (8) and (9).

Long Wh/Focus-movement is always blocked by complex NPs, independent of
the fact whether they are L-marked or not. Hence, they are absolute barriers for mov-
ement. How about CPs?

Suppose that bridge verbs are lexically specified to govern a CP-complement in
the following configuration:

(10) VP

CP \%

In this configuration, contrary to (8), the CP is itself in a government position,
the accusative object position. As a result, it is L-marked. Hence, (10) yields thus an
instance of O-subjacency avoiding a subjacency violation. This accounts for the fact
that CPs in long Wh/Focus-movement are transparent domains.

The question arises whether there is any empirical evidence for the government
relation between the bridge verb and the CP in this configuration. According to
Kayne (1984), objective Case is assigned in the Spec of CP to moved Wh-phrases.

Kayne presents the following pair from French:

(11) a. *Je crois [cp [1p Jean &tre le plus intelligent]]
b. [cp Quel gar¢on [1p crois-tu [¢p ¢ [1p # étre le plus intelligent]11]
(Kayne 1984: 5)

The ungrammaticality of (11a) is due to a Case Filter violation, Jesn is not Case-mat-
ked. The embedded subject is not assigned Case because there is no suitable Case-assig-
ner present. The embedded infinitive complement lacks an I-node, and French croire, in
contrast to English delseve, is not an AClI-verb (cf. section 5.3.5.3. on ACI-verbs).

In (11b), on the other hand, the extracted subject Wh-phrase is assigned objective
Case. This yields a grammatical result. According to Kayne, the data fall into place, if
croire assigns accusative Case to the [Spec, CP] prior to the application of Wh-mov-
ement. Kayne therefore concludes that this position may be governed by a bridge verb.
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E. Kiss observes (1985: 43) that this is not only the case in French but optionally
also in English (with whom the following sentence is ungrammatical to most speak-
ers of English):

(12) [cp Who/whom did [1p you suggest [¢p # [1p # should be the chairman]]]]

So Case-assignment to the specifier of CP provides an argument for the clarm
that CP is governed by a bridge verb.

Hungarian also supports this hypothesis. The properties (5B), (5C), and (5D) of
long Wh/Focus-movement follow from this government relation.

The prohibition on the spelling out of the anticipatory pronoun indicates that
the CP is'itself in a Case-marked position. The anticipatory pronoun cannot function
as a Case-dummy in that case.

Hungarian displays Case change of an extracted subject. This resembles French
(11) and English (12). Therefore, we may assume that this Case change is caused by
accusative Case-assignment to Spec of CP. It is unclear why the accusative marking
appears only on extracted nominative NPs. Maybe, this has to do with the fact that
the nominative is morphologically unmarked in Hungatian.

Note, incidentally, that accusative Case-assignment to the [Spec, CP] after Wh-
movement poses a problem for the L-model of Van Riemsdijk and Williams (1981).
In that framework Case-assignment takes place at NP-structure, that is, before Wh-
movement.’

The matrix verb undergoes a morphological adjustment, if an indefinite nomina-
tive or accusative Wh-phrase is fronted into the matrix sentence. Suppose that this is
a reflection, just as Case-assignment to the [Spec, CP], of the government relation
between a bridge verb and the [Spec, CP]. The syntax of AClI-verbs prov1des inde-
pendent evidence for this claim.

ACI-verbs select a tenseless IP-complement, and they assign to its subject (=
[Spec, IP]) exceptional accusative Case (cf. section 5.3.5.3.). Recall that the definite-
ness of the embedded accusative subject NP determines the conjugation-type of
ACI-verbs (cf. section 5.3.5.3.):

(13) a. *Litok/l4tom [1pJdnost  vigni a kenyeret]

see-AGR1sg-indef/def  John-ACC cut-INFI the bread-ACC
‘I see John cut the bread.’

b. Latok/*litom [1p egy fiit jitszani  Marival]
see-AGR1sg-indef/def a boy-ACC play-INFI Mary-INSTR
‘I see a boy playing with Mary.’

c. Hallottalzk [1p téged  kiabdlni]
heard-AGR1sg2sg/pl  you-ACC shout-INFI
‘T heard you shooting.’

These matrix verbs must be conjugated definitely, indefinitely, and with the -Jzk
suffix. These conjugation-types are triggered by the definite accusative NP Jinost,
the indefinite accusative NP egy fizt and the accusative second person pronoun téged,
respectively (cf. section 4.2.1.). This shows that a verb may not only agree with its

accusative direct complement, but also with an NP to which it assigns accusative
Case exceptionally.

(7) If we assume Case checking instead of Case marking (cf. Zwart 1988), Case assignment to [Spec, CP]
is not problematic for Lieber’s (1980) Lexical Integrity Hypothesis.
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We therefore conclude that ACI-verbs pattern in the same way as bridge verbs.
ACl-verbs assign structural accusative Case to the Spec of a subcategorized clause,
IP, and display conjugational agreement with the NP in that position. Bridge verbs
assign structural accusative Case to the Spec of their subcategorized clause, CP, and
display conjugational agreement with the NP moved into this position. In both
cases, these phenomena are reflections of the government relation between the ma-
trix verb and its embedded clause.

Let us now discuss why complementizers are obligatory (cf. (5A)), and why Hun-
garian displays WhIC-violations. Before providing an answer to these questions, let
us first reconsider the derivation of short Wh/Focus-movement (cf. section 2.2.).

Compare the following sentences:

(14) a. [CP Kll léttai [VP t [VP Marit t]]]] b. [CP Kili létOttj [[VP 4 t]] Marl]]
who saw-AGR3sg Mary-ACC who-ACC saw-AGR3sg ~ Mary
‘Who saw Mary?’ ‘Who did Mary see?’

The finite verbs in these sentences land in C by an application of V-movement.
In (14a), the subject Wh-phrase 47 is moved, and in (14b) the object Wh-phrase kit
is moved. These phrases land in the Focus position, i.e. [Spec, CP]. Extraction from
both subject and object position is allowed, because the Wh-traces are bound in
these cases (cf. section 5.4.2.3.).

Let us now discuss long Wh/Focus-movement in more detail.

Consider:

(15) Kir gondolsz  [¢px * hogy [cp Jdnos [cpg latott  [yp #1111
who-ACC think-AGR2sg  that John saw-AGR3sg
‘Who do you think that John saw?’

In this sentence, the verb gondol selects a [-Wh] complement clause. Therefore,
the object Wh-phrase £it must be fronted into the matrix sentence.

CP is recursive within CP in Hungarian (cf. 2.2.3.(1)). Hence, all preverbal em-
bedded constituents are in a CP-projection. The complementizer bogy heads the hig-
hest CP, i.e. CP*, the topicalized subject J#nos fills an intermediate CP, and the fin-
ite verb heads the lowest CP, 1.e. CPO.

The question arises now whether long Wh/Focus-movement applies through the
[Spec, CP*] (cf. (162)) or through the [Spec, CPO] (cf. (16b):

(16) a. CPO b. Cpo
Spec C Spec C
W/ﬂi N « Wbi N "
C CP C CP
AV /\ AV P
Spec C Spec C
1.
' CPO C CPO
hogy T hogy
Spec C Spec C
4]
C VP C VP
v, O A\
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Although the [Spec, CP9] is the canonical landing-site for Wh/Focus-phrases, I
will argue that they move successive cyclicly through the Spec of cp*. Empirical
evidence for this hypothesis involves (I) the obligatory lexicalization of the comple-
mentizer hogy, (II) WhIC-violations, (II) the lack of multiple long Wh/Focus-mov-
ement, (IV) the absence of Inversion with prefixed verbs in long Wh/Focus-mov-
ement and (V) the absence of long prefix-movement.

(D) Kenesei (1985) reports that the complementizer hogy may be omitted in the
following two cases.

() It may be dropped if the matrix verb is a verb of saying, knowing, or percep-
tion subcategorizing for an accusative complement clause (this class of verbs matches
the set of bridge verbs in (5G)), and if the matrix verb is adjacent to its complement

clause, the anticipatory pronoun is in preverbal position, and if the sentence has un-
marked intonation:

(17) Azt gondolom  [cp (hogy) [cp Mari [cp létta Janost]]]
that-ACC think-AGR1sg  that Mary  saw-AGR3sg John-ACC
‘I think that Mary saw John.’

In this sentence, the verb gondol selects a [-Wh] CP. V-to-C movement satisfies
this requirement, since V is a [-Wh] category. Consequently, the complementizer is
superfluous. : ‘

(#2) Hogy-drop also applies if the complement clause contains a Wh-phrase:

(18) Tudom [CP* (laogy) [CP Jénos [CPO kiti létottj [VP 2 t]]]]]
know-AGR1lsg that John who-ACC saw-AGR 3sg

‘I know who John saw.’

In this sentence, the verb zxd selects a [+Wh] CP. Wh-movement of kit to the
embedded Focus-position (Spec of CP9), fulfills this requirement. As a result, CP
turns into [+Wh]. Hence, the presence of the complementizer is not demanded.

The verb gondol selects a [-Wh] CP with both long Wh/Focus-movement (cf.
(15)) and ordinary declaratives (cf. (17)). Filling of C by V-movement satisfies this
selectional requirement. Therefore, the presence of hagy is in fact superfluous in both
cases. However, the lexicalization of hogy with long Wh/Focus-movement is obliga-
tory, unlike with declarative sentences.

Suppose that long Wh/Focus-movement applies through the [Spec, CP*] leaving
a trace in this position. An X’-projection always requires a lexical head (cf. also sec-
tion 5.4.3. for this X’-requirement).® Hence, the spelling out of the complementizer.

(8) The following question-answer pair also provides evidence for this hypothesis:
(i) a. Elloptsk [np Mari kényvét]?
away-stole-AGR3pl  Mary book-npAGR3sg-ACC
‘Has Mary’s book been stolen?’
b. Igen, [\p Mariét] elloptak
Yes Mary-APS-ACC away-stole-AGR3pl
“Yes, the one of Mary has been stolen.’

Example (ia) contains the accusative possessive NP Mari kinyvét. The head of this phrase is the noun-pos-
sessed konyvét. This is supported by the fact that endocentric categories in Hungarian are left-branching and
Case is spelled out on head-nouns. The possessor NP Mari is in the complement position of the possessive NP
in both (ia) and (ib). The noun-possessed is omitted in (ib). As a consequence, the possesive NP is without
head. In order to satisfy the requitement that an X’-projection must have a lexical head a ‘dummy’ suffix (the
anaphora possessive suffix (APS)) -¢ must be spelled out replacing the noun-possessed.
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This accounts for the dichotomy between long Wh/Focus-movement and declarative
sentences with bogy-drop, and for the absence of that-trace effects in Hungarian (cf.
section 5.4.3.2.).

Note, by the way, that movement through the [Spec, CP*] does not violate the
Subjacency Condition, if we assume that L-containment (cf. 2.2.1. (37)) is transitive,
that is, if projection XP L-contains a projection YP, and a projection ZP L-contains
XP, then ZP L-contains YP, In that case, intermediate embedded CPs do not form
additional barriers. '

Let us consider now WhIC-violations in Hungarian.

(II) Hotvath (1986a) has noted that WhIC is not operative in Hungarian. Long -

relativization (cf. (19a)) and long Wh/Focus-movement (cf. (19b)) may apply from a
Wh-island:

(19) a. Ezvolt az a fiti [cp« akinek a gyerekek mondtdk [cp« # hogy [cpo Péter kérdezte
[cp* # hogy [cp Mari [cpo mit kiildste A]]11]
this was that the boy who-DAT the children said-AGR3pl that Peter asked-
AGR3sg that Mary what-ACC sent-AGR3sg
*"This was the boy to whom the children said Peter asked what Mary had sent.’

b. Mari kinek tudta  [cpx 2 hogy [cp Péter [cpq mit kiildste £]]]

Mary who-DAT knew-AGR3sg that Peter what-ACC sent-AGR3sg
*‘To whom did Mary know what Peter had sent?’
(Horvath 1986a: 226)

These cases are covered if extracted Wh-phrases move through the [Spec, CP*],
and the embedded Wh-phrases are in Focus, i.e. in [Spec, CP?]. Therefore, Hunga-
rian Wh-phrases, unlike their English counterparts, do not form a Wh-island for
long distance movement.

The following sentence displays a similar violation:

(20) A csaldd A LEGIDOSEBB FIUT reméli [cps # hogy [cpo ORVOS lesz [yp 1]
the family the eldest son-ACC hopes that  doctor becomes
‘It is the eldest son that the family hopes will become a DOCTOR.’
(E. Kiss 1981a: 211)

This sentence exemplifies a Focus-island violation. The embedded object NP «
legidisebb fiit is extracted from a Focus-island. The embedded Focus-position is filled
by the NP orvos. If we assume, however, that long Wh/Focus-movement applies
through the [Spec, CP*], and Focus is [Spec, CP?], then the derivation is allowed
yielding a grammatical result. Let us discuss the lack of multiple long Wh/Focus-
movement.

(IIT) The impossibility of this phenomenon supports the hypothesis that long
Wh/Focus-movement applies through the [Spec, CP*]: '

(21) a. *Ez volt az a fiG [cp« akinek; a gyerekek mondték [cp+ hogy [cp Péter mit;
kérdezett [CP* A hogy [CP Mari kiildstt % tl]]]]]
this was that the boy who-DAT the children said-AGR3pl that Peter what-
ACC asked-AGR3sg that Mary sent-AGR3sg
b. *Mari kinek; mit; tudott [cp« #; hogy [cp Péter [cp kiildtr # ti]]]
Mary who-DAT what-ACC knew-AGR3sg that Peter sent-AGR3sg

These sentences are the counterparts of the ones in (19), except that multiple

long Wh/Focus-movement has applied in the latter. The object Wh-phrase mit is ex-
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tracted from the deepest embedded clause. Another instance of long Wh/Focus-mov-
ement, that is, long relativization in (21a) and long Wh-movement in (21b), is not
allowed. If we assume that long Wh/Focus-movement applies through the [Spec,
CP*], then these sentences are ruled out as a trace theory violation. The [Spec, CP*]
is already filled by the trace of mit-extraction.’

Let us consider the absence of Inversion with prefixed verbs in long Wh/Focus-
movement.

(IV) Compatre the following sentence:

(22) a. Kit gondolsz  [cp« £ hogy [cp Jdnos [cpo meg szeretett  [yp #1111
who-ACC think-AGR2sg  that John perf-loved-AGR 3sg
“Who do you think that John fell in love with?’
b. *Kit gondolsz  [cp= hogy [cp Jénos [cpg # szeretett [vp 2 megll]
who-ACC think-AGR2sg that  John loved-AGR3sg perf

Focussing triggers Inversion with prefixed verbs obligatorily (cf. 2.1. (28e)). In
(22), the object wh-phrase 4i# is long Wh-moved. If long Wh/Focus-movement ap-
plied through Focus, i.e. the [Spec, CP?], then we would expect the prefix to be
stranded. However, this does not turn out to be the case, as the ungrammaticality of
(22b) demonstrates.

In the grammatical variant (22a), the verb takes its prefix along, though long
Wh-movement has applied. This implies that the Wh-phrase has not travelled
through the [Spec, CP?], but must rather travel through the [Spec, CP*].

(V) The following sentence demonstrates that prefixes may be short Wh/Focus-
moved in Hungarian:

(23) Mari [CPO LE1 lﬂt, [VP [V’ % l',]]]
Mary  down sat-AGR3sg
‘Mary sat down (and not lay down).’

In this sentence, the prefix /¢ of the prefixed verb /Jeii/ ‘sit down’ is moved from its
base-generated V’-position to Focus (Spec of CP9). If long Wh/Focus-movement ap-
plies through the [Spec, CP?], then we would expect that a focussed prefix could be
fronted into the matrix sentence. ‘

(9) Apparent counterexamples against movement through the [Spec, CP*] are instances of multiple rais-
ing. For example, E. Kiss (1987a) claims that this phenomenon applies in the following sentence (bracketing
is mine):

(i) Janos; két  dolgot; hallottam [cpx hogy megigért [vp & [yp 5111
John two thing-ACC heard-AGR 1sg that promised-AGR3sg
‘As for John, it was two things that I heard that he promised.’

Multiple long Wh/Focus-movement through the [Spec, CP*] violates trace theory. This sentence is, how-
ever, grammatical. It seems to me, that it is not a case of multiple extraction. The phrase &é dolgor is Wh/Fo-
cus-moved but J4nos is base-generated in initial-position. This is supported by the fact that_Janos displays the
diagnostics of a left-dislocated NP (cf. note 5).

A real instance of multiple extraction occurs with bridge verbs allowing prefix-extraction (cf. 7.3.(8¢)):

(i) Jénos regnap; @  miizenmot; meg), akarta ' [[cp+ hogy ldtogassuk] I
John yesterday the museum-ACC perf wanted-AGR3sg that visit-SUBJ-AGR1pl
‘John wanted us to visit the museum yesterday.’

In (ii), the adverbial zegnap, the accusative object NP # mzeumor, and the prefix meg are fronted into the
matrix sentence. I guess an analysis of these constructions can be made more easily, if the phenomenon of ‘res-
tructuring’ triggered by modal auxiliaries such as #kar is properly understood (cf. section 5.3.2.). I will put
aside these cases for further research.
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The following sentence, however, shows that prefixes may not be long Wh/Fo-
cus-moved (see, also Komlésy 1986):'

(24) *Mari [cpo LE; gondolod  [cpx hogy [cpo #tily;  [yp [v 7 1111
Mary  down think-AGR2sg  that sat-AGR3sg

The ungrammaticality of this sentence demonstrates that successive cyclic
movement cannot involve the Focus position (Spec of CP%). Therefore, the absence of
this prefix-movement supports the hypothesis that long Wh/Focus-movement ap-
plies through the [Spec, CP*]."!

The question arises why focussed prefixes cannot employ this option to yield an
instance of long Wh/Focus-movement, just as Wh/Focus NPs. It seems to me that
Chomsky’s (1986b) HMC provides an explanation for preventing prefix-movement
through [Spec, CP*]. Prefixes form a constituent with the verb. Therefore, they may
travel along with it when this moves to C (see, section 2.2.1.). Then the prefix may be
focussed yielding (23). It cannot, however, reach the [Spec, CP*] because its head posi-
tion is filled by the complementizer and prefixes do not merge with complementizers.

Recapitulating, I argued that long Wh/Focus-movement in Hungarian is an in-
stance of successive cyclic movement through the Spec of CP. Each link in the chain
between a moved Wh/Focus-phrase and its gap must be 0-subjacent. This gap must
remain non-overt because it is trace. CNPC, SENSC, and AC were accomodated as
subjacency violations.

Bridge verbs may circumvent a violation of this condition because they may L-
mark a CP-complement. Empirical evidence for this government relation involves
the obligatory absence of the anticipatory pronoun, exceptional accusative Case-mark-
ing to the Spec of CP, and the morphological adjustment of the matrix verb with
moved indefinite subject and object NPs. ‘

The obligatory lexicalization of the complementizer (the absence of thaz-effects),
WhIC-violations, the lack of multiple long Wh/Focus-movement, the absence of In-
version with prefixed verbs in long Wh/Focus-movement, and the absence of long

prefix-movement with this phenomenon support successive cyclic movement
through the Spec of CP*.

6.5. The mis-Strategy in Hungarian

In the preceding sections, I have discussed instances of overt long Wh/ Focus-mov-
ement in Hungarian. De Meij and Maricz (1986) have observed, however, that the
most common strategy to form embedded Wh-questions in Hungarian is to employ
the so-called mit-strategy. I presented the more marked variant of this phenomenon
first because it has, somewhat surprisingly, received more attention in the literature.

Consider the counterparts of long Wh/Focus-movement constructions (cf.
6.2.((1) and (2)) in the miz-strategy:

(10) This is exceptionally allowed with bridge verbs that trigger restructuring (cf. note 9 and 6.3.(8e) for
examples).
(11) Long prefix-movement is also blocked in Dutch:
(i) *OP zei Jan [cpdat ik hem heb 7 gebeld]
up said John that I him have phoned
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1) a Mir ~  gondolsz hogy Jénost ki l4cta?
what-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that John-ACC who-ACC saw-AGR3sg-def
‘Who do you think saw John?’
b. Mit gondolsz hogy Jénos kit latott?

what-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg-indef
“Who do you think that John saw?’
2) a Mit gondolsz - hogy Jdnost  melyik fiii létta?
what-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that John-ACC which boy saw-AGR3sg-def
“Which boy do you think saw John?’
b. Miz gondolsz hogy Janos melyik fiit latta?
what-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that John which boy-ACC saw-AGR3sg-def
“Which boy do you think that John saw?’

Some native-speakers tend to interpret these sentences as consisting of two patts.
The first part is the matrix clause which contains the matrix verb and its object, the
Wh-phrase mit. This Wh-phrase asks for the contents of thought or communication.
The second part is an indirect Wh-question expressing the issue on which an opinion
ot statement is being asked. Hence, (1a), for instance, could be paraphrased as in (3):

(3) 'What is your opinion on the following question: what do you think: who saw John?

Properties of (1a) in this interpretation indicate that they indeed consists of two in-
dependent clauses. First, an intonational break separates the matrix clause and the em-
bedded clause. Second, the complementizer hogy must be dropped. Third, 2 Wh-phrase
must be in the initial-position of the second part. Probably, this represents another
-strategy to form embedded Wh-questions. I believe, however, that this strategy does
not belong to sentence-grammar. Hence, I will not discuss it further at this place.

I will examine the following properties of the miz-strategy:

(4) A. The real Wh-phrase remains in the Focus-position of its own (embedded) clause
B. The anticipatory pronoun may not be spelled out
C. The scope-marker mit is assigned accusative case
D. The complementizer hogy ‘that’ is obligatory
E. The mit-strategy displays locality effects
F. The mit-strategy is allowed by bridge verbs .
G. The real Wh-phrase takes wide scope
(A) The real Wh-phrases in the miz-strategy remain in the Focus-position of their
own (embedded) clause. This may be observed from the fact that the Wh-phrases 47,
kit, melyik fid, and melyik fidt are left-adjacent to the finite verb of their own clause
in (1) and (2). Now a dummy Wh-phrase mit appears at the surface position of these
Wh-phrases in the overt long Wh/Focus-counterpatts, the matrix Focus (cf. 6.2.((1),
(2)) and (1) and (2)).

(1a), for instance, has a structure as in (5):

(5) [CPO Mz gOﬂdOlSZ [CP* hOgy [CP Jénost [CPO :él‘ léttai [VP I [VP t’]]]]]]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that John-ACC  who saw-AGR3sg
‘Who do you think that saw John?’

This sentence exemplifies that the miz-phrase occupies the [Spec, CP0] (= Focus)

of the matrix clause, and the real Wh-phrase occupies the [Spec, CP?] (= Focus) of
the embedded clause.
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The following sentences show that the miz-strategy may not only apply to nomi-
native and accusative embedded Wh-phrases, as in (1) and (2), but also to embedded
complement NPs with lexical case:

(6) a. [cpMit gondolsz  [cp+ hogy Jinos [cpg kinck adott konyvet]]]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg  that John = who-DAT gave-AGR3sg book-ACC
“To who do you think that John gave a book?’
b. [cpo Miz gondolsz  [cpx hogy Mari [¢pg Aivel beszélt]]]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg  that Mary  who-INSTR spoke-AGR3sg
‘With whom do you think that Mary spoke?’
c. [cpMir gondolsz  [cpx hogy Mari [pg £it8/ kapott  kinyvet]]]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg  that Mary  who-ABL got-AGR3sg book-ACC
‘From who do you think Mary got a book?’
The mit-strategy may also apply if the real Wh-phrase is a non-complement like
a PP (cf. (7a)), or an AP (cf. (7b)): ,
(7> a. [gpMir gondolsz [cp+ hogy Janos [cpg [pp 4 mbgéte] 4llel]]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg  that John who behind stood-AGR3sg
‘Behind who do you think that John stood?’
b. [cpo Mit gondolsz [cp* hogy Janos [cpg [ap milyen erds] volt]l]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg  that John how strong was
‘How strong do you think John was?’
(B) The anticipatory pronoun which is linked with the hogy-clause in declarative
sentences (cf. section 4.5.) may not be spelled out in the miz-strategy. The sentences
with an anticipatory pronoun in (1) and (2) yield an ungrammatical result:

(8) a. *Mit gondolsz azt [cp hogy Jénos ki l4tta]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that-ACC  that John who saw-AGR3sg
b. *Mit gondolsz azt [cp hogy Jdnost ki latott]

what-ACC think-AGR2sg that-ACC  that John-ACC who-ACC saw-AGR 3sg

c. *Mit gondolsz azt [cp hogy Jénost  melyik fid licta]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that-ACC  that John-ACC which boy saw-AGR3sg

d. *Mit gondolsz azt [cp hogy Janos melyik finr  latta]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that-ACC  that John which boy-ACC saw-AGR3sg
The misz-strategy shares this property with overt long Wh/Focus-movement (cf.
6.2.(3B)). Hence, an anticipatory pronoun may never occur in long Wh/Focus-movement.
(C) The miz-phrase bears accusative case, like the anticipatory pronoun in declara-
tive sentences and the extracted subject Wh/Focus-phrase in long Wh/Focus-mov-

ement (cf. 6.2.(92)):

9 a. Miz gondolsz [cp hogy Jénost ki ldttal

what-ACC think-AGR2sg  that John-ACC who saw-AGR3sg
“Who do you think saw John?’

b. Azt gondolom  [cp hogy Mari litta Janost}
that-ACC think-AGR1sg  that Mary saw-AGR3sg John-ACC
‘I think that Mary saw John.’

c. Kit gondolsz [cp hogy ldtta t Janost}
who-ACC think-AGR2sg  that saw-AGR3sg John-ACC
“Who do you think saw John.’

(D) The complementizer hogy ‘that’ is obligatory in the miz-strategy, as in overt
long Wh/Focus-movement (cf. 6.2.(3A)). The counterpatts of (1) and (2) without
bogy yield an ungrammatical sentence:
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(10) a. *Miz gondolsz [cpJdnost ki latta}
what-ACC think-AGR2sg  John-ACC who saw-AGR3sg
b. *Mit gondolsz {cp Jénos kit " laroct}
what-ACC think-AGR2sg  John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg
c. Mir gondolsz [cpJanost  melyik fid létta}
what-ACC think-AGR2sg  John-ACC which boy saw-AGR3sg
d. Mit gondolsz [cp Janos melyik fidt latea}

what-ACC think-AGR2sg  John which boy-ACC saw-AGR3sg
(E) The mit-strategy is sensitive to locality effects. These involve (i) island condi-
tions, and (iz) repetition of the miz-phrase within each clausal domain in multiple
embedded Wh-questions.
(7) The mit-strategy obeys the same island conditions as overt long Wh/Focus-
movement (cf. 6.3.(1)-(4)). It may not violate the CNPC, SENSC and AC.
The following sentences exemplify that the mi-strategy obeys CNPC:
(11) a. *Mari miz hallott(a) [np 2zt
i Mary what-ACC heard-AGR 3sg-indef/(def)  that-ACC
a tényt [cp hogy Jénos ki - latottll
the fact-ACC - that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg
b. *Mari mit hallott(a) [np 2zt
Mary what-ACC heard-AGR3sg-indef/(def)  that-ACC
a tényt [cp hogy Jénost ki lattal}
the fact-ACC ~ that John-ACC who saw-AGR3sg-def
The ungrammaticality of these sentences shows that the mis-phrase in the matrix
sentence may not be separated from the real Wh-phrase in the embedded clause by a
complex NP.
Observe that the real Wh-phrase may neither be embedded in a sentential subject:
(12)  a. *Mi biztos [cphogy ki jonell b. *Mi valészind [cp hogy 4 jén el}
what is sure that who comes what is probable  that who comes
These sentences display that SENSC is operative in the mir-strategy."
Another limitation on this phenomenon is formed by the islandhood of adverbial
clauses. The embedding of the real Wh-phrases in an adverbial clause yields an un-
grammatical result:

(13) a. *Mir tisztitottal volna le az asztalt azel8tt [cp hogy mely Einyveker olvastad volna el}
what-ACC clean-AGR2sg would perf the table-ACC before that which
books-ACC read-AGR2sg would perf

b. *Mir érkeztél az iskoldba anélkiil [cp hogy kire gondoltil volnal
what-ACC arrived-AGR2sg the school-ILL that-without that who-SUBL
thought-AGR 2sg would ‘

These sentences display that AC constrains the mit-strategy. Let us now consider
another type of locality effect with this phenomenon.
(#7) Compare the following multiple embedded Wh-questions:

(12) The mit-strategy yields a much better result with a subject subjunctive clause than with a subject in-
dicative clause. Compare (12a) with (i):
© Mi kell [cp bogy 4i  jbjjbn el] )
what is necessary that who come-SUBJ-AGR3sg
‘For who is it necessary to come?’
Overt long Wh/Focus-movement displays the same pattern (cf. note 6).
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(14) a. Miz gondolsz [-p hogy Mari *(m:f) mondott {p hogy Janost £i lartal}
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that Mary what-ACC said-AGR3sg that John-ACC
who saw-AGR3sg
‘Who do you think Mary said saw John?’

b. Mir gondolsz [cp hogy Mari *(mit) mondott {-p hogy Jnos £t l4tott]}
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that Mary what-ACC said-AGR3sg that.John
who-ACC saw-AGR3sg
‘Who do you think that Mary said that John saw?’

c. Mir gondolsz {cp hogy Mari *(miz) mondott [cp hogy Janost melyik fid latta}l
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that Mary what-ACC said-AGR3sg that John-
ACC which boy saw-AGR3sg
“Which boy do you think Mary said saw John?’

d. Mir gondolsz [cp hogy Mari *(mit) mondott {p hogy Janos melyik fizt lattal}
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that Mari what-ACC said-AGR3sg that John
which boy-ACC saw-AGR 3sg
‘Which boy do you think that Mary said that John saw?’

These sentences show that a comtinuity requirement is operative in the mit-strat-
egy. The Focus-positions from the real Wh-phrase up to the Focus-position of the
matrix clause must be filled with a dummy mit-phrase. Dropping of such an inter-
mediate phrase is not allowed. So a mit-phrase must be repeated from the real Wh-
phrase in each clausal domain of embedded multiple Wh-questions.

WhIC may be violated with overt long Wh/Focus-movement (cf. section 6.4.). A

. Wh-phrase may be extracted from an embedded clause with a Wh-phrase:

(15) Kinek gondolod  [cp hogy Jnos mit adott 1}
who-DAT think-AGR2sg that John what-ACC gave-AGR3sg
*‘To whom do you think what John gave?’

The question arises whether the mit-strategy displays WhIC-violations as well?
This appears to be the case. The following sentence, which is the counterpart of (15)
in the mit-strategy, shows that it may apply to a Wh-island:

(16) M gondolsz {cp hogy Jénos kinek mit adott}
what-ACC think-AGR2sg  that John who-DAT what-ACC gave-AGR3sg
*“To whom do you think what John gave?’

(F) The mir-strategy is possible only with verbs allowing long Wh/Focus-mov-
ement, that is, only with the bridge verbs listed in 6.2.(12)." For example, the pre-

(13) A superficial investigation learns us that the mit-strategy yields a better result with verbs of percep-
tion and knowing (cf. (i)) than with verbs of saying (cf. (i1)):
(i) a. Mit hallottdl hogy Jénos ki latote?
what-ACC heard-AGR2sg that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg
‘Who did you hear that John saw?’
b. Miz hiszel hogy Jénos kit l4rote?
what-ACC believe-AGR2sg that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg
“Who do you believe that John saw?’
(i) a. 2*Mit emlitectél hogy Janos kiz ltott?
what-ACC mentioned-AGR2sg that John who-ACC saw-AGR 3sg
‘Who did you mention that John saw?’
b. *Mir javasoltdl hogy Janos kiz ldsson?
what-ACC proposed-AGR2sg that John who-ACC saw-SUBJ-AGR3sg
‘Who did you propose that John should see?’
The sentences in (ii) can only be saved if they ate interpreted as two separate parts involving the strategy
in (3). However, more fieldwork is required to determine the distribution of the mit-strategy with the verbs
in 6.2.(12). I will leave this as a task for further research.
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dicates e/dfordul ‘appeat’ and valiszind ‘be probable’ do not belong to this class of °
verbs. Hence, they do not sanction the miz-strategy:

(17) a. *Mi fordul el8 {cp hogy £/ hazudik]
what appears that who lies
b. *M: valészinti [cp hogy mir javitottak}
what is probable  that what-ACC repaired-AGR-3pl

(G) Long Wh/Focus-movement and their equivalents in the miz-strategy are ren-
dered into English similarly. In both strategies, the real Wh-phrases have scope over
the rest of the sentence. A felicitous answer to the sentences 6.2.((1) and (2)) with
long Wh/Focus-movement and the sentences (1) and (2) with the mit-strategy invol-
ves, for instance, Péter ‘Peter-NOM’, Pétert ‘Peter-ACC’, Péter ‘Peter-NOM’, and Pé-
tert ‘Peter-ACC’ respectively. This implies that the topmost mit-phrase represents so
to speak the scope of the embedded real Wh-phrase. Hence, I conclude that it func-
tions as a scope-marker in the sense of Baker (1970).

Summarizing, I discussed an alternative strategy to form embedded Wh-ques-
tions, the so-called mit-strategy. The most striking property of this strategy is that
the real Wh-phrase remains in the Focus-position of its own (embedded) clause,
while in the Focus position of the matrix clause a dummy Wh-phrase mi appears.
This phrase indicates the scope of the teal Wh-phrase. In the next section, I will pres-
ent an analysis of the mit-strategy.

6.6. Correspondence effects in hungarian
Let us consider again the properties of the mit-strategy 6.5.(4), here repeated in (1):

(1) A. The real Wh-phrase remains in the Focus-position of its own (embedded) clause
B. The anticipatory pronoun may not be spelled out
C. The scope-marker mit is assigned accusative case
D. The complementizer hogy ‘that’ is obligatory
E. The miz-strategy displays locality effects
E The mit-strategy is allowed by bridge verbs
G. The real Wh-phrase takes wide scope

It is clear that an analysis of this phenomenon will have to account for these propetties.

Overt long Wh/Focus-movement and the miz-strategy have a number of proper-
ties in common (cf. 6.2.(4) and (1)). Therefore, I will assume that the core syntactic
principles that authorize overt long Wh/Focus-movement also authorize the miz-
strategy. If this is correct, then we provide empirical evidence for the Correspond-
ence Hypothesis, here repeated as (2):

(2) Correspondence Hypothesis
Whenever thete is a syntactic reflex of the assignment of (wide) scope, the depen-

dency involved and overt long Wh-movement obey the same conditions on go-
vernment and bounding

The conditions on government involved with overt long Wh/Focus-movement
are the selection and L-marking of a CP by a bridge verb, and the principle of boun-
ding theory involved with this strategy is the Subjacency Condition, to be more pre-
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cise, O-subjacency (cf. section 6.4.). Suppose now that these conditions are also opera-
tive in the mit-strategy.

Let us derive the properties in (1) within this framework. Before we can do so,
consider first Baker’s (1970) theory of scope-assignment to Wh-phrases.

Following Baker (1970), I will assume that all cases of scope assighment for Wh-
phrases involve coindexing with an abstract scope-marker Q which is base-generated
in the [Spec, CP} position. The representation of overt Wh-movement and Wh in-
situ in this system are as follows:

3 a. lcp Q [Whphrasel; [..5;..1] b. [cp Q; L..AWh-phrasel;...J}

In both cases, scope-assignment to the Wh-phrase depends on the relation with
Q. The difference between (3a) and (3b) is that the content of the Wh-phrase is adja-
cent to Q in the former, but not in the latter.

Within the local domain any category can be linked to Q. Suppose now that the
local domain of Wk (CP) can be extended by iterating the indexing to Q (as all other
indexing can be):

@ . dQu Qs cp Q) L. Wh...JIH...

This representation does not violate bounding theory. Scope is assigned to Wh by
coindexing it with a chain of abstract scope-markers. This iterative indexing mimics
overt successive cyclic movement.

- Let us consider now how the properties of the miz-strategy are accounted for. In
analogy with overt long Wh/Focus-movement, I will assume that bridge verbs may
select and L-mark a CP-complement yielding the following configuration:

o) Ccp
T
mit VP
' T
CP Vv
N
hogy Wh

This configuration directly accounts for the fact that the miz-strategy is allowed
by bridge verbs only (cf. (1F)), and for the fact that the anticipatory pronoun may
not be spelled out (cf. (1B)). The CP is itself in an A-position (the object position).
Let us examine now why the miz-phrase is assigned accusative Case (cf. (10)).

A sentence with the mit-strategy has the following structure:

(6) [CP" Miti gOfldOlSZ [CP* Qi hogy [CP _]énos [Cpo kl'fi létottj {VP 4 tJ]]]]]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg
“Who do you think that John saw?’

In this sentence, the embedded real object Wh-phrase 47 is moved to the Focus-
position of its own clause, that is, to the [Spec, CP°}. It may be coindexed with a
base-generated scope-marker Q in the {Spec, CP*}, as an instance of (3b). The
dummy mit-phrase in the matrix clause represents the scope of the real Wh-phrase.
In fact, the scope of kit is extended to a higher domain. This suggests that the miz-
phrase is an overt realization of an iterated abstract scope-marker (cf. (4)).

Bridge verbs have the ability to assign exceptional accusative Case to the {Spec,
CP*} in a configuration like (5) (cf. section 6.3.). Suppose now that this Case is as-
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signed to Q in the [Spec, CP]. Hence, we derive (1C). Below I will return to the
question why an iterated scope-marker must be overtly realized.

Let us now turn to a discussion of the locality effects which occur with the mis-strategy.

It displays locality effects (cf. (1F)). Island conditions such as CNPC, SENSC,
and AC may not be violated. Therefore, the real Wh-phrase and the miz-phrase may
not be coindexed across a complex NP, a sentential subject, and an adjunct clause.
This would result in a subjacency violation. This coindexing is, however, allowed
with bridge verbs, because they L-mark a CP-complement in configuration (5) (cf.
section 6.4.). Therefore, the real Wh-phrase and the miz-phrase are no longet separa-
ted by a barrier. Hence, an instance of O-subjacency preventing a violation of the
Subjacency Condition.

Overt long Wh/Focus-movement exhibits WhIC-violations (cf. section 6.4.).
Wh/Focus-phrases may be extracted from a Wh-island because this phenomenon ap-
plies through the [Spec, CP*} and the embedded Wh-phrase occupies the {Spec,
CP°} (= Focus). The mit-strategy may also violate WhIC. Consider 6.5.(14), here re-
peated as (7):

7))  Mi gondolsz  [cpx Q; hogy [cp Jénos {¢p; kinek; [cpo mit
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that John what-DAT  what-ACC
adottll}

gave-AGR3sg _
*"To whom do you think what John gave?’

An explanation for the grammaticality of this sentence runs along the same lines
as for WhIC-violations with overt long Wh/Focus-movement. The embedded object
Wh-phrase mit is in the embedded Focus-position. Therefore, Q in the {Spec, CP]
remains accessible for coindexing with the Wh-phrase kinek.'* This circumvents a
~ violation of WhIC.

Let us consider now why the complementizer is obligatory in the miz-strategy (cf. (1D)).

Hogy-drop may apply if the complement clause contains a Wh-phrase (cf. 6.4.(18)).
The complementizer in the miz-strategy, however, must be obligatorily present:

(8) a. Tudod [cpx (hogy) [cp Janos [cpg £it latote1ll
know-AGR2sg  that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg
‘Do you know who John saw?’
b. Mit gondolsz  [cpx *(hogy) [cp Janos [cpg kit latotell}
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg
“Who do you think that John saw?’

The distribution of the complementizers in this pair matches the distribution of
complementizers in declarative sentences and long Wh/Focus-movement construc-
tions (cf. section 6.4.). Lexicalization of hogy is obligatory with long Wh/Focus-mov-
ement but not with declarative sentences. This is due to the fact that complementi-
zers provide a [Spec, CP*] position for Wh/Focus-trace in the former.

The explanation for this dichotomy catries over to the pair in (8). But now instead
of a trace a scope-marker Q is present in the {Spec, CP*]. Therefore, the complemen-
tizer must be spelled out in (8b) with the miz-strategy, unlike in (8a) with the indirect
Wh-question. In the latter, Q is not have to be present in the {Spec, CP*}.

(14) The intermediate CPs do not prov(ide additional barriers if we assume that L-containment is transi-
tive (cf. section 6.4.).
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The lack of multiple mit-strategy also supports the hypothesis of an abstract
scope-marker in the [Spec, CP*} position with this strategy:

(9) *Mit; mit; gondolsz [cpx Q hogy [cp Janos [cp; kinck; {cpo mit; adott]]}]

What—ACC what-ACC think-AGR2sg that John what-DAT what-ACC gave-AGR3sg

This sentence is the counterpart of (7), except that another miz-phrase has been
inserted in the matrix clause. The ungtammaticality of (9) shows that multiple mit-
strategy cannot apply. This fact is covered, if we assume the presence of a (single)
scope-marker in the [Spec, CP*} which is available for iterative coindexing.

Let us consider now why the real Wh-phrase in the mit-strategy takes wide scope (cf. (1G)).

The scope of a Wh-phrase directly corresponds to its position in syntax in long
Wh/Focus-movement (cf. 6.3.(2H)). The scope of the real Wh-phrase in the miz-stra-
tegy, however, is represented at another position than where this phrase is physically
realized. In both strategies, the real Wh-phrases have wide scope. The reason for this
is that scope-assignment to Wh-phrases involves, as Baker (1970) has proposed, two
patterns, namely, an adjunction (cf. (32)) and an in-situ schema (cf. (3b)).

Overt long Wh/Focus-movement is an instance of the former. The Wh-phrase is ad-
joined to its scope-marker. It is assigned wide-scope by being adjacent to Q. The miz-
strategy is an instance of the.latter. The embedded Wh-phrase is bound by its scope-
marker. It is assigned wide scope by this coindexing. This derives then property (1G)).

Let us now consider why an iterated Q must,be spelled out as an overt miz-phrase.

The canonical landing site of Wh-phrases is the Focus-position, left-adjacent to the
finite verb (cf. 2.1.(28¢)). So all phrases bearing a feature {+Wh} must occupy this
position. The abstract scope-marker receives this feature as well under coindexing with
the real (embedded) Wh-phrase. As a consequence, Q must also land in Focus. The re-
presentation of a multiple embedded Wh-question with the miz-strategy is as follows:

(10) CP°

—_—

Spec C

Qi T

C CP*
Vv T
Spec C
Qi P
C CP°
hogy _—"~
Spec C
Qi T
C CP*
V
Spec C
Qi P
C CpP°
hogy _—~
Spec C
Wbi —
C VP
V. N
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Focus is 2 prominent position in the syntax of Hungarian. It must be visible for
reasons of phonetic interpretation, like for primary stress-assignment. Let us assume
that this visibility requirement is responsible for the spelling out of an abstract

scope marker in Focus as an overt mit-phrase. (11) yields the following representa-
tion of (10):

11y cCpP°
—T

Spec C
mz'ti T
C CP*
V
Spec C
Qi T
C Cp°
hogy _—~_
Spec C
miti /\
C CP*
V —
Spec C
mit; —
C CP°
hogy _—~
Spec C
Wh, "~
c VP,
vV,
4 tj

Summarizing, I argued that long Wh/Focus-movement and the miz-strategy in-
volve the same core syntactic principles, L-marking and 0-subjacency.

This provides empirical evidence for the Cotrespondence Hypothesis:. In order to
make this hypothesis operative, I adopted the assumption that the miz-phrase is a
scope-marker in the sense of Baker (1970). This accounts also for the fact why cor-
respondence effects are absent with long Focus-movement, unlike with long Wh-
movement. There is no lexicalised scope-marker with respect to Focus. In the next
section, I will discuss the consequences of the Correspondence Hypothesis for the
grammar of Hungarian and the theory of grammar.

6.7. Some Consequences of Wh-strategies in Hungarian

This section discusses some consequences of the different Wh-strategies in Hun-
garian. First, I will determine the position of these strategies within the gtammar of
Hungarian (cf. section 6.7.1.). Second, I will examine the consequences of correspon-
dence effects for the theory of UG. I will conclude that these effects make the level
of representation called LF supetfluous (cf. section 6.7.2.).

6.7.1. Wh-strategies and the Grammar of Hungarian

I noted in section 5.3.7. a dialectal split with respect to overt long Wh-mov-
ement in Hungarian. Hungarian I accepts overt long Wh-movement entirely, and
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Hungarian II accepts it only marginally. In the latter, the following accessibility hie-
rarchy (cf. 5.3.7.(4)) is operative:

(V) Accessibility hierarchy for long Wh-movement in Hungarian
Lexical case > structural Case (NOM and ACC)

Extraction of a Wh-phrase with lexical case yields a far better result than extrac-
tion of a Wh-phrase with structural Case. Instead of the latter, speakers of Hunga-
rian II prefer the mit-strategy.

I will assume that this dialectal difference is related to the following parameter
(cf. Chomsky 1986a: 75):

Q) +/-move Wh

This parameter states that Wh-movement is optional, as all syntactic movement
rules are. The existence of languages with overt long Wh-movement such as English
and languages with Wh in-situ such Chinese and Japanese provide empirical eviden-
ce for its postulation.

Move Wh is set positively in Hungarian I, whereas it is set negatively in Hunga-
rian IL If this parameter is real, then we expect that phenomena contingent on Wh-
movement will diverge in these dialects as well. I will demonstrate that this indeed
is the case with (I) the morphological adjustment of an intermediate verb with the
extraction of an indefinite (nominative and accusative) Wh-phrase from multiple
embedded Wh-questions, and (II) the distribution of parasitic gaps and resumptive
pronouns.

(I) A bridge verb displays agreement with an extracted indefinite nominative and
accusative Wh-phrase in long Wh/Focus-movement (cf. 6.2.(3D)). I argued in sec-
tion 6.4. that this phenomenon applies successive cyclicly through the [Spec, CP*},
and that the indefinite (nominative and accusative) Wh-phrases trigger the indefini-
te conjugation on the bridge verb. The question arises how the bridge verbs are con-
jugated when an indefinite nominative or accusative Wh-phrase is extracted from a
multiple embedded Wh-question. Consider the following sentences:

(3) a. Kit gondolsz {cpx ¢ hogy [ Mari mondta/mondott {cp« ¢ hogy [ ltta ¢ Janost}1ll
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that Mary said-AGR3sg-def/indef that saw-
AGR3sg-def John-ACC
‘Who do you think Mary said saw John?’

b. Kit gondolsz {¢px ¢ hogy [ Mati mondta/mondott {cp« ¢ hogy [ Janos latott #1111
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that Mary said-AGR3sg-def/indef that John
saw-AGR3sg-indef '
‘Who do you think that Mary said that John saw?’

These sentences exemplify the extraction of an indefinite Wh-phrase from the
most deeply embedded clause. In (3a), it is base-generated in the subject position,
and in (3b) it is base-generated in the accusative object position.

If successive cyclic movement through the [Spec, CP } is correct, then we expect
that both the matrix verb and the intermediate verb exhibit indefinite conjugation.
The traces occupy this position and they are indefinite. Hence, they may trigger the
indefinite conjugation.
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This prediction is, however, only borne our in Hungarian I. E. Kiss (1985) has
reported that in multiple embedded Wh-questions, in which the subject or the ac-
cusative object is long Wh-moved from the deepest embedded clause, both the mat-
rix and the intermediate verb are conjugated indefinitely. Hence, speakers of this
dialect realize the matrix verb and the intermediate verb in (3) as gondolsz ‘think-
AGR2sg-indef’ and mondott ‘said-AGR2sg-indef’.

Speakers of Hungarian II, on the other hand, marginally accept these sentences, if
possible at all, with the definite conjugation on the intermediate verb. Hence, the
intermediate verb must be mondta ‘said-AGR 3sg-def’. _

It is reasonable to assume that this dialectal variation is related to the parameter
+/-move Wh. Hungarian I behaves as expected. The (indefinite) conjugation on the
intermediate bridge verb is determined by the trace in the [Spec, CP*}. This unam-
biguously supports successive cyclic movement through the Spec of CP*.

Hungarian II involves successive cyclicity as well. The insertion of the anticip-
atory pronoun yields a completely unacceptable result:

(4) a. *Kiz gondolsz [cp hogy Mari mondta 427 [p hogy Jinos l4tott}}
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that Mary said-AGR3sg-def that-ACC that
John saw-AGR3sg-indef
b. *Kit gondolsz {-p hogy Mari mondta #z¢ {cp hogy latta Jinost]l
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that Mary said-AGR3sg-def that-ACC that
saw-AGR3sg-def John-ACC

Suppose that the relation between the Wh-phrase and its gap in these sentences
is not an instance of real successive cyclic movement but rather mimics successive
cyclic movement. Maybe, it involves an analogic form of the mit-strategy. As a con-
sequence, no intermediate traces are present. This accounts for the absence of indefi-
nite conjugation on the intermediate verbs.

Instead these verbs pattern the same as intermediate verbs in multiple declarative
sentences (cf. (5b)) or in multiple embedded Wh-questions with the extraction of a
Wh-phrase bearing lexical case (cf. (5b)). They ate conjugated definitely. Hence, the
form of the verb is mondta ‘said-AGR 3sg-def’:

(5) a. Azt gondoltam [p hogy Mari azt mondta [cp hogy Jéinos taldlkozott Péterrel]}
that-ACC thought-AGR 1sg-def that Mary that-ACC said-AGR3sg-def that
John met-AGR3sg-indef Peter-INSTR
‘T thought that Mary said that John met Peter.’

b. Kivel gondolod {cp hogy Mari mondia {cp hogy Jénos taldlkozott]
who-INSTR think-AGR2sg-def that Mary said-AGR3sg-def that John met-
AGR3sg-indef
‘With whom do you think that Mary said that John met?’

(IT) Hungarian displays parasitic gaps (cf. section 5.3.7.2.):
(6) a. {cp Milyen iratokar tettél {yp el 2} {mielBtt elolvastdl volna e}}
what papers-ACC put-AGR2sg-indef away what-before perf-read-AGR2sg-
indef would
“Which papers did you put away before reading?’
b. {cp Milyen iratokar tettél {yp el £} [mieldtt elolvastad volna *(ke)T]

what papers-ACC put-AGR2sg-indef away what-before perf-read-AGR 2sg-
def would them

“Which papers did you put away before reading?’
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(7)  a. [cp Milyen ivaror testél [yp el £} [miel8tt végeztél volna €}}

what paper-ACC put-AGR2sg-indef away what-before finished-AGR 2sg-in-
def would

‘Which paper did you put away before finishing?’
b. [cp Milyen ivatot tertél [yp el ¢} {mielStt végeztél volna *(vele)l}

what paper-ACC put-AGR2sg-indef away what-before finished-AGR2sg-in-
def would it-INSTR

“Which paper did you put away before finishing?’

These sentences exhibit short Wh-movement and they contain an adjunct clause
with a parasitic gap (indicated by ¢). The (a)-sentences represent the intuitions of
speakers of Hungarian I (cf. E. Kiss 1985). The (b)-sentences represent the intuitions
of speakers of Hungarian II. The gap in the (a)-sentences must remain non-overt.
The gap in the (b)-sentences, however, must be spelled out as an overt pronoun.
Hence, Hungarian I involves a parasitic gap strategy, whereas Hungarian II involves
a resumptive pronoun strategy in similar cases.

In Hungarian I, the gap cannot be pro because plural accusative personal pronouns
and pronouns with lexical case may not be omitted (cf. 4.2.(34)). In Hungarian II, on
the other hand, the gap may be pro, as the following sentence demonstrates:

(8) [cp Kivel taldlkoztdl {yp ¢ } {anelkiil hogy *meghividlimeghtvtad volna (521}
who-INSTR met-AGR2sg-indef that-without that perf-invited-AGR2sg-
indef/def would him

‘“Who did you meet without you having invited?’

A singular accusative pronoun ¢ may be dropped only if the verb is conjugated
definitely. This matches the distribution of pro (cf. 4.2. (34)). Hence, pro may func-
tion as a resumptive pronoun only if it locally recoverable from AGR.

The following pair shows that long Wh-movement with parasitic gap clauses
patterns the same as short Wh-movement with such clauses:

(9)  a. [cp Kiket szeretnél [cp ha eljonnének 7} [anélkiil hogy meghivtil volna el}
who-pl-ACC like-COND-AGR2sg-indef if came-COND-AGR3pl-indef that-
without that perf-invited-AGR2sg-indef would
“Whom would you like if came without you having invited?’

b. {¢p Kiket szeretnél [cp ha eljonnének :} [anélkiil hogy meghivtad volna *(3ker)]
who-pl-ACC like-COND-AGR 2sg-indef if came-COND-AGR 3pl-indef that-
without that perf-invited-AGR2sg-def would them
‘Whom would you like if came without you having invited?’

Again, in the (a)-sentence a parasitic gap is allowed, and in the (b)-sentence a re-
sumptive pronoun must be spelled out.

In sum, Hungarian I allows a parasitic gap strategy, whereas Hungarian II em-
*ploys a resumptive pronoun strategy in similar cases. The question then is how do
we account for this difference?

The distribution of empty categories is restricted by the following descriptive
condition:

(10) Empty categories must be bound locally
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Fot example, pro must be bound by a local AGR, and Wh-trace must be bound
by its antecedent in its minimal maximal domain. It is reasonable to assume that par-
asitic gaps obey principle (10) as well. Chomsky (1986b) suggests that these gaps
are bound locally if they are 1-subjacent to the real gap, since a parasitic gap is em-
bedded in an adjunct clause.

Suppose now that empty categories must be O-subjacent to their binders in Hun-
garian IT but not in Hungarian 1. Hence, a teal gap cannot license a parasitic gap in
Hungarian II. This yields the absence of parasitic gaps. We have seen that such cons-
tructions may be saved by a resumptive pronoun strategy:

Let us summarize the differences between Hungarian I and II in the following
diagram:

Qa1 Hungarian 1 Hungarian 11
-accessibility hierachy for - +
overt long Wh-movement
-preference of the mit-strategy - +
-indefinite conjugation on + -

intermediate verb in

multiple embedded Wh-questions

-parasitic gap strategy + -
-resumptive pronoun strategy - +

The two dialects differ with respect to phenomena intrinsically dependent on the
presence or absence of (long) Wh-movement. I suggested that this involves the par-
ameter +/-move Wh. I will leave the further exploration of this parameter and the
phenomena contingent on it as a task for further research.

6.7.2. Correspondence Effects and the Theory of Grammar

Correspondence effects effects also appear in languages other than Hungarian. Van
Riemsdijk (1983b) observes that German displays a Wh-strategy quite similar to the
mir-strategy in Hungarian. The scope marker in German is was ‘what’. Compare (12a):

(12) a.{cp Was glaubst du [cp was Peter meint [cp wer heute kommt}l}
what  think you  what Peter believes who today comes
‘Who do you think Peter believes will come today?’
b. *[cp Was glaubst du [cp was Peter meint {cp wer kommt heutell}
what think you  what Peter believes who comes today

The ungrammaticality of (12b) shows that the was-strategy involves a complex
sentence. The finite verb must be in final-position in embedded clauses, since Ger-
man is an SOV-language.

Hiemstra (1986) notes correspondence effects in Frisian:

(13) a. [cp Wa tinke jo {cp dat ik #sjoen hall
who thinkyou thatI seen have
“Who do you think that I have seen?’
b. {cp War tinke jo [cpwat ikt sjoen hal}
what  think you who-that I'seen have
‘Who do you think that I have seen?’
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(14) a. {cp Wa tinke jo {cp dat # my sjoen hat]]
who thinkyou  that me seen has
‘Who do you think has seen me?’
b. {cp Wat tinke jo {cp wa'#t  my sjoen hat}}
what  thinkyou  who-that me seen has
‘Who do you think has seen me?’
(Hiemstra 1986: 33)

The (a)-sentences represent instances of overt long Wh-movement. This may
apply from both the subject position (cf. (14a)) and the object position (cf. (13a))."
The (b)-sentences exemplify the Frisian variant of the scope marker-strategy. The
real Wh-phrases wz move to the [Spec, CP} of theit own (embedded) clause in (13b)
and (14b). They merge with the complementizer dat yielding wa’t. The Wh-phrases
wat in the matrix clauses function as a scope marker.

Thus, iterative long distance Wh-movement without overt syntactic movement
appears in historically unrelated languages like Hungarian, German or Frisian.'
This provides empirical evidence for the Correspondence Hypothesis 6.2.(6), here re-
peated as (15):

(15)  Correspondence Hypothesis
Whenever there is a syntactic reflex of the assignment of (wide) scope, the depen-

dency involved and long Wh-movement obey the same conditions on govern-
ment and bounding

This hypothesis states that the grammar of Wh-trace and the grammar of scope
is constrained by the same syntactic principles. If this is cortect, then these prin-
ciples have optimal explanatory power. Hence, the Correspondence Hypothesis re-
presents the null-hypothesis.

This unification has not been a major focus of research in recent years. Rather, it
has generally been assumed that wide scope-assignment is not restricted by boun-
ding theory. This has been regarded as an argument for the independent status of LF
(cf. Huang (1982), Lasnik and Saito (1984), and Chomsky (1986), among others).

Correspondence effects provide empirical evidence against this position. They
yield a contradiction in the terminology of Chomsky and Huang. Wide scope as-
signment is restricted by subjacency, and consequently this condition holds at LF.
However, according to Chomsky and Huang subjacency does not hold at LF but at
S-structure. Note, incidentally, that it is not appealing to escape this contradiction
by parametrizing bounding theory at LF, as may be clear from Chomsky (1986,
220): “It seems difficult to imagine that rules of the LF component are subject to

(15) Copying of the moved Wh-phrase in the intermediate [Spec, CP] may stress the successive cyclic ef-

fect in Frisian overt long Wh-movement (cf. Hiemstra 1986):
(i) [cp Wa tinkejo [cpwa’t ¢ my sjoen hat]]
who think you ~ who-that me seen has
‘Who do you think has seen me?’

This repetition of moved Wh-phrases with overt long Wh-movement appears also in Afrikaans (cf. Du
Plessis 1977) and German (cf. Hohle 1989). .

(16) McDaniel reports that Romani, an Indic language spoken in southern Yugoslavia, exhibits corres-
pondence effects as well. The scope marker in this language is so ‘what'.
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patametric variation since it is unclear what evidence to fix their character would be
available to the language-learner.”

Koster (1987) argues that all grammatical dependency relations display the fol-
lowing properties at S-structute:

(16) a. obligatoriness b. uniqueness of the antecedent
c. c-command of the antecedent d. locality

The assignment of wide-scope does not form an exception. If that is correct, then
a separate representation for the level of scope, LFE, is entirely superfluons. The null-
hypothesis even predicts that locality effects should appear with wide-scope Wh in-
situ in Chinese and Japanese. Pesetsky (1984) has demonstrated that this appears to
be the case.

Interestingly, natural languages also employ syntactic means other than scope
markers to express the successive cyclic effect in long distance dependencies without
overt movement.

According to McCloskey (1979), Irish relative clauses and Wh-questions are div-
ided in two types, those that terminate with a gap, and those that terminate with a
resumptive pronoun. McCloskey notes that the most striking property of the latter
type is that the verb must be preceded by the complementizer #L. In long distance

relativization (cf. (17a)) and long Wh-movement (cf. (17b)), 2L must be present in
each clause:

(17) a. Anduine {cp2L mheas ti{cpesL chonaicti ¢1}
the person  Comp thought you Comp saw you
“The person that you thought you saw.’
b. Cé[cpalL mheas ti[cpsL chonaictd £}
who Comp thought you Compsaw  you
“Who did you think you saw?’

The requirement that zL must be present in each clause suggests successive cycli-
city. This is further supported by the fact that long relativization and long Wh-mov-
ement may not violate island conditions like CNPC and WhIC.

The syntax of long relativization and long Wh-movement in Irish resembles the
syntax of the scope marker-strategy in Hungarian, German or Frisian. Both cons-
truction types lack overt syntactic movement, and they display successive cyclicity.
A complementizer stresses the successive cyclic effect in Irish, and a Wh-phrase does
the same in Hungarian, German, and Frisian."”

In conclusion, correspondence effects render an independent level for the reptes-
entation of scope, LF, superfluous. Wide scope assignment is subsumed by the same
principles which restrict grammatical dependency relations at S-structure. Long dis-
tance movement is implemented in the grammar in a successive cyclic fashion. In

Hungarian, the domain of scope is extended in a fascinating way by the iteration of
the scope marker mit.

(17) This is also the case with the iteration of certain types of verbal agreement in some languages. For
example, Chung (1982) and Georgopoulos (1985) report that this phenomenon occurs with unbounded
(Wh)-dependencies in Chamorro and Palauan respectively. Thriinsson (1976) and Pica (1987) demonstrate
that the iteration of AGR conditions the occurrence of long distance anaphors in Icelandic. A non-local sub-
ject may bound the reflexive anaphor sig as long as the intermediate verbs are marked with the subjunctive.



190 LASZLO MARACZ

6.8. Concluding Remarks

This chapter examined Wh-strategies in Hungarian. This language has two long
distance Wh-strategies, overt long Wh-movement and the so-called mit-strategy.
These strategies are subject to dialectal/idiolectal variation. I hypothesised that this
variation is associated with the parameter +/-move Wh. Some phenomena appear to
be contingent upon the setting of this parameter such as the conjugation-type of in-
termediate verbs in multiple embedded Wh-questions, the distribution of parasitic
gaps and resumptive pronouns.

The existence of these Wh-strategies yields empirical support for the Correspon-
dence Hypothesis, which excludes the existence of an independent level for the re-
presentation of scope (LF). What principle covers the scope of quantifiers?

The following universal principle determines the scope of quantifiers (cf. Reinhart 1983):'®

(1) A quantifier c-commands its scope at S-structure

Hungarian is a left-branching languige (cf. 2.2.1.(1)). This implies that the left-
most constituent has the largest c-command domain. Hence, in accordance with this
principle the leftmost quantifier has widest scope in the following pair:

(2) a. [cpy Mindenki {cpg csak Marit  szeretil}
everyone only Mary-ACC loves-AGR 3sg
‘Everyone is such that he loves only Mary.’
*‘Only Mary is such that everyone loves her’.
b. [cpo Csak Marit szereti [vp mindenkil}
only Mary-ACC loves-AGR3sg  everyone
‘Only Mary is such that everyone loves her’.
*‘Everyone is such that he loves only Mary.’

The scope of Wh-phrases in multiple Wh-questions is also accounted for by
principle (1). The leftmost Wh-phrase, which has the largest c-command domain,
has the widest scope:

(3) a. {cpy Ki [cpg mit mondott}}

who what-ACC said-AGR3sg ‘

‘For which x, x a person, for which y, y a statement, x said y’.
*For which y, y a statement, for which x, x a person, x said y’.

b. {cp1 Mit{cpg ki mondottl}
what-ACC who said-AGR3sg

‘For which vy, y a statement, for which x, x a person, x said y’.
*‘For which x, x a person, for which y, y a statement, x said y.’

Long Wh-movement satisfies condition (1) as well. The scope of an extracted Wh-
phrase is determined at its S-structure position, at least in Hungarian (cf. 6.2.3H)).

(18) Exceptions to this rule include donkey-sentences and inverse-linking. For instance, a universal quan-
tifier embedded in an NP may bind a pronoun in the following Hungarian inverse-linking construction:
(1) [[yp Egy olasz  véros minden lakdsa) azt gondolta [cp hogy (&) nyerni fog]]
an Italian city every inhabitant-npAGR3sg that-ACC thought-AGR3sg  that hewin will
‘Every inhabitant of an Italian city thought that he would win.’
Rullman (1988) notes that all exceptions to condition (1) bear on referential dependency. According to
Ruliman, a violation of the c-command requirement is avoided in these cases if c-command affects the mot-
her node of embedded quantifiers.
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If the Wh-phrase is not fronted into the matrix sentence, as with the méz-strategy, its
scope is represented at S-structure by the topmost scope marker. Compare:

(4) a. [cp Kivel gondolod [¢p # hogy mindenki mondta {cp ¢ hogy Mari tincolr £]1}
who-INSTR think-AGR2s that everyone said-AGR3sg that Mary danced-
AGR3sg
‘With who do you think that everyone said that Mary danced?’

b. {cp Miz gondolsz [p hogy it mondott mindenki {cp hogy Mari kivel tdncolt J1}
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that what-ACC said-AGR3sg everyone that Mary
who-INSTR danced-AGR3sg

‘With who do you think that everyone said that Mary danced?’

In (4a), the Wh-phrase kive/ is extracted from the most deeply embedded clause.
In (4b), on the other hand, it remains in the Focus position of its own clause, as an
instance of the miz-strategy. In both sentences, &ivel takes scope over the universal
quantifier mindenki in the intermediate sentence. This is in accordance with prin-
ciple (1), since kivel is itself (cf. (4a)) or its scope marker (cf. (4b)) is in a higher
domain, i.e. the matrix clause, at S-structure than the universal quantifier. Hence, an
answer to both questions involves only one single dancer, for instance Jobhn."

In chapter four, we defined the Projection Principle as follows (cf. (4.7.(1)):

(5) The LS must be represented categorially at each level of representation

This principle requites that each lexically selected argument is recoverable in the
syntactic structure.

Consider the following instance of long Wh-movement:

(6) Who do you think that John saw?

See selects two arguments, a subject and an object. In (6), the object is fronted
into the matrix sentence.

The question then is whether the Projection Principle is directly satisfied by the
moved object Wh-phrase, or is indirectly satisfied by virtue of a trace at its extrac-
tion-site. In other words, is the S-structure representation of (6), (72) or (7b)?:

(7) a. Who do you think that John saw?  b. Who do you think that John saw it?

The Projection Prin’ciple is strictly locally satisfied in (7b).

Consider the following instances of long Wh-movement in Hungarian from the
embedded object position:

(19) This parallel berween overt long Wh-movement and the miz-strategy breaks down if the intet-
mediate universal quantifier binds a pronoun, a pro, in the deepest embedded clause:
() a. [cp Kivel; gondolod [cp #i hogy mindenki; mondta [cp #i hogy pro; téncolt £11]
who-INSTR think-AGR2sg that everyone said-AGR3sg that he danced-AGR3sg
‘With who do you think that everyone said that he danced?’
b. [cp Miz; gondolsz  [cp hogy miz; mondott  mindenki; [cp hogy pro; kivel; tdncolt]]]
what-ACC think-2sgAGR.  that what-ACC said-AGR3sg everyone that he who-INSTR danced-AGR3sg
“With who do you think that everyone said that he danced?’
(ib) may also involve a pair-reading, although this reading is harder to get than the one in which the
‘Wh-phrase has scope over the universal quantifier. It seems to me that in this sentence a connectedness effect
is operative. I will leave the dichotomy between the pair in (4) and (i) for further research.
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(8)a. Kit gondolsz hogy Jdnos litors?
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that John. saw-AGR3sg-indef
‘Who do you think that John saw?’
b. Melyik fidt gondolod hogy Janos litta?
which boy-ACC think-AGR2sg-def that John saw-AGR3sg-def
“Which boy do you think that John saw?’

These sentences show that the matrix verb always displays the same conjugation-
type as the embedded verb when an accusative object Wh-phrase is extracted (cf.
6.2.(3D)). The matrix verb and the embedded vetb are both conjugated indefinitely
if an indefinite Wh-phrase is moved (cf. (8a), and they are conjugated definitely if a
definite Wh-phrase is extracted (cf. (8b)). Hence, the conjugation-type corresponds
with the definiteness of the extracted Wh-phrases.

If the Projection Principle is directly satisfied by the extracted Wh-phrase, then
the agreement correspondence between the upper and the lower verb remains unex-
plainded. If we assume, however, that overt long Wh-movement leaves a trace which
inherites its ®-features, it is accounted for. Both the Wh-phrase and its trace trigger
the same conjugation-type on their verbal governor. This agreement correspondence
favors a strictly local implementation of the Projection Principle. Hence, we have
another argument supporting a definition of the Projection Principle as in (5) (cf.
also chapter four). '



7. THE SYNTAX OF THE PP IN HUNGARIAN

7.1. Introduction

This chapter examines the syntax of the PP in Hungarian. The results of our in-
vestigations can be summarized as follows.

(2) PPs are head-final configurational categoties, like NPs. This provides empit-
ical evidence for the claim ‘that all X’-projections are head-final in Hungarian (cf.
2.2.1.Q1)).

(#) Some Ps may be inflected for person-number agreement (AGR) when they select a
pronominal complement. In fact, there are two types of postpositions, including 7#-
Jlecied Ps, the “dressed” ones, and non-inflected Ps, the “naked” ones. Consequently,
there are two different types of PPs as well, dressed PPs and naked PPs. I will de-
monstrate that there are some syntactic differences between these types of PPs which
correlate with the presence or absence of AGR.

(i17) Possessive NPs contain a tealization of AGR as well which is spelled out on
the noun-possessed (cf. Szabolcsi 1981a, Kornai 1984; 1985). By comparing dressed
PPs, naked PPs, and possessive NPs, we can isolate the following properties of AGR.

(1) Properties of AGR in Hungarian

It reflects the person-riumber features of the NP-complement
. It has no phrase-structural prominence

It is not a Case-assigner

It does not function as an accessible subject

It identifies pro

P A0 TR

(iv) There is also a structural difference between PPs and NPs. This is due to the
fact that nouns, unlike postpositions, have the ability to combine with a determiner
(D). D determines its own X’-projection, a DP. I will show that this category is res-
ponsible for some striking syntactic differences between PPs and NPs.

This chapter is organized as follows. Section 7.2. discusses the basic syntax of the
PP. I will first argue that P is an independent category. Furthermore, I will illustrate
that the PP is postpositional.

Section 7.3. presents a classification of dressed and naked Ps. This has repercus-
sions for the syntax of the maximal projections of these categories. A pronominal
complement may be omitted in dressed PPs but not in naked ones, as an instance of
the Pro-drop Parameter. Dressed Ps assign structural (nominative) Case, whereas naked

Ps assign Jexical case. In the demonstrative construction of PP, a dressed P must be
doubled, unlike a naked postposition.
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Section 7.4. compares the PP with the NP. Although these categories have some
properties in common, there are also remarkable differences between them involving
Case theory, theory of movement and binding theory.

The complement of a possessive NP, the possessor NP, may appear with a nomi-
native or dative case. The NP-complement of a dressed PP, on the other hand, may
only be marked nominatively. The possessor NP may scramble within the possessive
NP and it may be extracted from this category. The NP-complement of a PP and the
head of this category may however not be separated by movement. Possessive NPs
set up an opaque domain for binding theory. PPs, on the other hand, are always
transparent for binding.

I will argue that these differences are due to the fact that the possessive NP, un-
like the PP, should be analyzed as a DP. This category has its own specifier (Spec)
position which provides a Case-position, and a landing-site or escape-hatch for pos-
sessor-raising. The head of the DP, D, is a structural subject in the sense of Chomsky
(1981: 38). Such a category creates an inaccessible domain for binding.

Finally, section 7.5. investigates the status of AGR in of Hungarian. The status
of this morpheme across languages may vary, yielding a typology of inflected PPs.

In some languages, it is “agreement” in a traditional sense. Its only function is to
reflect the person-number features of the NP-complement on the head of its cate-
gory. In other languages, AGR itself is a syntactic complement. With Hale (1988), I
will assume that this typology depends on the level of representation at which the
merging between AGR and a head takes place. For example, it is a lexical rule in
Hungarian, but a syntactic one in Irish. As a consequence, AGR may cooccur with
an overt syntactic complement in Hunganan unlike Irish.

Let us first consider the basic properties of PP in Hungarian.

7.2. The Basic Syntax of PP in Hungarian

This section discusses the basic syntax of PP in Hungarian. I will first argue that

P is an independent categofy (cf. section 7.2.1.). Then I will demonstrate that PP is
postpositional (cf. 7.2.2.).

7.2.1. The Category P in Hungarian

This section argues that P is a category on its own, not to be identified with the
categories prefix, adverb or case. In order to do so, I will develop some grammatical
tests showing that it does not coincide with these categories, although they have his-
torically developed from a common adverbial ancestor (cf. Bérczi et al 1978, and
Mitai 1971).!

The classification of postposition, prefix, adverb and case has given rise to con-
flicting views in the literature. For example, Horvath (1978) does not acknowledge a
category prefix. According to Horvath, prefixes are intransitive postpositions.

(1) The category of prefixes includes, among others:
(i) e ‘in’, ki ‘out’. le ‘down’. fel/fil ‘up’, meg ‘perfectivity marker’ and e/ ‘away’
These prefixes often indicate the perfectivity and also the direction of an action denoted by the verb to
which they are prefixed.



ASYMMETRIES IN HUNGARIAN 195

Ackerman (1987b) also takes prefixes and (naked) postpositions together but under
the category verbal modifier (cf. section 4.4.1.).

In my view, the source of all confusion is due to two facts. F1rst some postposi-
tions, prefixes, adverbs and cases have the ability to function as a verbal modifier.
They may subcategorize for a verb and form with it a tight lexical and syntactic
unit. Therefore, these categories have the same positional distribution. Second, some
prefixes and (naked) postpositions may appear without complement.

Below, however, I demonstrate that postpositions, prefixes, adverbs, and cases are
categorially distinct.

The strongest evidence for this claim comes from the fact that they have a com-
pletely different distribution with respect to various morpholexical rules. The as-
sumption of a category including postpositions, prefixes, adverbs, and cases would
render the formulation of these rules unnecessaryly complex, if not impossible.

The rules involve, (I) Comparative Formation, (11) Adjective Formation with the Suffix
-1, (I1X) Compounding with the P -felé, IN) SUBL/DELAT Case-marking and (V) Con-
junction Reduction. Before presenting them, I will first classify postpositions from a
semantic point of view. This will allow us to formulate some of these morpholexical
rules in a much easier way.

In Hungarian, there is an almost perfectly regular system developed for local re-
lations corresponding to the questions to where?, where?, and from where?. The case-
system may be divided into subsystems corresponding to these three directions. For
example, the illative marker -ba/be ‘to where?’, the inessive marker ban/ben ‘where?’

.and the elative marker -46//bil ‘from where?’ form such a subsystem (cf. 3.2.(5)).

Ackerman (1987b) classifies these tripartite subsystems with the help of seman-
tic features [path], and [goal]:

(1) Semantic Characterization of Morphological case:

[-path] [+path] [+path]
[+goal] [-goal]
‘containment’ INESS ILL ELAT
‘surface’ SUPER SUBL DELAT
‘proximity’ ADESS ALL ABL

Some postpositions also display a tripartite subsystem, like the cases participat-
ing in (1). For instance, #/4 ‘undet’ (to where?), @latt ‘under’ (where?) and #/6/ ‘un-
der’ (from where?) form such a triple. Each meaning is connected to a separate for-
mal element which is not productive as a case-marker any more, involving respect-
ively -4/¢ ‘lative’ (LAT), -#¢/n ‘locative’ (LOC), -/ ‘ablative’ (ABL). Analogously to.the
morphological case forms, I classify these postpositions as follows:

(2)  Semantic Characterization of Postpositions:

[-path] [+path] [+path]
[+goal] [-goal]
‘location’ LOC LAT v ABL

Let us now consider comparative formation in Hungarian.



196 LASZLO MARACZ

(I) A comparative is formed by adding the comparative suffix -(vowel)bb to the
stem. Members of the category P do not have comparatives. Therefore, the following
forms are ungrammatical:?

alatt ‘under’ l (dressed P")

(3) a
a’. *alattabb
b. ellen ‘against’ (dressed P)
b’. *ellenehb
c. mogiil ‘behind’ (dressed P)
¢’ *mogiilebb
d. 4t ‘over’ (naked P)
d’. *4tabb
e. beliil ‘inside’ (naked P)
e’. *beliilebd
f. egyiitt ‘together’ (naked P)
f. *egyiitebb

Prefixes and adverbs, on the other hand, can have comparatives quite easily:?®

4) a. ki‘out (prefix)
a’. kijjebb ‘farther out’
b. fel ‘up’ (prefix)
b’. feljebb ‘higher up’

" (2) The lative dressed postpositions, except *feléhb ‘above-comparative suffix’, *kirébb ‘round-comparative
suffix’, and kozébb ‘between-comparative suffix’, and the naked postpositions £iv#l ‘outside’ and £izé! ‘near’
form an exception to the prohibition of putting Ps in the comparative:

(1) a. ald ‘under’ (dressed P) ¢ kiviil ‘outside’ (naked P)
‘ a’. aldbb ‘lower down’ c’. kiviileb ‘more outside’
b. elé ‘before’ (dressed P) d. kozel ‘near’ (naked P)
b’. elébb ‘more forward’ d’. kozelebb ‘nearer’

Obviously, these forms have maintained some of their adverbial character.

(3) Istvdn Kenesei (personal communication) questions this claim concerning prefixes. Alternatively, they
could be comparatives of adverbs as well. The following argument supports the claim that these comparatives
are indeed categorially prefixes. )

The verb tesz ‘do, make’ subcategorizes for an accusative object. This object may not be nominal:

) a Jor tettem b. *Tettem a kit
good-ACC did-AGR1sg did-AGR1sg the picture-ACC
‘I did well’

Prefixes may subcategorize for a verb yielding an independent lexical item. For example, the prefix fe/
‘ap’ combines with fesz into the complex verb feltesz ‘put up’. This verb has an independent meaning and it
subcategorizes for an accusative object. This accusative object, however, may be nominal, unlike the accusa-
tive object of its unprefixed form. Compare (ib) and (ii):

(i1) Feltettem a  képet
up-put-AGR1sg the picture-ACC
‘I put up the picture.’
Note now that the accusative object is nominal as well if the verb #esz cooccurs with the comparative fe/-
7ebb ‘higher up’:
(iii) Feljebb tettem < a  kéet
higher up did-AGR1sg the picture-ACC
‘I put the picture higher up.’ ’

If feljebb would not be the comparative of the prefix fe/ but of an adverb, it would be puzzling why zesz
may have a nominal object in this example but not in (ib). This dichotomy and the parallel subcategorization
features of feltesz and feljebbtesz receive a straightforward explanation under the assumption that feljebb is categ-
orically identical to fel.
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o, 0

A A

£.

~oo

le ‘down’

lejjebd “farther down’
bent ‘inside’

bentebd ‘more inside’
hamar ‘soon’
hamarazbb ‘sooner’
lent ‘below’

lentebd ‘more below’

. (preﬁx) :

(advetb)

(adverb)

(adverb)

So this yields the following dérivational rule capturing Comparative Formation:*

)

Comparative Formation: where X = prefix ot adverh

X + -bb -> Xbb ‘comparative of X’

(IT) The word-formation component contains the following derivational rule der-
iving adjectives with the help of the suffix -7

(6)  Adjective Formation with the Suffix -i: where X = noun, po;z:bo:ztzon or adverb
X+-i->A :

The following exampleé illustrate that postpositions and adverbs may feed this rule:

)

Adjectives of prefixes may not be derived by rule (6):

(8) a. *kiji  (prefix) b. *leji

a.

a.

a hid mogéeti dt

the bridge behind-adj road

‘The road behind the bridge’

a miisor alatei vita

the program under-adj dxscussxon

“The discussion during the program'

tizéven  aluli gyerekek

ten year-SUBL under-adj children
‘Children under ten year”

a hdzon kiviili  virigok
the house-SUBL outside-adj flowess
“The flowers outside the house’

a benti . szoba

the inside-adj room

“The room inside’

a fenti magyardzat

the above-adj explanation

‘The explanation above’

out-adj

- (dressed P)

(dréssed P)
(naked P)
(naked P)

(adverb)

(adverb)

(prefix)

(4) The comparatives of the prefixes &/ ‘away’ and meg ‘perfectivity marker’ do not exist: *elebs and *me-
gebb. Istvin Kenesei (personal communication) informs me that the following prefixes do not have compara-
tives either: zgyon ‘adds to the meaning of the verb ‘in extreme’, félbe ‘incomplete’, félre ‘aside’, and szé ‘asun-
der’. It seems to me that these non-existing forms are lexical gaps or semantically impossible.

(5) The lative dressed postpositions and the dressed postpositions with the sublative marker -74/re do not

participate in this rule. Neither do the naked postpositions fogzz ‘as a result of’, fogua ‘from’ (tlme adverbial),
and kezdve ‘from’ (time adverbial).
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(IIT) Hetzron (1982) notes that only prefixes and adverbs with the feature
[+path] in their meaning may be compounded with the element -fe/é ‘~ward’:¢

(9) a. haza ‘home’ (adverb)
a'. hazafelé ‘homeward’
b. hdtra ‘back’ (adverb)
b’. hétrafelé ‘backward’
c. ki‘out’ (prefix)
c’. kifelé ‘outward’
d. fel ‘up’ (prefix)

d’. felfelé “upward’

The attachment of -felé to a prefix or adverb assigns progtessive aspect to the ac-

tion denoted by the verb. Compare the difference in aspectual reading between the
following pairs:

(10) a. Be mentem a boltba b. Befelé mentem a boltba
in went-AGR1sg the shop-ILL inward went-AGR1sg the shop-ILL
‘I entered the shop.’ ‘I was entering the shop’
(11) a. Haza mentem b. Hazafelé mentem
home went-AGR1sg homeward went-AGR1sg
‘T went home.’ ‘T was going home.’

However, not a single postposition can be suffixed with -fe/¢, not even postposi-

tion which have the feature [+path] inherent in their meaning. Therefore, the
following compounds do not exist:

(12) a. ald ‘under’ (dressed P)
a’. *aldfelé '
b. mogiil ‘behind’ (dressed P)
b’. *mogiilfelé
c. 4t ‘over’ (naked P)
c. *atfelé
d. keresztiil ‘across’ (naked P)

d’. *keresztiilfelé

~ The prohibition of -f¢e/¢ compounding with postpositions is probably due to the fact
that felé is itself a postposition. This may then be considered a case of a more general
principle which blocks the attachment of elements to stems with the same category
label, namely, the lexical counterpart of Hoekstra’s (1984) Unlike Category Condition:

(13) Unlike Category Condition
At S-structure, no element of [ON, BV] may govern a projection of [N, 8V]

(6) In standard Hungarian, -f¢/4 may only be suffixed to locational prefixes. However, it may also com-
bine with the perfectivity marker meg in the North-Eastern dialect. Thns compound attributes to the action
denoted by the verb progressive aspect:

(i) Zird befelé az ajtée mert  megfelé  fagynak az emberek
close-IMP-AGR2sg inward the door-ACC because perf-ward freeze-AGR3pl the people
‘Close the door because the people are freezing to dealch.”



ASYMMETRIES IN HUNGARIAN 199

The following rule covers the Compounding wirh the P felé in standard Hungarian:
(14) Compounding with the P felé X[ +path] + -felé -> Xfelé Xward’ whete X = adverb, or prefix

(IV) Postpositions may be inflected with the sublative case-marker «/re and dela-
tive case-marker -rél/ril. These suffixes add the feature [+path] to the P to which they
are suffixed or they make this feature inherent in the meaning of such a P more explicit’

(15) a. a2 hid mogdttre (dressed P)
the bridge behind-SUBL
‘to behind the bridge’
b. a hid mdgdteril
the bridge behind-DELAT

‘from behind the bridge’ '
c. a hid mégiilr/ dressed P)
the bridge behind-DELAT
‘from behind the bridge’
(16) a. a hidon . itra (naked P)

the bridge-SUPER over-SUBL
‘to over the bridge’
b. a hidon dtrl
the bridge-SUPER over-DELAT
‘from over the bridge’
c. a hidon alulrd/ (naked P)
the bridge-SUPER under-DELAT
‘from under the bridge’

Some adverbs which contain the features [+location] or [+path] in their lexical
meaning may also be suffixed with the sublative and delative marker -ra/re and -vdl/v51:

(17) a. bentre (adverb)
inside-SUBL
‘to inside’
b. bentrs/

inside-DELAT
‘from inside’

c. fentre " (adverb)
above-SUBL
‘to inside’

d. fentrdl
above-DELAT

‘from inside’
(7) The lative dressed Ps, except fe/é/folé ‘to/above’, may not be inflected with a sublative or delative marker:

() a. *aldra (lative dressed P) c. *migére (lative dressed P)
under-SUBL behind-SUBL
b. *aldrs] d. *migérdl
under-DELAT behind-DELAT

These Ps do neither participate in' Comparative Formation (cf. note 2) or Adjective Formation with the
Suffix -i (cf. note 5). This suggests that they block further motphological suffixation. If we assume that the
lative marker is still acting as a case-marker, then this is covered by (202) below. Case-markers in Hungarian
may not be inflected further. This then yields a morphological dichotomy between lative dressed Ps and the
other dressed Ps. From a syntactic point of view, however, it would be unatractive to propose a further sub-
classification of dressed Ps (cf. section 7.3.).
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Prefixes, on the other hand, do not have this ability:

(18) a. *1ére ) ‘ (prefix)

down-SUBL '

b. *érs/
down-DELAT

c. *felre (prefix)
up-SUBL

d. *felrs/
up-DELAT

In sum, the following lexical rule governs the suffixing of the sublative and dela-
tive case-marker to postpositions and adverbs:
(19) SUBL/DELAT Case-marking )
X[+/-path] + -SUBL/DELAT -> XS UBL/DELAT to/from X
where X = postposition ot adverb
So far, I have discussed the distribution of postpositions, adverbs, and prefixes
with respect to various morpholexical rules. Let us now turn to a discussion of the
status of case-markers. Case-markers have the following two motphological propemes
(20) Morphological Properties of case-markers in Hungarian
a. A case-marker cannot be followed by any other morphological markers
b. A case-marker is a bound morpheme '
(20a) states that a case-marker cannot be further inflected as a result of derivation-
al or inflectional morphology. Therefore, the adjectivization with the suffix -7 of a
noun with a case-marker is blocked, for instance:

(21) a *a kertben; virdg b. *a Jénossali fia
the garden-INESS-ad;j flower the John-INSTR-adj boy
‘the flower in the garden’ ‘the boy with John’

It is easy to see that case-markers have a different distribution with respect to the
above morpholexical rules than postpositions, adverbs or prefixes. Apart from this,
as a consequence of (20b), there are also some syntactic differences between case-
markers and postpositions. ' .

A case-marker, being a bound morpheme, cannot be deleted or refer to a deleted
NP with Backward Conjunction Reduction (cf. (22a)) ot Forward Conjunction Reduction
(cf. (23a)) (cf. Neijt 1979). These rules may freely apply with postpositions (cf.

(22b) and (23b)):

(22) a. Sétiltam a  haz*(ban) és a kertben
walked-AGR1sg the house-INESS and the garden- INESS
‘I walked in the house and the garden.’
b. Sétiltam a hidz (melletr) és a kert mellest
walked-AGR 1sg the house near  and the garden near
‘I walked near the house and the garden.’
(23) a. A hdzban é a (¥hdz)nil sétiltam
the house-INESS and the house-ILL wa].ked AGR1sg
‘I walked in and by the house.’
b. A kert mellettés (z kert) mogoet séedltam
the garden near and the garden behind Walked-AGRlsg
UI walked near and behind the- garden '
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The properties of case-markers in (20) demonstrate that they fundamentally differ from
prefixes, postpositions and adverbs. Hence, case-markers have their own categorial status.
Let us summatize the distribution of postpositions, adverbs, prefixes and cases with

respect to the morpholexical rule (5), (6), (14) and (19) in the following diagram:

(24) Cartegory Comparative Adjective Formation Compounding with SUBL/DELAT

Formation with -7 the P fel¢ Case-marking
dressed - + - +
naked P - + - +
adverb + + ' + +
prefix + - + +
case - - - -

This diagram illustrates the following two claims. First, dressed and naked post-
positions have exactly the same distribution with these morpholexical phenomena.
This provides support for the hypothesis that they belong to the same category.
Second, postpositions, adverbs, prefixes and case-markers display a different distri-
bution with respect to these rules, supporting the hypothesis that these categories
are categories on their own. Therefore, (5), (6), (14) and (19) may be formulated in

terms of these independent categories.

7.2.2. Hungarian is Postpositional

In the neutral order, NP-complements have to precede the P which selects them:®

(25) a. a hdz migon (dressed P)
the house behind
‘behind the house’
b. *migitrabdz
(26) a. a hidon at (naked P)

the bridge-SUPER over
‘over the bridge’
b. *4tahidon

This means that Hungarian is postpositional. The structure of PP is therefore as follows:

27) PP
S
NP P

7.3. Dressed and Naked PPs

This section discusses some differences between dressed and naked PPs. There are
at least three differences between these categories. (i) Dressed Ps may be inflected for
AGR, unlike naked Ps (cf. section 7.3.1.). (i) Dressed Ps assign structural (nomina-
tive) Case to their NP-complement, whereas naked Ps assign lexical case to their

(8) Inversion of this order is only possible when the PP is naked and when it bears stress. Hence, the

counterpart of (26b) is grammatical, unlike the counterpart of (25b):
@) a. *MOGOTTa hiz b. AT a hidon
BEHIND  the house OVER the bridge-SUPER
See Marécz (1986¢) for discussion of this dichotomy.
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NP-complement (cf. section 7.3.2.). (iii) A dressed P must be repeated in the de-
monstrative construction, contrary to a naked P (cf. section 7.3.3.)
Before investigating these differences, I will first list both types of Ps together
with their translation:
(1) Dressed Ps
ald “‘under’ (answers the question ‘to where?’), #/a2t ‘under’ (where?), 2/6/ ‘under’
(from where?), el¢ ‘before’ (to where?), elitt ‘before’ (where?), elil ‘before’ (from
where?), fel¢ ‘to’ (to where?), feli] ‘from’ (from where?), filé ‘above’ (to where?),
folotz/felerr ‘above’ (where?), foliil ‘above’ (from where?), kil ‘without’, koré
‘round’ (to where?), kivil ‘round’ (where?), kizé ‘between’ (to where?), kizott/kizt
‘between’ (where?), kozsl ‘from, out of (from where?), migé ‘behind’ (to where?),
migott ‘behind’ (where?), migil ‘behind’ (from where?), #/ta! ‘by’ (adverbial modi-
fier of means), ellen ‘against’, belyert ‘instead of’, irdnt ‘in the direction of’, miatt
‘because of’, nélksl ‘without’, szerint ‘according to’, utdn ‘after’, végett ‘because of’,
ellenére ‘despite’, javdra ‘in favor of’, létére ‘as’, részére ‘for’ and szdmdra ‘for' °
(2) Naked Ps

dltal ‘over, across, during’ (adverb of place and time), #/#/ ‘below, under’, 4t ‘over,
across, during’, belii/ ‘within, inside’, egyiitt ‘together’, feliil ‘over’, innen ‘(on) this
side’, keresztiil ‘over, across, during’, k#vil ‘outside’ (adverb of place), kizel ‘near’,
nélkiil ‘without’', szembe ‘opposite to’, szemben ‘opposite to’ (where?), szemkozt ‘op-
posite to’ (where? and to where?), 74/ ‘over, across, on the other side’, végig ‘to the
very end’, fogua ‘as a result of’, fogva ‘from’ (time adverbial), Adpest ‘compared to’,
kezdve ‘from’ (time adverb), nézve ‘regarding’.

Let us now turn to a discussion of AGR in PPs.

7.3.1. Agreement in PP

This section investigates AGR in PPs. The dressed Ps.in 7.3.(1) may all be in-
flected for person-number agreement when they select a pronominal complement.

Compare, for example, the full paradigms of the tripartite variants of the Hunga-
rian equivalent of English ‘behind’: migé ‘to where?’ (cf. (3)), migitt ‘where?’ (cf. (4))
and mogil ‘from where?’ (cf. (5)):"?

(9) Although A#iil is basically a naked P, it may pattern as a dressed P when it takes a pronominal com-
plement (cf. also section 7.3.4.).

(10) The AGR morpheme of the Ps ellenére ‘despite’, javdra ‘in favor of, létére ‘as’, részéve ‘for’ and szdmdra
‘for’ is followed by the sublative case-marker -ra/re. This order matches the order of morphemes in inflected
nominals. Compare, for instance, hdz ‘house’: hiz-am-ban (house-AGR-INESS) ‘in my house’.

(11) Nélkil is the opposite case of k#iil (cf. note 9). It is in principle a dressed P, but in combination with
a pronominal complement it may pattern as a naked P (cf. also section 7.3.4.).

(12) Ther markers of the nominal (possessive), postpositional, and case inflection cotrespond with the mar-
kers of the definite verbal conjugation in Hungarian (cf. 4.2.(1)), except for the first and third person plural:

(i) a. person-number agreement for nominal, b. person-number agreement of the definite
postpositional, and case stems verbal conjugation
sg pl sg pl
1 -m -unk 1 -m -uk
2 -d -atok 2 -d -drok
3 -z -uk 3 -a -ak

According to Vago (1980), the third person plural marker of these paradigms are allomorphs. Therefore,
the only difference between the paradigms in (ia) and (ib) is the shape of the first person plural marker. Ther
former is identical with the first person plural marker of the indefinite verbal conjugation (cf. 4.2.(1)). It re-
mains to be investigated whether the correspondences between (ia) and (ib) are due to a parallel syntactic pro-
perty of the categories which cooccur with these markers. )
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(3) a. (én) mbgém (4) a. (én) mogoteem ]

I behind-ppAGR1sg I behind-ppAGR1sg
‘to behind me’ ‘behind me’

b. (te) mogéd b. (o) mogotted
you(sg) behind-ppAGR2sg you(sg) behind-ppAGR 2sg
‘to behind you(sg)’ ‘behind you(sg)’

c. (9) mogéje c. (¥) mogotte
he behind-ppAGR3sg he behind-ppAGR3sg
‘to behind him’ ‘behind him’

d. (mi) mogénk d. (mi) mogottink
we behind-ppAGR1pl we behind-ppAGR1pl
‘to behind us’ ‘behind us’

e. (#%) mogérek e. () mogotterek
you(pl) behind-ppAGR2pl you(pl) behind-ppAGR2pl
‘to behind you(ply ‘behind you(ply

f. (9) mogéjik f. (8) mogottik
they behind-ppAGR3pl they behind-ppAGR3pl
‘to behind them’ ‘behind them’

(5) a. (¢én) migiilem d. (mi) mogiilink

I behind-ppAGR1sg we behind-ppAGR1pl
‘from behind me’ ‘from behind us’

b. (#2) mogiiled e. (%) mogiilerek
you(sg) behind-ppAGR2sg you(pl) behind-ppAGR2pl
‘from behind you(sg)’ ‘from behind you(ply

c. (8) mogiile f. (@) mogiilik
he behind-ppAGR3sg they behind-ppAGR3pl
‘from behind him’ ‘from behind them’

Naked Ps may not be inflected for AGR. Compare, for example, the ungram-
maticality of the inflected forms of the naked P 4 ‘over’:

6) a. *itam d. *dtunk
over-ppAGR1sg over-ppAGR1pl

b. *dtad e. *itatok
over-ppAGR2sg , over-ppAGR 2pl

c. *dta f. *dcuk
over-ppAGR3sg over-ppAGR3pl

In sum, dressed Ps with a pronominal complement, contrary to naked Ps, may be
inflected for AGR. For the time being, I will assume that it is a cliticized morpheme
in PPs. As a consequence, a dressed PP with a pronominal complement has the
following structure:

N dressed PP
—'/\
NP[+pron] P[+AGR]

Below, I will present empirical evidence for the claim that AGR has 7o phrase-

structural prominence in Hungarian.
The realization of pronominal complements in dressed PPs is optional. In the un-
marked case, personal pronouns are not spelled out. They are used for reasons for

emphasis only. Compare (4a) and (8):
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(8) EN mogottem
I behind-ppAGR1sg
‘behind ME’ or ‘It is behind me...’

The question arises what the syntactic representation of a dressed PP with an
omitted pronominal complement is.

In general, personal pronouns may be dropped in Hungarian if agreement is
‘rich’ enough to license them (cf. section 4.2.4.). This is an instance of the Pro-drop
Parameter. The examples above demonstrate that pro-drop also applies in dressed PPs.
‘Therefore, a more adequate representation of (4a) without the overt pronoun is (9):

(9) pro mogéttem
‘behind me’

In most cases, the third person plural pronoun is motphologically distinguished from
its singular counterpart by the plural marker -£. The following pairs illustrate this:

(10) a. & jbte-g b. 8k jottek
: he came-AGR3sg they came-AGR3pl
‘He came.’ “They came.’

In (10), the third person pronoun functions as the subject. The plural variant in
(10b) is inflected for the plural marker.

This morphological dichotomy occurs also when the third person pronoun func-
tions as the object:

(11) a. Littam 8t b. Littam ket
saw-AGR1sg him saw-AGR 1sg them
‘I saw him.> ‘I saw them.’

In dressed PPs, however, the third person plural pronoun is homophonous with
its singular counterpart. Compare (3¢) and (3f), here repeated as (12a) and (12b):

(12) a. § mogéje b. § mdgéjik
he behind-ppAGR3sg they behind-ppAGR3pl
‘to behind him’ ‘to behind them’

The equivalent of (12b) in which the nominative third person plural pronoun is
fully inflected for number is ungrammatical:

(13) *3k mogéjik

This is also the case with other inflected categories like possessive NPs (cf. (14))
and CasePs (cf. (15) (see, section 4.2.5. for CasePs):

(14) a. az § anyja b. az 3/*3k anyjuk
the he mother-npAGR3sg the they mother-npAGR3pl
‘his mother’ ‘their mother’

(15) a. & vele b. 8/*8k veliik
he INSTR-AGR3sg they INSTR-AGR3pl
‘with him’ ‘with them’

The opposite of this morphological number-drop has been attested in Turkish.
Kornfilt (1984) reports that the plural marker of the AGR morpheme is omitted but
not the plural marker of the third person plural pronoun subject. Thus, there seems
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“to be a tendency to omit the plurality specification on one of the two connected ele-

ments within a minimal domain. This is probably due to a functional principle of
non-redundancy.
Let us now consider how the pronominal complement of a naked PP is realized.
Instead of the forms in (6), a pronominal complement of a naked P appears with-
in a CaseP. Consider the full pronominal paradigm of the naked Ps 4z ‘over’ (cf. (16))
egysitt ‘together’ (cf. (17)) and &édpest ‘compared to’ (cf. (18)).
At subcategorizes for a superessive NP:

(16) a. (én) rajtam it d. (mi) rajeunk it

I SUPER-AGRIlsg over we SUPER-AGRI1pl over
‘over me’ ‘over us’

b. (t)  rajtad at e. ()  rajtarok it
you(sg) SUPER-AGR 2sg over you(pl) SUPER-AGR2pl over
‘over you(sg)’ ‘over you(pl)

c. (B) rajts it f. @) rajeuk it
he SUPER-AGR3sg over they SUPER-AGR3pl over
‘over him’ ‘over them’

Egyiitt subcategorizes for an instrumental NP:

(17) a. (én) velem egyiitt d. (mi) velink . egyiitt

I  INSTR-AGRIlsg together we INSTR-AGRI1pl together
‘together with me’ ‘together with us’

b. (ze)  veled egyiitt e. (#)  veletek egylrt

. you(sg) INSTR-AGR 2sg together you(pl) INSTR-AGR2pl together

‘together with you(sg)’ ‘together with you(ply

c. (8) vele egyiitt f. @) velik egyiitt
he INSTR-AGR3sg together they INSTR-AGR3pl together
‘together with him’ ‘together with them’

Képest subcategorizes for an allative NP:

(18) a. (én) hozzim képest d. (mi) hozzink képest
' I ALL-AGR1sg compared to we ALL-AGRI1pl compared to
‘compared to me’ ‘compared to us’
b. () hozzid képest e. (#7)  hozzirok képest
you(sg) ALL-AGR2sg compared to you(pl) ALL-AGR2pl compared to
‘compared to you’ ‘compared to you(pl)
c. (B)hozzz = képest f. (8) hozzdrok képest
he ALL-AGR3sg compared to they ALL-AGR3pl compared to
‘compared to him’ ‘compared to them’

These paradigms demonstrate that a pronominal complement of naked Ps occurs

~within a CaseP. The pronominals may be omitted as an instance of pro-drop. Hence,

these PPs have the following structure:

(19) PP
—T
CaseP P
/\

NP[+pron] Case[+AGR]
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Let us now consider whether PPs may be inflected for AGR when they select ins-
tead of a pronominal complement a nominal one.

The following phrases exemplify the dressed P migi## ‘behind’ with a nominal
complement. This complement has the shape of a full NP, proper name, reflexive
anaphor, Wh-phrase, and a universal quantifier:

(20) ‘a. & fi# mbgott C. maga  migott e. mindenki mogott
the boy behind himself behind everyone behind
‘behind the boy’ ‘behind himself’ ‘behind everyone’
b. Jdnos mogott " d. & mbgétt
John behind who behind
‘behind John’ ‘behind who’

These examples demonstrate that overt AGR is not spelled out when the comple-
ment of a dressed PPs is nominal.

The question arises whether AGR has a null-realization or whether it is comple-
tely missing in these cases. In other words, is the syntactic representation of, for in-
stance, (20a) phrase (21a) or phrase (21b)?:

(21) a. a fid mogdte-g b. a fid mégott
the boy behind-ppAGR3sg the boy behind

The verbal stem lacks overt subject agreement with the third person singular in-
definite conjugation (cf. section 4.2.). In this case, a null-morpheme represents AGR
which has exactly the same status as any other realization of agreement. As a conse-
quence, pro-drop is allowed when a third person pronoun singular subject cooccurs
with the indefinite conjugation:

22) 0 adg valamit
he/she give-AGR3sg something-ACC
‘He/she gives something.’

A dressed P without overt AGR, on the other hand, does not refer to a third per-
son pronoun subject. For example, migitt means only ‘behind’ and not ‘behind
him/her’. Hence, it only denotes its lexical meaning. This implies that a dressed P
without overt AGR does not possess a null-realization of this morpheme. It is simply
missing in these cases. The adequate syntactic realization of (20a) thus is (21b).

Consequently, in a strict sense it is not even appropriate to speak about ‘dressed’
Ps when nominal complements are involved. For convenience, however, I will stick
to this terminology in these instances as well.

So a dichotomy appears between dressed PPs with a pronominal complement on
the one hand and dressed PPs with a nominal complement on the other hand. Only
the pronominal complement triggers AGR. The question arises whether further dis-
tributional differences exist between these categories. This turns out to be the case:
(I) Nominal complements, unlike pronominal ones, may appear with a P to which
sublative or delative case-marking has applied, and (II) Pronominal NPs and nomin-
al NPs are case-marked differently within inflected PPs in Turkish.
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(I) The sublative or delative case marking of a P is captured by rule 7.2.(19), here
repeated as (23):

(23) SUBL/DELAT Case-marking
X[ +/-path] + -SUBL/DELAT -> XSUBL/DELAT ‘to/from X’
where X = P or adverb

The following minimal pairs show that a dressed P feeding rule (23) fnay not be
inflected for AGR:

(24) a. Jdnos mdgottre (25) a. Jdnos modgoteril
John behind-SUBL John behind-DELAT
‘to behind John’ ‘from behind John’
b. *(3) mogottére b. *(§) mogottérsl
he behind-ppAGR3sg-SUBL he behind-ppAGR3sg-DELAT

(II) According to Kornfilt (1984), p}onominal and nominal complements of Tur-
kish inflected PPs bear genitive and nominative case respectively. Kornfilt accounts
for this by assuming the following case-rules:

(26) a [pp NP[+pron] P [+AGR]] -> GEN
b. [pp NP[+nom] P [+AGR]] -> NOM

The following phrases illustrate their application:

27) a. Abmet hakk[i]n b. (senin) hakk[i]n
Ahmed-NOM about-ppAGR 3sg you(sg)-GEN about-ppAGR 2sg
‘about Ahmed’ ‘about you(sg)’
c. (sizin) hakk[i]n[i]z
you(pl)-GEN about-ppAGR2pl
‘about you(pl)’

Let us now turn to a discussion of naked PPs in which the pronominal comp-
lement is replaced by a nominal one.

In the following phrases, this complement is a full NP, proper name, reflexive
anaphor, Wh-phrase or a universal quantifier:

(28) a. @ hidon it d. kin it

the bridge-SUPER over who-SUPER over
‘over the bridge’ ‘over who'

b. Jdnoson at e. mindenkin it
John-SUPER over everyone-SUPER over
‘over John’ ‘over everyone’

C. magdn it
himself-SUPER over

‘over himself’

These examples show that naked Ps also lack AGR when their complement is nominal.

In conclusion, dressed Ps, as opposed to naked Ps, may be inflected for AGR,
provided their complement is pronominal. Furthermore, nominal and pronominal
complements of inflected PPs do not only differ with respect to the distribution of
AGR. They also display distributional dichotomies when these categories appear
with a dressed P inflected for sublative/delative case or when they are complements



208 LASZLO MARACZ

of inflected PPs in Turkish. These dichotomies emphasize the relevance of the feat-
ures [+/-nominal] and [+/-pronominal] for syntax.
The following diagram summarizes the findings of this section:
(29) complement of AGRonP
dressed P [+pron] +
dressed P [+nom] -
naked P [+pron/nom] -

Let us now turn to case-assignment in PPs.

7.3.2. Case in PP

Let us consider first this phenomenon in dressed PPs:

(30) a. Jdnos mogott b. () . mogotte
John-NOM behind he-NOM behind-ppAGR3sg
‘behind John’ ‘behind him/her’

These examples demonstrate that the NP-complement of ‘a dressed PP displays
nominative case. It has the unmarked form. The question arises where this case
comes from. :

In the standard approach to Case theory (cf. Chomsky 1981), nominative Case is
assigned by I[+AGR] (cf. 3.2.(72)). This rule can, however, only cover the nomina-

tive Case with pronominal complements as in (30b), because, as I argued above, only -

these complements cooccur with a realization of AGR. Therefore, I will adopt the
view that the standard nominative Case-assignment rule represents only one of the
structural contexts in which nominative Case is licensed.” Let us then assume that
nominative Case in Hungarian is the default case when it appears in a structural gov-
ernment configuration with a lexical héad. As a consequence, dressed Ps govern a
structural nominative Case.

Let us discuss case-assignment in naked PPs.

Naked Ps may assign a large variety of cases to their complements involving ins-
trumental, sublative, allative, superessive, adessive and ablative:

(31) INSTR by egyiirt ‘together’, szembe ‘opposite to’, szembern ‘opposite to’ (where?), and
szemkizt ‘opposite to’ (where? and to where?), SUBL by nézve ‘regarding’; ALL by
képest 'compared to’, and kizel ‘near’, SUPER by 4ltal ‘over, across, during’, z/x/
‘below, under’, 4 ‘over, across, during’ beli! ‘within, inside’, felil ‘over’, innen

‘(on) this side’, keresztiil ‘over, across, during’, k#vil ‘outside’, #4/ ‘over, across, on

the other side’, and 2égig ‘to the very end’, ADESS by fogra ‘as a result of , and
nélkil ‘without’, ABL by fogva ‘from’ and kezdve ‘from’

Consider an example of each:

(32) a. valakive/ szembe d. valamin il
someone-INSTR opposite to something-SUPER over
‘opposite to someone’ ‘across something’

b. valamire nézve  e. valamind] fogva
someone-SUBL regarding something-ADESS as a result of
‘regarding something’ ‘as a result of something’

(13) Comapre the references in chapter three, note 12 that support this treatment of nominative Case.



ASYMMETRIES IN HUNGARIAN 209

c. valamibez kézel f. holnaptsl kezdve
something-ALL near tomorrow-ABL from
‘near something’ ‘starting tomorrow’

Although naked Ps govern various cases, these cases all fall under what I called
lexical case in section 3.2.1. The O-features of the naked Ps determine the choice of
the various instances of lexical case.

In sum, dressed Ps govern structural nominative Case, whereas naked Ps govern
lexical case. This yields the following diagram:

(33) structural Case (NOM) lexical case
dressed P + -
naked P - +

Let us consider how the demonstrative construction of the PP.

7.3.3. The Demonstrative Construction of PP

This section examines the demonstrative construction of the PP. Before doing so, let
us first consider the demonstrative construction of the NP. For ease of reference, I
will call the demonstrative construction of the NP, NP-Dem and the demonstrative
construction of the PP, PP-Dem. :

In 2 Hungarian NP-Dem, the demonstrative pronoun (Dem) has to precede the NP,
similarly to English. However, the definite article (Art) must be present in front of the
head noun. Futhermore, the Dem and the head noun exhibit agreement in case. This
may be expressed with the help of the O-notation. So, NP-Derm patterns as follows:

(34) NP-Dem
[[Dem +0icase] Art [N +0tcase]]

The following examples illustrate this scheme:

(35) a. az a haz b. azt a  hdzat
Dem-NOM Art house-NOM Dem-ACC Art house-ACC
‘that house’ - ‘that house’
c. atra a bhdzra

Dem-SUBL Art house-SUBL
‘onto that house’

Let us turn to PP-Dem. The naked PP-Dem is formed by a combination of NP-
Dem and a naked P. The subcategorization properties of the naked P determine O in
the NP-Dem. Hence, naked PP-Dem has the following structure:

(36) naked PP-Dem
PP
/\
NP-Dem P
I

[[Dem+owcase] Art [N+0case]]

The following phrases are instances of (36). Recall that 47, egyditt and kdpest subca-
tegorize for a superessive, instrumental, and allative complement:
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(37) a. azon a  hidon it b. azzal a fidgval egyiitt
Dem-SUPER Art bridge-SUPER over Dem-INSTR Art boy-INSTR together
‘over that bridge’ ‘together with that boy’
c. ahhoz a fidhoz képest

Dem-ALL Art boy-ALL compared to
‘compared to that boy’ '

Let us now consider the dressed PP-Dem. The ungrammaticality of the following

examples shows that the dressed PP-Dem patterns differently from the naked PP-
Dem:

(38) a. *az a haz mogé b. *az a haz mogott
Dem-NOM Art house-NOM behind Dem-NOM Art house-NOM behind
c. *az a haz mogiil

Dem-NOM Art house-NOM behind

Instead of these phrases, we find that dressed Ps are doubled yielding the follow-
ing pattern:

(39) dressed PP-Dem
[[Dem-NOM P] [N-NOM P]]

The grammatical counterparts of (38) have the following shape:*

(40) a. a migé a hiéz miogé
Dem-NOM behind the house-NOM behind
‘to behind that house’
b. a migitt a héz migott

Dem-NOM behind the house-NOM behind
‘behind that house’

c. a migil a hiz mijgiil
Dem-NOM behind the house-NOM behind
‘from behind that house’

Let us now determine the structure of these phrases.

In a dressed PP-Dem, the P is repeated and it merges with the demonstrative
pronoun #z ‘that’. According to Horvath (1981), merging of 2z with a lexical head
only applies when the initial sound of the head is a consonant and when #z is a com-
plement of that head. This suggests that PP-Dem contains in fact two PPs. The left-

most PP consists of Dem and P, while the rightmost PP dominates a full NP and a
copy of the same P.

(14) Dressed PP-Dems display several stress patterns. Consider the different stressing in (40b) (‘ indicates
primary stress; “ indicates heavy stress):

(i) a. ‘a mogbtta hdz mogott c. amigott ‘a hdz mogote
that behind the house behind ‘behind that house (and not behind the shop)
‘behind that house’ d. “4 mogétta hiz moégottés nem”e mdgotet
b. a ‘migitt a héz’ migores that behind the house behind and not this behind
‘behind that house (and not in front of it)’ ‘behind that house, and not behind this one’

In the unmarked case, Dem is assigned primary stress (cf. (ia)). The doubled postpositions bear primary
stress if the meaning denoted by them is exclusively referred to (cf. (ib)). The NP-complement is assigned

primary stress when it is exclusively referred to (cf. (ic)). Dem is heavily stressed when its opposite location is
excluded (cf. (id)).
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This hypothesis is also supported by the fact that the sublative or delative case-
marker must be spelled out on both Ps when a dressed PP-Dem feeds rule (23): .

(41) a. a mdgott*(re) a hdz mdgoet*(re)
the behind-SUBL the house behind-SUBL
‘to behind that house’
b. a mdgdtt*(#3l) a hdz mbgbte*(+3
the behind-DELAT the house behind-DELAT
‘from behind that house’

The obligatory spelling out of the sublative and delative case-marker in these
cases receive a straightforward explanation if the Ps function as independent lexical
items to which (23) may apply.

In analogy with my earlier claims about the syntactic structure of embedded
clauses, I will assume that the demonstrative pronoun #z in a dressed PP-Dem is as a
kind of anticipatory pronoun (cf. section 4.5.1.). In this construction, however, it is
associated with an adjoined PP resulting in the following structure:

(42) dressed PP-Dem
PP
/\
PP PP,
TN T
Dem; P NP P

Of course, this structure does not provide an explanation for the following two
problems. First, why do dressed PP-Dems not pattern the same way as naked PP-
Dems, and the reverse? In other words, why are the phrases in (38) ungrammatical,
and why are the following phrases ungrammatical?:

(43) a. *azon 4t a hidon at
Dem-SUPER over Art bridge-SUPER over
b. *azzal egylitt a fidval egyiitt
Dem-INSTR together Art boy-INSTR together
c. *ahhoz képest a fidhoz  képest

Dem-ALL compared to Art boy-ALL compared to

Second, why do the structures in (36) and (42) render the same semantics? Both naked
and dressed PP-Dems yield a demonstrative construction in the English translation.

I hasten to admit that I do not know the solutions of these problems. However,
the structural dichotomy between dressed and naked PP-Dems unambiguously
shows that they have a different distribution. As a working hypothesis, it is reason-
able to suppose that a successful account of this correlates with the factors causing
the other differences between dressed and naked Ps.

7.3.4. Summary

In this section, I classified the Ps in Hungarian into dressed and naked Ps. This
classification is lexically determined. I examined three differences between these cat-
egories and their maximal projections. () Dressed Ps may be inflected for AGR
when they select a pronominal complement. As a consequence, pro-drop applies in
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“inflected PP‘$‘as well. Naked Ps, on the other hand, may never be inflected. (i) The
complements ‘of dressed Ps appear with the nominative case, whereas the compl-
ements of naked Ps appear with a lexical case. The nominative Case governed by
dressed Ps is a structural default case. (7z7) In the demonstrative construction of the
PP, a dressed P must be repeated, unlike a naked P.

The Ps nélkiil ‘without’ and kil ‘without’ are ambiguous between 2 naked P and
a dressed' P when they select a pronominal complement. These minimal pairs of the
same lexical stems illustrate best that this classification has repetcussions for the
syntax of these categories.

Nélkiil is basically a dressed P. This is clear from the fact that nominal compl-
ements of nélkil appear with the nominative case:

(44) Jénos nélkiil
John-NOM without
‘without John’

Further, »élkil must be doubled when it appears in a demonstrative construction.
Recall that all and only dressed Ps may be doubled in demonstrative constructions:

(45) a nélkil a fia  nélkil
Dem-NOM without the boy without
‘behind that boy’

If nélkiil selects a pronominal complement, it may pattern either as a dressed P

(cf. (46a)) or as a naked P (cf. (46b)):"

© (46) a. (én) nélkiilem b. (én) ndlam nélkiil
I  without-ppAGR1sg I ADESS-AGR1sg without
‘without me’ ‘without me’

So, if nélkil distributes as a dressed P (cf. (46a)), it may be inflected for AGR, its
pronominal complement is nominatively marked, and this complement may be pro.
If #nélkil, however, distributes as a naked P (cf. (46b)), it may not be inflected, its
pronominal complement is assigned lexical (adessive) case, and this complement ap-
pears within a CaseP.

~ Consider now kviil, the opposite case of nélkil. Kiviil belongs basically to the cat-
egory of naked Ps, because its nominal complement is, assigned lexical case, that is
superessive:

“n *Jénos{/_'a’no:on kiviil
John-NOM/John-SUPER without
‘without John’

Further, in'a demonstrative construction k#vi/ patterns as a naked P. It may not
be doubled but it selects an NP-Dem:

(48) a. *a kiviil a fia kivill b. azon a fiin kiviil
Dem-NOM without the boy without = Dem-SUPER Art boy-SUPER without
‘without that boy’

(15) There is some dialectal variation ‘with the distribution of ndlkél. Istvin Kenesei (personal communi-
cation) informs me that in his dialect it may only pattern as a dressed P.
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Howevet, if £#viil selects a pronominal complement it may distribute as a dressed
P as well:

(49) a. () rajtam - kiviil b. (én) kiviilem _
I SUPER-AGRIsg without I  withou-ppAGR1sg
‘without me’ ‘without me’

In (492), kiviil patterns as a naked P. It is inflected for AGR, its pronominal com-
plement bears lexical (superessive) case, and this complement is realized within a
CaseP. In (49b), on the other hand, ksl distributes as a dressed P. It is inflected for
AGR, its pronominal complement is nominatively marked, and this complement
may undergo pro-drop.

In conclusion, the minimal pairs in (46) and (49) demonstrate that switching of
the lexical classification of Ps yields different syntactic properties. The next section
discusses a structuradl asymmetry between PP and NP and its consequences for the
syntax of these categories.

7.4. PP and NP

The categories NP and PP in Hungarian have some properties in common. They
are head-final maximal projections and their heads may bear AGR. There is, how-
ever, a striking difference between these categories. Nouns, contrary to postposi-
tions, have the ability to combine with a determiner (D). This section argues that this

dichotomy has also a structural concomitant which is responsible for some syntactic
differences between NP and PP.

7.4.1. A Structural Dichotomy between PP and NP '

Abney (1985) and Fukui and Speas (1986) have argued that NP has in fact two
‘heads’, a functional head and a lexical head. D acts as the functional head, and N
functions as the lexical head. Abney and Fukui and Speas assume that D, similarly to

other X0-categories, determines its own X’-projection, a DP. Therefore, NP has the -
following structure:

1 DP
T
Spec D’
/\
D NP
T
NP N

Following these references, I will assume that NPs in Hungarian display this.
structure as well (cf. also Szabolcsi (1986) for this claim). Recall that PPs in Hunga-
rian have structure 7.2.(27), here repeated as (2):¢

(2) PP

—
NP P

(16) Ps may also select DPs but Ds may not combine with PPs.
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. Obsetve from a comparison of (1) and (2) that there is a dichotomy in richness of
structure between NP and PP. The former is embedded in a DP, whereas the latter is
not dominated by another category. In the next section, I will show that this struc-
tural dichotomy has some implications for the syntax of these categories.

Let us first determine the structure of the possessive NP in Hungarian.
The following phrases exemplify possessive constructions:

(3) a. a fit hdza b. az (én) hdzam
the boy house-npAGR 3sg theI house-npAGRI1sg
‘the boy’s house’ ‘my house’

Szabolcsi (1981, and subsequent papers) has observed that the noun-possessed of
a possessive NP is inflected for AGR. For example, b4z in (3a) displays person-num-
ber agreement of the third person singular, and it displays person-number agree-
ment of the first person singular in (3b).

Szabolcsi attributes to AGR phrase-structural prominence. Below I will argue,
however, that it is wezk in the sense of chapter two. As a consequence, this morpheme
and the head noun are merged at all levels of representation. Hence, it has no sepat-
ate position in phrase structure. _

This yields then the following structure for possessive NPs:

4) DpP
PN
Spec D’
D NP
/ \
NP N[+AGR]

possessor NP noun-possessed

Let us now turn to a discusssion of some differences between PP and possessive NP.

7.4.2. Some Differences between PP and Possessive NP

This section concentrates on some differences between PP and possessive NP.
These differences bear on Case theory (cf. section 7.4.2.1.), theory of movemens (cf. sec-
tion 7.4.2.2.), and binding theory (cf. section 7.4.2.3.).

7.4.2.1. Case Theory

Szabolcsi (1981) has noted that the possessor NP displays two different case-mar-
ked variants. The phrases in (3) exemplify the nominatively marked variant, whereas
the following phrases show that it may also be marked dazively:

(5) a. a fidmek a hdza b. mekema hézam
the boy-DAT the house-npAGR3sg I-DAT the house-npAGR1sg
‘the boy’s house’ ‘my house’

In the literature (cf. Szabolcsi 1981a, subsequent literature, Kenesei 1985e, and
Kornai 1985), it has been assumed that AGR assigns nominative Case to the posses-



ASYMMETRIES IN HUNGARIAN 215

sor NP. Alternatively, we may also apply the approach of nominative Case argued for
in section 7.3.2.

Nominative is the default case in Hungarian when it occurs in a structural gov-
ernment configuration with a lexical head. In that case, the possessor NP receives its
nominative Case by being in a structural government relation with the head noun.

If AGR has no phrase-structural prominence, then the alternative approach
should be preferred. In general, only lexical items which occupy an mdependent
position in phrase-structure may govern a Case-position.

As to the status of the dative case, there is no consensus. The following argument
supports the hypothesis that it is assigned to the possessor NP within the possessive NP.

A possessive NP with a dative possessor is a single maximal projection, just as a
possessive NP with a nominative possessor. This can be verified with the help of the
focussing test. Focussing may only apply to one single maximal projection and it
triggers Inversion with a prefixed verb (cf. 2.1.(28¢)).

Compare now the following sentences (F = [Spec, CP]):

©6) a [cplgA fia hdza] - [cp égett le]]
the boy house-npAGR3sg burned-AGR3sg down
‘It was the house of the boy which burned down.’
b. [CP [F A fiinak a héza] ’ [CP égett 16‘]]
the boy-DAT the house-npAGR3sg  burned-AGR3sg down
‘It was the house of the boy which burned down.’

The prefix /e remains stranded with the focussing of both variants of the posses-
sive NP."” This implies that the dative possessor NP (cf. (6b)), similatly to the nomi-
native possessor NP (cf. (6a)), forms a single maximal projection with its noun-
possessed. Therefore, it is reasonable to suppose that the dative case, just as the nom-
inative case, originates from a governor internal to the possessive NP.

The leading idea behind Case theory is that there is a one-to-one correspondence
between Cases and governors (cf. Chomsky 1981, and Kayne 1984)."* Each Case is
related to a different governor. Consequently, each Case is assigned in a different
structural position.

The nominative Case of the possessor NP is assigned in the [NP, NP] under gov-
ernment by N. Note that there is still only one position left in which the possessor
NP can get dative case, namely, the [Spec, DP]. Let us therefore assume that the
dative Case of the possessor NP is assigned in this position under government by D.

This is supported by the fact that the order of the possessor NP and the D is re-
versed with the dative variant of the possessor NP. With its nominative variant, the

(17) This parallelism between the two variants of the possessive NP breaks down if the possessor NP is
pronominal. A pronominal dative possessor may not be taken along when the possessive NP is focussed.
Compare (6b) with (ib):

(1) a. [p Az én hdzam] égett le
theI house-npAGR1sg burned-AGR3sg down
‘It is my house that burned down.’
b. *[r Nekem a hdzam] égett le
I-DAT the house-np-AGR1sg burned-AGR3sg down

(18) There are some exceptions to this idealization. For example, Kayne (1984: ch. 5) argues that Vand P

in English govern in the same way, that is, both categories may assign Case structurally.
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D precedes the possessor NP, whereas it is vice versa with the dative variant (cf. (3)
and (5)). Following Szabolcsi (1986e), I will assume that movement of the possessor
NP from its base-generated [NP, NP] into the [Spec, DP] accounts for the order of
these categories with the dative variant. This moved NP gets the dative Case-feat-
ures in its landing-site (cf. also the next section). »

If this approach to the dative-marking of the possessor NP is on the right track,
then we expect that the NP-complement of PP cannot appear with a dative case. The’
ungrammaticality of the sentences (7b) and (8b) shows that this is indeed the case:"®

(7) a. Jdnos mogott (8) a. (én) mogsrrem
John-NOM behind I  behind-ppAGR-1sg
‘behind John’ ‘behind me’
b. *Jdnosnak mogote(e) b. *nekem mégottem
John-DAT behind-ppAGR3sg I-DAT behind-ppAGR3sg

In sum, the possessor NP may be marked both nominatively and datively, in con-
trast to the NP-complement of a PP. The latter may only appear with the nomina-
tive case. This dichotomy is due to the fact that possessive NPs, unlike PPs, contain
a DP-projection which provides a separate structural position, that is [Spec, DP], for
dative-marking by D.. '

Let us now turn to the theory of movement in relation to possessive NPs and PPs.
7.4.2.2. Theory of Movement

Szabolcsi (1981a) has obsetved that some types of possessor NPs, such as the
Wh-possessor &7 ‘who’ or the NP-Dem possessor, may only occur with a dative case.

Let us first examine the case of Wh-possessor NPs.

(I) Observe the following phrases:

(9) a. *[DP a [NP ki héza]] b. [DP kinek a [NP z héza]]
: the  who house-npAGR3sg who-DAT the house-npAGR3sg
‘whose house?’ ‘whose house?’

According to Szabolesi (1986e), the Wh-possessor NP £i cannot remain in its
base-generated [NP, NP] (cf. (92)) but must be moved into the [Spec, DP] (cf. (9b)).
Furthermore, Szabolcsi obsetves that such Wh-phrases must land in the Focus-posi-
tion (= [Spec, CP]), that is, in the canonical position of Wh-phrases in Hungarian (cf.
2.1.(28d)). This may be established in two ways. Either the darive Wh-possessor leaves
. its possessive NP stranded (cf. (10a)) or the possessive NP is pied-piped (cf. (10b)):

(10) a. [cp Kinek gyijtottdk meg [pp ¢ a [yp ¢ hdzdt]]] ‘
who-DAT set-AGR3pl on fire petf the house-npAGR3sg-ACC
“Whose house was set on fire?’

, 2

b. [cp [pp Kinek a hdzdt] gyijtottdk meg 7]
who-DAT the house-npAGR3sg-ACC set-AGR3pl perf
“Whose house was set on fire?’

(19) Some poets and writers in the nineteenth century used a dative marked NP-complement in dressed
PPs. In modern Hungarian, these constructions are no longer productive (cf. Maricz 1986¢).
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The derivation of these sentences runs as follows. .
Suppose that D L-marks NP, whete L-marking is defined as in 6.4.(2), hete repeat-
edas (11):

(11) L-marking: oL L-marks B iff ot is a lexical category that 6-governs

This is not an unreasonable assumption, because D determines, for instance, the
definiteness of an NP. In that case, NP does not constitute a barrier for movement of
the possessor NP into the [Spec, DP]. This then yields (9b). Furthermore, V L-
marks its accusative object. In (10), this is the possessive NP kinek a hizdt. Hence,
further movement of the dative Wh-possessor into the [Spec, CP] is allowed. This
covers the grammatical result in (10a).

In sum, the [Spec, DP] setves as a landing-site and an escape-hatch for possessor
movement. PPs do not possess such a position. Hence, Wh-complements of PPs can-
not be scrambled out of their maximal projection (cf. (12a), (13a)). In order to satisfy
the requirement that Wh-phrases must land in Focus (=[Spec, CP]), only the pied-
piping option is available for PPs (cf. (12b), (13b)):

(12) a. *Jénos [cp [g min] futkdrozott [pp 2 kiviil]]
John what-SUPER ran-AGR3sg about  outside
b. Janos [cp [ [pp min - kivil]] futkdrozott 7]
John what-SUPER outside ran-AGR3sg
‘Outside what was John running about?’
(13) a. *Mari [CP [F kl] alle : [PP t mb'gb'tt]]
Mary who stood-AGR3sg  behind
b. Mari [cp [g [pp i migo]] 4lle- 1]
Mary who behind stood-AGR3sg

‘Behind who did Maty stand?’

Note, incidentally, that the obligatory movement of who-possessor NPs does not
apply for logistic reasons like Fiengo and Higginbotham’s (1981) Specificity Constraint.

This constraint states that a specific NP may not contain a quantified expression.
However, other quantified possessor NPs may have both a nominative and a dative
variant such as which-possessor NPs:

(14) a. [p melyik fi# anyja]
which boy mother-npAGR 3sg
‘which boy’s mother?’
b. [pp Melyik fisnak  az [p t anyjal]
which boy-DAT the mother-npAGR 3sg
“Which boy’s mother?’

(II) The NP-Dem possessor may only appear with the dative case, like a who-pos-
sessor NP:

(1 5) a. *[NP [NP-Dem az a ﬁﬁ] anyja]
that the boy mother-npAGR3sg
b. [pp [NP-Dem #7271k a fignak] [Nptaz anyja]] -
that-DAT the boy-DAT the mother-npAGR3sg
‘that boy’s mother’ :
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Recall that an NP-Dem may not be embedded in a dressed PP. Hence, the un-
grammaticality of 7.3.(38b), here repeated as (16):

(16) *[pp [NP-Dem 2z 2 hdz] mogé]
that the house behind

The dative-marking of NP-Dem cannot save this phrase, like in the case of a pos-
sessive NP (cf. (15)). Rather, the grammatical counterpart of a PP-Dem involves
doubling of the P (cf. 7.3.(40b)):

(17) a. *[pp.pem annak  a hdznak mogote(e)]
that-DAT the house-DAT behind-ppAGR3sg
b. [pp.Dem@ mogott a hdz mébgoer]
that behind the house behind
‘behind that house’

The dichotomy between the pair in (15) on the one hand and the pair (16)-(172)
on the other hand is covered if possessive NPs but not PPs possess a Spec of DP
which serves as a landing-site and which may serve as a Case-position for NP-Dem
Ppossessors.

So in general +NP-complement of a PP may not be separated from its head linearly.
Howevet, in some cases a P and its complement may form a discontinuous category:

(18) Jédnos 4t ment & hidon ‘
John across went the bridge-SUPER
‘John went across the bridge.’

Following Ackerman (1984), I will assume these categories are not derived by an
application of move-0 but they are the result of a lexical ‘restructuring’. This affects
the V and the P yielding a complex verb (V') which subcategorizes for an NP-compl-
ement (cf. section 4.4.). The following arguments provide empirical evidence for this.

() This lexical restructuring is dependent on the /Jexica/ properties, like subcat-
egorization requirements, of these categories.

The verb megy ‘go’, which is directional, subcategorizes for a directional PP in
(18). This allows the formation of a complex verb that governs an NP with lexical
superessive. The formation of a complex verb is blocked, however, if the PP is a time
adverbial. As a consequence, the P and its NP-complement cannot be separated:

(19) a. Jénos ment [pp egy héten 4t]
John walked-AGR3sg a week-SUPER for
‘John walked for a week.’
b. *Jdnos [yr4t ment] egy héten

John for walked-AGR3sg a week-SUPER

(#7) The lexical combination of P and V may feed morpholexical rules such as Nom-
inalization with the suffix -ds/é (cf. 3.3.3.(II)):

(20) 2. [Npaz dtmenés ]a hidon]]
the across-go-NOMI the bridge-SUPER
“The going across the bridge’
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b. [ypa hidon valé dtmenés)
the bridge-SUPER be-part.pres. actoss-go-NOMI
“The going across the bridge’

In (20), the attachment of -& to the complex verb #tmegy turns it into the noun
dtmenés. This noun projects into an NP with its NP-complement to the right (cf.
(202)). The insertion of the dummy participium »#/§ ‘being’ may transform this
phrase into a left-branching structure (cf. (20b)). Note that in both cases the NP-
complement gets a lexical superessive case, similarly to the NP-complement of the
complex verb dimegy in (18).

(72z7) Ackerman (1984) has observed that the verb kerekedik ‘arise’ and the dressed
P f5l¢ ‘above’ may constitute a complex verb:

(21) a. Péter kerekedett  [pp Jdnos f5lé]
Peter arose-AGR3sg  John above
‘Peter beated John.’
b. Péter [y foléje kerekedett]  Janosnak
Peter above-ppAGR3sg arose-AGR3sg John-DAT
‘Peter got the better of John.’

Observe from the comparison between (21a) and (21b) that the dressed P is in-
flected for AGR of the third person singular, the P-V combination receives an idio-
matic sense and the NP-complement appears with a lexical dative in the complex
verb construction. If this verb would be created by an application of move-Q., then it
remains puzzling why its base-generated variant cannot exist:

(22) *Péter kerekedett [pp Jdnosnak folé(je)]
Peter arose-AGR3sg John-DAT above-ppAGR3sg

(7v) Consider the following sentences:

(23) a. J4nos [y neki ment] a falnak
John  into went-AGR3sg the wall-DAT
‘John run into the wall.’
b. Jinosa  falnak [y’ neki ment]
John the wall-DAT into went-AGR3sg

c. *Janos [y neki ment] nekem
John into went-AGR3sg DAT-AGR 1sg
d. Jénos [y nekem ment]

John DAT-AGR 1sg went-AGR3sg
‘John run into me.’

The lexical item neki is ambiguous between a prefix ‘into’ and an inflected dative
CaseP meaning ‘to him’ (see, section 4.4.2.). In both cases, neki patterns as a VM in
the sense of Ackerman and Komlésy (1984).

In (23a) and (23b), the prefix neki combines with the verb megy into the complex
verb nekimegy. This verb governs a lexical dative NP. If this NP is a pronominal item,
then the construction yields an ungrammatical resule (cf. (22¢)). However, the spel-
ling out of AGR on neki renders this sentence grammatical (cf. (22d)). This implies
that it may satisfy subcategorization requirements when it is inflected for AGR.
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Observe now the following paradigm with the dressed P migé ‘behind’:

(24) A fit [pp ez asztal migd] 4llt
the boy  the table behind stood-AGR3sg
“The boy went and stood behind the table.’
b. A - fid [y migé 4lle] az asztalnak
the boy behind stood-AGR3sg the table-DAT
“The boy went and stood behind the table.’

c. *A fid [y migé 4lle] nekem
the boy  behind stood-AGR3sg DAT-AGR3sg
d. A fid [y migém alle]

- the boy behind-ppAGR1sg stood- AGR?)sg
“The boy went and stood behind me.’

Mig¢ may form a complex verb with the verb #// (cf. (24b)). This verb assigns its
 NP-complement a lexical dative case. Note that this NP may not be a pronominal
item (cf. (24c¢)) but it is expressed by AGR on the P (cf. (24d)). Hence, an inflected
P patterns the same as an inflected CaseP (cf. (23)). The parallel distribution bet-
ween these categories supports the hypothesis that migé act as a VM in this para-
digm. Hence, the discontinuous PP in (23b) is the result of a lexical rule.
Summarizing, the possessor NP may be moved within its possessive NP and it
may be extracted from this category, unlike the NP-complement of a PP. This dicho-
tomy is due to the fact that possessive NPs but not PPs contain a DP-projection
which provides a landing-site and an escape-hatch for the moved possessor NP. An
NP-complement of a2 PP, however, may get ‘scrambled’ out of this category only
when its head has already merged with a verb in the lexicon.

7.4.2.3. Binding Theory

This section examines binding theory with respect to PPs and possessive NPs.
Let us first discuss binding with possessive NPs.
Consider the following sentences:

(25) a. ?*Jdnos litta [ppa [npmage anyjit]l
John saw-AGR3sg the himself mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
John saw his mother.’ '
b. A fidk litedk [np egymds  anyjit] '
the boys saw-AGR3pl  each other mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
“The boys saw each other’s mothers.’

These sentences demonstrate that lexical items which meet Binding Principle A
(cf. 5.3.4.(32)) do not pattern alike in the [NP, NP] position of a possessive NP2

(20) This is also the case in English (cf. (1)) 2nd Dutch (cf. (i1)):
(i) a. *Jobn saw himself’s mother (i) a. *Jan zag zichzelf’s moeder .
b. The boys saw each other'’s mother John saw himselfs mother
b. De jongens zagen elkaays =~ moeder
The boys saw each other’s mother
Reflexives are not allowed in the complement position of possessive NPs (cf. the (a)-sentences), in con-
trast to reciprocals (cf. the (b)-sentences).
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Reflexive anaphors are not allowed in'this position (cf. (25a)), unlike reciprocal
anaphors (cf. (25b)).*

Consider now the distribution of lexical items Wthh are restricted by Binding
Principle B (cf. 5.3.4.(3b)).

Compare the following sentence:

(26) Jdnos latea [pp az [p 2*9/pro anyjac]]
John saw-AGR3sg the he mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
John saw his mother.’

This sentence demonstrates that an overt pronoun yields a rather ungrammatical
result when it is bound in the [NP, NP] position of the possessive NP. This has, how-
ever, nothing to do with restrictions on binding theory but is an instance of the
Awoid Pronoun Principle (cf. section 4.2.2.). An overt pronoun is omitted when it is
recoverable from AGR.

" Hungarian is pro-drop in possesswe NPs (cf. section 5.3.4.3.). AGR in possesive
NPs has the ability to sanction pro in the position of the possessor NP. Hence, it is
the pronominal item relevant for binding theory. Note that pro may be bound by a c-
commanding antecedent within possessive NPs. This antecedent may also be a
quantified expression (cf. section 5.3.4.3.):

(27) a. Ki litta [pp 2z [p pro anyjit]]
who saw-AGR3sg ~ the - he mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
‘Who saw his mother?’
b. Mindenki 1itta {pp az [np pro anyijit]]
everyone saw-AGR3sg  the ~ his mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
‘Everyone saw bis mother.’

The following descriptive ‘generalizations capture the distribution of anaphors
and pronominals in possessive NPs:

(28) a. Anaphors: Reciprocals are allowed in the [NP, NP] position of possessive NPs,
reflexives are not -

b. Pronominal: pro can be bound by an antecedent outside the possessive NP

(21) The reflexive anaphor maga consists of the stem mag-, which originally meant ‘body’, and person-
number agreement. This phrase can sanction a pro-complement:
(i) (é) magam
I self-AGRlsg

‘myself’
Instead of maga, the anaphor sa74# ‘his own, her own’ must be employed to render (252) grammatical:
(ii) Jdnos lattd [ppa [npsajét - anyjicl}

John saw-AGR3sg  the  his own mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
Jobn saw his own mother.’
Sajdt may also be inflected for AGR. The pronoun,-however, may not be spelled out:
(iii) az (*én) sajitom
the I own-AGR1sg
‘my own’
Besides simple reflexive anaphors, like maga and sajét, Hungarian also possesses some complex anaphors,
such as szjdtmaga (his own-himself, her own-herself) ‘he himself, she herself’, or inmaga ‘he himself, she her-
self’. These anaphors often function as intensifiers. Their distribution requires further investigation.
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Let us now discuss binding in PPs. Consider first the case of dressed PPs. Dressed
PPs are only inflected for AGR if their NP-complement is pronominal. Hence, it is
absent with anaphotic complements.

Compare the following sentences:

(29) a. Jinos lenézett [pp maga mellé]
John down-looked-AGR3sg  himself beside
John looked down beside bimself.
b. A figk lenéztek [pp egymds mell€]
the boys down-looked-AGR3pl  each other beside
“The boys looked down beside each other.

These sentences show that both a reflexive (cf. (292)) and a reciprocal (cf. (29b))
may be bound in dressed PPs.

Let us replace the anaphor by a pronominal. The pronominal item relevant for
the binding theory is pro with dressed PPs, like with possessive NPs. Consider:

(30) a. *Jdnos lenézett [pp pro melléje]

John down-looked-AGR3sg he beside-ppAGR3sg
John looked down beside bim.’

b. *Ki nézett le  [pp pro melléje]
who looked-AGR3sg down he beside-ppAGR3sg
‘Who looked down beside him.’

c. *Mindenki lenézett - [pp pro melléje]
everyone down-looked-AGR3sg  he beside-ppAGR3sg
‘Everyone looked down beside bim.’

These sentences demonstrate that pro must be disjoint in reference with an ante-
cedent outside the PP. Let us turn to naked PPs. Consider first the distribution of
anaphors:

(3l) a. Jdnos becsiiletes [pp magdval szemben]
John honest himself-INSTR opposite
John is honest with himself.
b. A fisk becsiiletesek [pp egymdssal szemben]
the boys honest each other opposite
“The boys are honest with each other.’

Both the teflexive and reciprocal may be bound in the complement position of a
naked PP. Let us substitute a pronominal for the anaphors:

(32) a. *Jdnos becsiiletes [pp vele szemben]

John honest he-INSTR opposite
* Jobn is honest with bim.’

b. *Ki becsiiletes [pp vele szemben]
who honest he-INSTR opposite
*'Who is honest with him.’

. *Mindenki becsiiletes [pp vele szemben]
everyone honest he-INSTR opposite
*’Eyeryone is honest with him.’

Note from this paradigm that a pronoun cannot be coreferential with a c-com-
manding antecedent.



ASYMMETRIES IN HUNGARIAN 223

Let us summarize the distribution of binding phenomena with PPs. The follow-
ing generalizations hold both for dressed and naked PPs:

(33) a. Anaphors: Reflexives and reciprocals may appeat in the [NP, PP] position of PPs
b. Pronominal: A pronominal in PPs (pro in dressed PPs and overt pronoun in na-
ked PPs) is disjoint in reference with an antecedent outside the PP

Note from a comparison between (27) and (32) that an anaphor, except the recip-
rocal, is in complementary distribution with a pronominal. A reflexive anaphor, un-
like pro, may not be bound in possessive NPs. In PPs, we find the opposite. How do
we account for this distribution?

Chomsky (1981) characterizes the locality conditions for bound anaphors and

pronominals in terms of the notion governing category. We will define governing categ-
ory as follows:

(34) Governing Category: O.is a governing catégory for B if and only if o is the minimal
IP (CP) or NP containing B, a governor of B, and a SUBJECT accessible to

SUBJECT includes AGR of finite sentences, the subject of an infinitive sentence
and the complement (i.e. genitive specifier) of an NP. Furthermore, it is an opacity
factor for binding theory when it acts as the accessible SUBJECT.”

The Binding Principles for anaphors and pronominals are the following (cf. sec-

tion 5.3.4.):

(35) a. Binding Principle A: An anaphor must be bound in its governing category
b. Binding Principle B: A pronominal is free in its governing categoty

These principles reflect the complementary distribution between bound anaphors
and pronominals. An anaphor must be bound precisely in the domain in which a
pronominal is free.

Let -us first determine what the govetning category is for anaphors and pronom-
inals in Hungarian PPs and possessive NPs.

(32) does not distinguish between dressed and naked PPs. In both types of PPs,
an anaphor may be bound by a higher antecedent and a pronominal must be disjoint
in reference with this antecedent. Hence, AGR does not function as an accessible
SUBJECT in PPs. It does not create an opaque domain. This means that the gover-
ning category for bound items in PPs is the finite sentence which contains the PP.
The subject of this sentence functions as the accessible SUBJECT.

From this it follows that the anaphors in (29) and (31) are bound in their govet-
ning category, i.e. CP, satisfying Binding Principle A. Hence, these sentences are
grammatical. The pronominals in (30) and (32) are bound in their governing categ-
ory, i.e. CP, as well. This yields, however, a violation of Binding Principle B render-
ing these sentences ungrammatical.

(22) Accessibility is based on the following filter
() I/1 condition
*[0......] where ¢ and P bear the same index
The notion of accessible is defined as follows:

(ii) @ is accessible to P if and only if P is in the c-command domain of 0., and assignment to B of the index
of 0L would not violate (i)
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Let us consider now the governing category for anaphors and pronominals in pos-
sessive NPs.

Generalization (28a) states that a split occurs between reflexives and reciprocals
in possessive NPs. Reciprocals are allowed, in contrast with reflexives. Hence, the
former pattern in the same way as reciprocals in PPs (cf. (33a)). AGR therefore is not
an accessible SUBJECT in possessive NPs either.

Note furthermore that the structure of possessive NPs with reflexives differs fun-
damentally from the structure of such NPs with reciprocals (cf. (252) and (25b)).
The former contains a D, unlike the latter. The following sentences show that this
determiner may not be omitted in possessive NPs with reflexives but it may not be
spelled out in possessive NPs with reciprocals:

(36) a. *Jinos litta [np maga  anyjit]
John saw-AGR3sg himself mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
b. ?*A  fisk latedk [ppaz [Np egymds  anyjit]] :
the boys saw-AGR3pl the = each other mother-npAGR3sg-ACC

This suggests that possessive NPs with reflexives are DPs but that possessives
with reciprocals are simple NPs.?

If D acts as an accessible SUBJECT, the generahzatlons in (33) fall into place.
The governing category for reflexives in possessive NPs is DP, because D may func-
tion as an accessible SUBJECT. Observe now that there is no suitable antecedent -
available in that category, yielding a violation of Bmdmg Principle A. Hence, the
ungrammatlcahty of (25a).

The governing category for small pro in possessive NPs is the same as for the refle-
xive. This implies that pro is free in its governing category, that is, DP, satisfying Bin-
ding Principle B. As a consequence, the sentences in (26) and (27) are grammatical.

The governing category for the reciprocal in possessive NPs cannot be DP. Struc-
turally, such possessive NPs are, by absence of D, NPs. Therefore, the finite sentence
containing this NP functions as the governing category for a reciprocal in a posses-
sive NP. In this sentence, the reciprocal can find an antecedent, namely, the subject.
This satisfies Binding Principle A, yielding the grammatical sentence (25b).

So far I have argued that D but not AGR is an opacity factor for binding theory
in Hungarian. The question then arises how we can account for this result without
making ad-hoc stipulations.

Suppose we allow an extension of the notion mb/ect in the sense of Chomsky (1981:
38). According to this concept, a subject is an NP in a configuration [g NP XP], where
XP stands for any maximal projection. Let us assume now that not only NPs but all
categories at the position of NP are a structural subject in this configuration.

(23)The former claim is also supported by the fact that an anaphor may not appear as a dative possessor NP:
(i) *Jdnos litta [pp magdnak az {yp # anyjécl}
John saw-AGR3sg  himself-DAT the mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
This sentence is ruled out as a Binding Principle A violation, because the trace of maga, bemg anapbhoric,
is not bound in its governing category NP.
The claim with respect to the structure of possessive NPs with reciprocals is somewhat weakened by the
fact that (36b) improves when the reciprocal appears as a dative possessor NP:
(i) PA fiik  lintdk egymdsnak (az) anyjat
the boys saw-AGR3pl each other-DAT the mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
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Therefore, D is a structural subject in possessive NPs. Compare 7.4.(4), here re-
peated as (37):

(37 DP
/\
Spec D
T
D NP

T~
NP N[+AGR]
| !

possessor NP noun-possessed

In this structure, D is a sister of the topmost NP. Hence, it is a subject in the ex-
tended sense.

Let us incorporate this notion of subject into binding theory. In the literature, it
has been claimed that different categories may be opacity factors across languages in-
cluding, among others, I in English (cf. Chomsky 1981), C in Dutch (cf. Koster
1987), and AGR in Turkish IPs, and NPs, (cf. George and Kornfilt 1981). It is of
course rather unattractive from a theoretical point of view to have a list with various

“unrelated opacity factors. The comparison between AGR in Turkish NPs and Hun-
garian NPs may shed some light on what kind of generalization is involved.

Kornfilt (1984) has argued that a full-fledged AGR in Turkish heads the categ-
ory which contains it. As a consequence, AGR assigns (genitive) Case and it acts as
an accessible SUBJECT in NPs. AGR in Hungarian NPs, however, does not have
these properties.

Note that these differences correlate with the fact that AGR in Turkish but not
in Hungarian has phrase-structural prominence, that is, it is a structural subject in-
the extended sense. Suppose now that this category may function as an accessible
subject. Hence, AGR in Turkish NPs is an opacity factor, in contrast with its Hun-
garian counterpart.

This interpretation of accessible subject thus provides some insight into the
question why various types of categories, such as I in English, C in Dutch, D in
Hungarian, and AGR in Turkish may be opacity factors. These categories are struc-
tural subjects in the extended sense. :

7.4.2.4. Summary

This section examined some differences between PPs and possessive NPs. The
NP-complement of possessive NPs may be marked dative, it may be extracted from
its category, and it may not be a reflexive anaphor, unlike the NP-complement of
PPs. These differences originate from the fact that possessive NPs, contraty to PPs,
may contain a DP, the projection of a D. The Spec of DP provides a Case-position in
which dative Case-assignment applies, and it serves as a landing-site and escape-
hatch for moved possessor NPs. Furthermore, the D, being external to the NP, is a
structural subject functioning as an opacity factor for binding theory.
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AGR does not act as an accessible SUBJECT in Hungarian.** It cannot turn an
NP or PP into an opaque domain, contrary to AGR in Turkish. Hence, it does not
have phrase-structural prominence, unlike in Turkish. This indicates that we have to
do with a cliticized morpheme in Hungarian. In the next section, I will provide sup-
portt for this claim by comparing inflected PPs in Hungarian and Irish.

7.5. A Typology of Inflected PP

In the preceding section, I argued that AGR in Hungarian has no phrase-struc-
tural prominence. The question then arises what the status of this morpheme is in
this language.

I will demonstrate that AGR is agreement in a traditional sense. Its function is to
reflect the person-number categories of the NP-complement on the head. I will pro-
vide empirical evidence for this hypothesis by examining a dichotomy between in-
flected PPs in Hungarian and Irish.

In Hungatian, AGR in inflected PPs may always cooccur with an overt comple-
ment, provided that it is a pronominal (cf. section 7.3.1.):

(1) a. (én) mogdttem b. (8) mégotte c. Jdnos mégott
I behind-ppAGR1sg he behind-ppAGR3sg John behind
‘behind me’ ‘behind him’ ‘behind John’

McCloskey and Hale (1983) have observed that Irish displays so-called ‘pronom:-
nal prepositions’. These are simply prepositions inflected for AGR with their pro-
nominal subjects (cf. (2b) and (3b)). AGR may not cooccur with an overt comple-
ment in such PPs. Hence, the illformedness of (2¢) and (3¢c): '

(2) a. le Miire (3) a. le iad/siad

with Mary with them/they
‘with Mary’ ‘with them’

b. lé b. leofa
with~-AGR 3sg with-AGR3pl
‘with her’ ‘with them’

c. *léi Miire c. *leofa 1ad/said
with-AGR3sg Mary with-AGR3p! them/they

(Hale and McCloskey (1984), (41))

These examples show that there is a complementary distribution between an
overt subject NP-complement and AGR in inflected PPs.

(24) CasePs with a pro-complement pattern the same as dressed PPs. A pro subject is disjoint in reference
to a c-commanding antecedent:

(i) a. *Jdnos beszéit [ casep P10 6la}

John spoke-AGR3sg he DELAT-AGR3sg
*’Jobn spoke about him.’

b. *K: beszéic [ casep Pro réla}
who spoke-AGR3sg he DELAT-AGR3sg
**Who spoke about him.’

¢. *Mindenki beszéit {asep Pro t6la)
everyone spoke-AGR3sg he DELATG-AGR3sg
*Everyone spoke about bim.’

This paradigm also supports the claim that AGR is not an opacity factor in Hungarian.
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Hale (1988) treats this merging of AGR and P as an instance of Incorporation in
the sense of Baker (1988). The person-number inflection is a pronominal heading a
DP in the complement position of PP. This pronominal head may move to the head
of the PP as an instance of head-movement. Hence, AGR in inflected PPs is iden-
tical with the NP-complement. : ,

Hale’s analysis immediately accounts for the fact why a complement may not be
overtly present. Incorporation in Irish is the result of a syntactic rule which leaves a
trace in the complement position of the PP. This excludes the realization of an overt
syntactic NP in that position. ' _

If AGR in Irish is affected by a syntactic rule, then this cannot be the case in
Hungarian. Therefore, the merging of AGR and P is a lexical rule in that language.
With inflected PPs, it is conditioned by the feature [+pron]. Only pronominals may
trigger AGR in this category.

AGR in Hungarian does not differ from its countetpare in Irish in terms of the
morphology of incorporation. Lexical and syntactic incotporation, the same morpho-
logical forms. The difference is that lexical incorporation cannot leave a trace, since
only syntactic rules can produce traces. Hence, the possibility of spelling out an
overt NP in Hungarian but not in Irish.

In conclusion, the status of AGR in Hungarian PPs is different from the status of
prepositional inflection in Irish. In the latter, inflection is literally identified with
the argument. It has been incorporated from the complement position in syntax. In
the former, on the other hand, inflection merely agrees with the subject complement
and it is already merged with the head in the lexicon.

This then yields a #ypology of inflected PPs. In languages with a syntactically in-
corporated AGR, the NP-complement may not be spelled out, whereas in languages
with a lexically incorporated AGR, an overt NP-complement may cooccur with this
morpheme. Irish provides an instance of the former type. Hungarian, on the other
hand, is an instance of the latter type.

7.6. Conclusions

This chapter provided empirical evidence for the following claims:

(?) The syntax of PPs and NPs unambiguously demonstrates that maximal major
categories are specified as ‘head-final’ in Hungarian with respect to the Head Param-
eter. This supports the hypothesis that Hungarian is an SOV-language (cf. section 2.2.).

(77) PPs and NPs differ in richness of structure. NPs may contain a D which sets
up it own X'-projection, a DP. This is responsible for the fact that (possessive) NPs
pattern differently from PPs in relation to Case theory, the theoty of movement, and
binding theory.

(#i1) Furthermore, I isolated the properties of AGR in Hungarian by comparing
dressed PPs, naked PPs, and possessive NPs. It displays the following properties:

(a) It has no phrase-structural prominence. In other words, AGR does not func-
tion as the head of the category which contains it.
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- () AGR is not a'structural Case-assigner, because a structural nominative Case
also occurs in dressed PPs where it is lacking (cf. section 7.3.2.). Hence, a rule for
.nominative Case-assignment is independently required in this context. Further-
more, if AGR acts as the head of a category it assigns genitive Case, as in Turkish
(cf. Kornfilt 1984), rather than nominative Case.

- (i7) AGR does not function as an accessible SUBJECT for binding theory

(cf. section 7.4.2.3.). It is an opacity factor only when it heads a categoty, like in’
Turkish (cf. Kornfilt 1984).

(b) AGR in Hungarian is agreement in a traditional sense.

- (i) It merely reflects the person-number features of the subject NP-comple-
ment. AGR is not the argument itself, such as in Irish (cf. section 7.5.). Hence, it
may cooccur with an overt NP. This implies that the merging of AGR and an X©
is a Jexical phenomenon.

- (#) These properties support the hypothesis that person-number complexes are
weak in Hungarian (cf. chapter two). They are bound morphemes that must merge
with a lexical category. Therefore, these complexes cannot determine an X’-pro-
jection by their own.

(c) AGR identifies a non-overt pro subject.

- Small pro is allowed in dressed but not in naked PPs. This supports Rizzi’s
(1986) theory on the local recovery of pro (cf. section 4.2.4.). The feature specifica-
tion of pro is licit in dressed PPs, because it is recoverable from AGR on the P
(cf. section 7.3.1.). The structural sanctioning of pro is also covered in dressed
PPs. Dressed Ps assign a structural (nominative) Case to their NP-complements
(cf. section 7.3.2.). Therefore, the following configuration captures the distribu-
tion of pro-drop in Hungarian:®

@ XP

pro X0[+AGR]
structural Case

where X0 = V, dressed P, N or Case

(25) E. Kiss (1987a) assumes that long Left Dislocation involves a resumptive p#o at the empty argument

position (cf. chapter 6, note 5 for discussion of this phenomenon). This occurrence of pro does not correspond

_ with its distribution in Hungarian (cf. (1)). Since the antecedent (the long left-discolated NP) of this empty

category is not its structural sister. Hence, either Rizzi’s (1986) theory of pro is too restrictive or long Left
Dislocation does not involve small pro. I will leave this problem for further reseatch.”



8. GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

Up until recently the study of Hungarian has been guided by the view that it isa
language with rather specific properties which do not turn up in other languages. I
will refer to this as the Hangarian-as-a-different-language-doctrine. This doctrine origi-
nates from a mixture of cultural, historical and linguistic factors.

Under the influence of romanticism, a national movement arose in nineteenth
century Hungary, which was in search of the own identity of the Hungarian people.
One way to reach this goal was to stress the special character of the Hungarian lan-
guage. This tendency was strengthened by the fact that Hungarian, a language of
Finno-Ugric origin, was surrounded by non-related Germanic, Slavic and Romance
languages.

Staal (1986: 274-275) noted that the western tradition with respect to the study
of language has been word-oriented. Language has been considered as a collection of
words. De Haan (1988), for example, notes that this view has strongly determined
the linguistic research on the West-Germanic language Frisian up till quite recently.

In Hungary, a country belonging to the western cultural sphere, this view has been
popular as well. This may be observed from the fact that grammar books on Hunga-
rian mainly contain long lists of morphological paradigms. It is often claimed that
this covers the whole language-structure.

These cultural historical factors have been reinforced by some striking properties
of Hungarian, such as free word order, its agglutinative nature and the fixed Focus-
position, which are often absent from familiar European languages.

In recent theoretically oriented research, a further pitfall was the fact that it was
confronted almost exclusively with English. It was, however, ovetlooked that the po-
sition of English among the Germanic languages is rather unique (cf. Koster 1988).
Only English has ‘strong’ auxiliaries, no movement of the main verb, and so on. Syn-
tactically, Hungarian resembles rather the Germanic languages Dutch, Frisian and
German. Hence, the comparison of Hungarian with these or the Slavic languages
makes it look far less “exotic”.

The Hungarian-as-a-different-language-doctrine has been most cleatly represen-
ted in the work of E. Kiss. According to E. Kiss, the role of phrase structure in Hun-
garian is fudamentally different from its role in English. She claims (cf. E. Kiss
1987a: 250) that: “In the type represented by English, phrase structure configura-
tions encode lexical structure, and logical relations are expressed on a virtual level, in
the type of languages represented by Hungarian, phrase structure encodes logical re-
lations, and lexical structure exists merely in the form of a virtual structure (if at
all).” Thus, according to this view, the phrase structure of Hungarian does not ex-
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press the familiar structural subject-predicate partitioning of the sentence, as in En-
glish.

It was argued in this study that the treatment of Hungarian-as-a-different-lan-
.guage is rather unmotivated for both theoretical and empirical reasons. Therefore,
the setting of “deep” parameters, like Configurationality Parameters, which have the
. effect of destroying the structural subject-predicate partitioning of the sentence,
should be rejected.

Our approach was guided by the idea of an abstract and fairly uniform underlying
structure across languages. This research strategy has proven to be fruitful for the study
of UG. We defended the claim that all languages have a similar phrase structure at
the proper level of abstraction. From this hypothesis an insightful and empirically
motivated analysis of Hungarian phrase structure ensues.

The idea of an abstract and fairly uniform undetlying structure across languages
dictates Hungarian to be configurational, because configurational languages are
well-attested. This represents the null-hypothesis, although some of its properties,
like subject-object symmetries, are apparently in conflict with such a structure.

In a configurational phrase structure, the subject occupies a different position
than the object. The object is dominated by the VP, whereas the subject is external
to this maximal projection:

1) Sentence
Subject VP
Object v

Languages with this structure display subject-object asymmetries. These pheno-
mena also appear in Hungarian (cf. chapter five). This indicates that its phrase struc-
ture is configurational.

It is rather surprising that subject-object asymmetries have been reported so poot-
ly in the linguistic literature of Hungarian, particularly, if we take into account that
they probably belong to the best documented language-universals." E. Kiss (1981c)
observed an asymmetry with reflexive binding, and Horvath (1981) did the same
with WCO. Apart from the cases listed in chapter five, no other convincing subject-
object asymmetry has been discussed.? This is, in my view, due to the Hungarian-as-
a-different-language-doctrine. The idea of an abstract and fairly uniform underlying
structure, however, leads one to search for subject-object asymmetries quite natu-
rally. By adopting this approach, it is therefore to be expected that these phenomena
will turn up in all natural languages.’

In this thesis, I argued that the real challenge offered by the ‘non-configurational’
or ‘free’ word order languages is to account for the parallel occurrence of a cluster of
subject-object asymmetries and subject-object symmetries. It is extremely unlikely
that the properties of these clusters will be covered by the patametrization of one
module, because they are heterogeneous in nature and they sometimes affect one and
the same module. Therefore, it seems to me, only an articulated theory of UG will
be able to account for these phenomena.
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For example, in Hungarian subject-object symmetries are found with respect to
superiority effects and that-trace phenomena, although the subject is structurally
prominent to the object in phrase structure. This apparent contradiction may arise,

however, because the binding domain for both subject and object Wh-traces is simi-

lar, namely CP (cf. section 5.4.).

Free word order phenomena have been captured in early generative grammar by a
stylistic rule, that is “scrambling”, applying at PF (cf. Ross 1967). This has proved
to be a rather trivial hypothesis. It cannot explain, for instance, why in some lan-
guages, like Hungarian or Japanese, scrambling applies almost freely, but it is block-
ed in others, such as English or Navajo. Scrambling furthermore suggests that word
order is rather unconstrained in languages in which it applies.

In Hungatian, this is cleatly not the case. Hungarian displays all sorts of restric-
tions on word order. It has a neutral SVO-order, a fixed Focus-position, quantifiers
strung together to the left of the verb, complex verbs exhibit a verb-final order, and
maximal projections are head-final (cf. chaptet two). Moreover, scrambling as a PF-
rule has also been falsified empirically. For example, the fact that it affects the inter-
pretation of bound pronouns clearly demonstrates that scrambling is not a PF-rule
but a syntactic rule (cf. section 5.3.4.3.).

Horvath (1981) was the first who tried to restrict ‘freedom’ of word order in
Hungarian by syntactic conditions on operations like adjunction. In this study, I
have added two other sources for freedom of word order, namely CP-recursion and V-
movement. It remains to be investigated whether this is correct and, if so, how fur-
ther restrictions can be made. For example, suppose that the evaluation metric of X'-
syntax determines the directionality of adjunction. In that case, only leftward ad-
junction would be possible in Hungarian.

E. Kiss (1987a: 187) proposes the following hierarchy to systematize the exten-
sive morphological case-system in Hungarian:

(2) NOM > ACC > DAT > INSTR > ADVERBIAL

E. Kiss assigns this hierarchy a special status in the grammar of Hungarian. Ac-
cording to E. Kiss, it is an auxiliary device which takes over the role of the non-con-
figurational phrase structure when this is unable to account for syntactic relations.

In this study, however, we further elaborated on Van Riemsdijk (1982) who in
turn relies on the insights of Relational Grammar and Lexical-Functional Grammar.
Van Riemsdijk classifies the above hierarchy in terms of a binary feature-system in-
volving mnemonic labels, like [SUBJ] and [OBJ]. Morphological cases should not
be mapped directly onto abstract Case but through the mediation of this feature-sys-
tem (cf. section 5.4.1.). Consequently, there are no longer “deep” syritactic differen-
ces between English and Hungarian but only at the sutface level involving the
morphological encoding of abstract Case.

The Hungarian-as-a-different-language-doctrine has also influenced Horvaths
(1986) treatment of Focus, although Horvath adopts the idea of an abstract and

fairly uniform undetlying structure across languages (cf. Horvath 1986: introduc- -

tion).
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Horvath assigns Hungarian main clauses an SVO-order, and embedded clauses an
SOV-order. This matches the distribution of word order in non-English Germanic
languages. In these languages, this phenomenon has been analyzed as ‘V-second’ (cf.
Koster 1975 and Thiersch 1978, among others).

It has been argued that the order of the embedded clause represents the under-
lying order and that the order of the main clause is derived by movement of the fini-
te verb. Surprisingly, instead of treating Hungarian as an SOV-language with V-
movement, Horvath takes SVO as the basic order. As a result, its phrase structure
has a special VP-internal position for Focus. This leads to some questionable conse-
quences, like a lowering-transformation with subject focussing or the VP-internal
position of Wh-phrases which is rather exceptional from a cross-linguistic point of
view.*

These problems could have been circumvented, if the underlying SOV-order had
been related to the unmarked SVO-order by V-movement, like in the Germanic lan-
guages with V-second (cf. chapter two). As a consequence, the adjacency require-
ment on Focus could have been treated as the Hungarian manifestation of the V-
second effect.

Chomsky (1986b) argues that V-second appears in the following configuration:
(3) [cp (X”) (V-finite) IP]

X” in the [Spec, CP] marks the position of Wh-phrases or some other quantified
expression. The finite verb may land in the [C, CP] position as a result of V-move-
ment. This yields V-second. Concomitant to this phenomenon is an adjacency effect
involving the category which fills the X”-position and the finite verb.

If focussing in Hungarian is regarded as a V-second effect, then this immediately
explains why the Focus-position must be left-adjacent to the verb. Futhermore, a
striking parallel with English arises.

V-second in English yields I-to-C movement. This is triggered by exactly the
same type of categories which trigger Focussing in Hungarian, namely, quantified
expressions like Wh-phrases, negated phrases and so on. So, the treatment of focus-
sing as a V-second effect not only avoids the theoretical problems which Horvath’s
(1986) approach runs into but also makes some interesting parallels available with
other languages.

Let us summarize the most important results of this study. Consider first the con-
cepts which are supported by empirical evidence from Hungarian.

- Hungarian phrase structure has a VP which is supported by the occurrence of a

large variety of subject-object asymmetries (cf. chapter five). This provides empirical

evidence for the hypothesis that the VP is a language-universal, and that these
phenomena appear in all natural languages.

- The Projection Principle maps lexical structure onto syntactic configurations. A

number of unrelated phenomena show that this principle is operative in Hunga-

rian as well (cf. chapter four).

- Hungarian phrase structure exhibits the two characteristic properties of stan-

dard grammatical tree-structures, namely, symmetry and recursion. Symmetry ap-

pears in X’-grammar. All endocentric maximal projections are left-branching
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(cf. chapter two). Recursion turns up in two subcomponents involving X’-gram-
mar (cf. chapter two) and Wh-module (cf. chapter six). CP is recursive within CP
and the scopal domain of Wh-phrases is extended by the iteration of a dummy
Wh-phrase, ot by successive cyclic movement of the Wh-phrase itself.
- We have provided evidence for the theory of empzy categories. This theory is mot-
ivated by the idea of an abstract and fairly uniform underlying structure par excel-
lence, for there is nothing to see in the overt syntactic representation. Small pro
holds the position of omitted pronouns in Hungarian (cf. chapter four and seven)
and #race fills the base-generated position of moved Wh/Focus-phrases (cf. chap-
ter six). _

- Maximal projections may vary in the richness of structure (cf. chapter seven). Ns

but not Ps may combine with a D which projects into a maximal projection, a

DP. As a consequence, an NP is in fact a DP and it is richer in structure than a

PP. This has repercussions for the syntax of these categories (cf. chapter seven).

- Languages may differ with respect to the sirength of person-number agreement.

AGR or I is ‘strong’ if it is lexically independent, and it is ‘weak’ in case it is a

bound morpheme. Only if I or AGR is strong may it head an X’-projection,

otherwise it must merge with a lexical item. AGR and I are wesk in Hungarian

(cf. chapter two and seven). Hence, they have no phrase-structural prominence.

- The agent and theme role of morphologically unaffected verbs in Hungarian

are always mapped onto the syntactic configurations in accordance with the UT-

HAC s (cf. chapter three). The agent role is projected onto the subject position,

and the theme role is projected onto the object position. This supports the hy-

pothesis that these matching rules are the unmarked cases of 0-assignment.

- Parameter theory is a fruitful way to address questions of language-typology. We

have set the following parameters: IP-parameter (cf. chapter two and five), the

Head Parameter (cf. chapter two and seven), Pro-drop Parameter (cf. chapter four

and seven), the O-Assignment Parameter (cf. chapter three), and the parameter +/-

move Wh (cf. chapter six).

Let us make some remarks with respect to the final point, parameter theoty. Be-
fore doing so, consider a brief review of these parameters. '

I have related some of the typological differences between English on the one
hand and Hungarian and other Germanic languages like Dutch, Frisian and German
on the other hand to the IP-parameter. I is an independent lexical item in English
but not in the other languages. This property has far-reaching consequences for the
syntax of these languages. The IP-parameter establishes a correlation between V-mo-
vement and subject-object symmetries. If a language has V-to-C movement, it dis-
plays subject-object symmetries.

Hungarian is specified with respect to the Head Parameter as ‘head-final’. The
heads of all endocentric categories are in final position. This represents one of the
core options of X’-theory. The Head Parameter does not only bear on X’-theory but
also on the grammar of scope. In a left branching language, the leftmost quantifier
has the largest c-command domain, and thus it has wide scope.

Hungarian realizes the agent and theme role of morphologically underived
(in)transitive verbs in accordance with the UTHAGs. The agent corresponds with
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the subject and the theme with the object. In English, these conventions may be
suppressed. Hence, in Hungarian but not in English syntactic NP-movement is
blocked with Passivization, Ergativization, Middle verbs, and Raising Verbs, Dative
‘Shift is lacking, and the predicate containing an inalienable body object does not as-
sign a compositional B-role to the subject.

Hungarian exhibits two dialects concerning long Wh-movement, namely +/-
move Wh. This parameter relates phenomena involving an accessibility hierarchy for
overt long Wh-movement, preference for the mit-strategy, the conjugation of inter-
mediate verbs, patasitic gaps and resumptive pronouns.

Comrie (1987) distinguishes two types of parametets. Holistic parameters which
may affect the totality of the language-structure, and partial parameters which cover
only a subpart of the language-structure. In our tetminology, this means that holis-
tic parameters may bear on several modules, whereas partial parameters are restticted
only to one single module.

According to this typology, the 0-Assignment Parameter is a partial parameter.
It refets only to 8-theory. The IP-parameter, the Head Parameter, the Pro-drop Para-
meter, and +/- Move Wh, on the other hand, are holistic parameters.

For example, the IP-parameter affects various components of the grammar like
move-¢ (V-movement), X'-theory (verb-object adjacency, VP-deletion and topicali-
zation to CP) and Wh-module (the lack of superiority and #bat-trace effects). Hence,
this parameter connects totally unrelated phenomena and it accounts for the fact
that these phenomena and only these phenomena are interrelated across languages.

It seems to me that holistic parameters make intriguing claims with respect to

-problems of language-typology. Therefore, I do not share Comrie’s scepticism with
respect to the setting of such parameters. Of course, they should be conditioned. Pa-
rameters must at least be inductive, for reasons of explanatory power, and they
should be easy to discover, because of leatnability. The latter requires, for example,
that parameters are related to the lexicon (cf. the IP-parameter), or to surface proper-
ties, such as ‘rich’ morphology (cf. the Pro-drop Parameter) or surface otder (cf. the
Head Parameter). I will leave, however, the further elaboration of these questions for
future research.

Let us consider now the theoretical concepts of standard approaches in generative
grammar which have to be rejected on the basis of empirical evidence from Hunga-
rian.

- Hungarian favors a representational approach over a derivational approach to
grammat. This implies that the theory of movement has no independent status in
the theory of UG. We have supported this claim with evidence from spliz consti-
tuents (cf. chapter four) and the so-called mir-strategy (cf. chapter six). In both ca-
ses, a derivational theory cannot account for the facts without making ad-hoc as-
sumptions.

- The level of representation referred to as ‘Logical Form’ is superfluous (cf.

chapter six). The scope of quantified expressions in Hungarian can be read off di-

rectly from S-structure. The S-structure counterpart of May’s (1977) Quantifier

Raising involves binding with a scope marker.
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- I have demonstrated that Binding Principle C is not a core principle of UG (cf.
section 5.4.2.7.). It is not stable across languages and it is sometimes determined
by non-syntactic phenomena like linearity. Binding Principle C effects with names
can at best be subsumed by a discourse principle. This implies that the core princi-
ples of binding theoty are Principle A and Principle B (cf. Koster 1987: chapter 6).
Hence, binding theory is then a theory only about the properties of dependent
items, such as anaphors and pronouns.

In conclusion, I have argued in this study that the phrase structure of Hungarian
is configurational. This supports the hypothesis that all languages exhibit a configu-
rational core. This result has been achieved by adopting the view that the idea of an
abstract and fairly uniform underlying structure provides a fruitful approach for tac-
kling linguistic puzzles. If we are willing to abstract from surface phenomena, rich
and articulated structures become visible which happen to be rather constant across
languages.
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Materiales para un
diccionario etimoldgico de la lengua vasca

X

MANUEL AGUD -+ ANTONIO TOVAR

EGILUMA V ‘traza, aspecto, forma, estructura’. Cf. egiaamon, egidamau.
EGIN, in AN, BN, V ‘hacer’, V “dar’, V, G, L ‘apostar’, V ‘suponer’.

Término vasco de dificil anilisis; Tromb. Orig. 123 y Uhl. Gernika 1,552 y 574
sefialan una raiz -gi-.

Recogemos 2 titulo de informacién las comparaciones que se han hecho.

F. de Fuenterrabia Lecaroz 2, 56 compara sum. ag ‘hacer’; Campién EE 43, 133
aduce acad. gi ‘fundar’, id. 137 da ak 6 ake ‘hacer’; Gabelentz 46, 72 y 276 s. cita eg.
qeme, cab. ugem, taur. ekni ‘hacer’; Sch. RIEV 7, 344 compara bereb. e-g, e-v, e-dz,
e-Z%, e-i ‘hacer’; Tromb. l.c., aparte de con bereb., cita geor. i-kh-s ‘6l hace’, mingr.
kbi-m, etc. (con vasco egite, geor. kbete- ‘hacer’, hace concordar Bari kita “trabajar’,
bantd keta ‘id.’); Mukarovsky GLECS 11, 88 y Wien.Zschr. 62, 41, insiste en el bereb.

En lo cauc. Dumézil Intr. gramm. comp. 145 cita andi ibi- ‘hacer’ (auxiliar),
Bouda B#K 55, abkh. ¢’z ‘verdad’, g’a-c’a ‘hacer’ (lo que confirmaria la aproximacién
de egia a egin), y en BAP 12, 279, el geor. *g ‘id.’.

En lat. agere, cuya semejanza fénica no es menor que las formas precedentes, lo
aduce R. de Arrese EE 22,309 y 55, 499. En cambio CGuis. 65 y 136 acude a facere,

feci.
EWBS parte también de lo africano: bereb. lyég (aor.), ég, con otras variantes
dialectales, todo en la misma linea de inverosimilitud que lo anterior.
EGIRAMU ‘mueca’ ‘simulacro, acto hecho por ostentacién’.
EGIRUDI V (ms.) ‘verosimilitud’. De (b)egi + irudi.
EGISARI R, Salac., egin-sari (Mug. Dicc.) BN ‘pago, cantidad pagada’. (Composicién clara
deducida de la 2.* variante).
EGITAI V (RS 268), egitdi R, egitei V, G, S igatéi S, igetai V, i(gi)tai V, G, AN, L, BN, igitei
(Leic.), (Geze), igités S, igiti/iriti V, AN, iritegi V (var. de igitei segin Azkue) ‘hoz’.
A éstos hay que anadir igitz AN, igite V, egita R, igitaite V, itaite G ‘siega’, y
egita R “cuadrilla de segadores’. (Derivados: igetaitu, igitatu, egitatu ‘segar’).
Segiin Mich. FHV 103 s., en egitai/egitei todo indica que ha habido contraccién
de la vocal final del tema, R egita, AN igita ‘siega’ usado con sufijo de valor local, con
un segundo elemento que quizi sea el mismo gai/gei.

El mismo autor o.c. 397, para los oxitonos por contraccién (egitdi) postula una
antigua consonante intervocalica, que puede ser *5.

[ASJU, 1991, XXV-1, 255-314]
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Bouda-Baumgartl 42 menciona (b)igitei-belarra ‘linaria’ (lit. ‘hierba dé hoz’)
para curar heridas causadas por la hoz, por tanto, remedio para cortaduras. ’

Bouda BAP 11, 216, que también reiine las formas citadas, analiza i-gate-i, y
supone una raiz *gata/kata, que compara con circ. kate, qabard gate ‘sable’.

EGITADA V, egitade V, G ‘procedimiento’. De egin con un sufijo de aspecto rominico.

EGITALDI de egin + aldi.

EGITAMU v. egidamn.

EGITE? BN, V, R, S ‘semejanza’, eite N, etc. (cf. Mich. FHV 105).

EGITEKOZU Salac. ‘delicado, melindroso’.

EGITURA V, G ‘estructura, factura’. De egin y un sufijo romanico.

EGIUNE V ‘contrato’. Mich. Pas.Leng. 96 da *egita-une como paralelo a egi-une.

EGIZTU de egin. o

EGO! v. ega. _

(H)EGO? BN, L, S, egoe V, G, egoi' V, G ‘sur, parte meridional’, egoa AN, BN, V, G, begoa
BN, L, S ‘el viento de% sur’.

FEW 1, 116 deriva de formas como Rouerg., Tarn, Herault, etc. ayal ‘viento
mediterrineo que trae lluvia’ (remite a Sch. BuR 54. Este lo relaciona con fr.mer.
eigau, bearn. agau < lat. agualis, “viento sur’ en el Rouergue).

Hervas BAP 3, 335 cita una forma (?) egéiin ‘alumbrar, lucir’, como origen;
Campién EE 41, 316 analizaba como probable etimologia eg- (ek:) oi ‘cama del sol’
(1; Sch. RIEV 7,299, aunque menciona la cuestién de probable relacién con eguzki,

plensa en una relacién con lat. fauonius (arag. fagiienio); LMendizabal Hom.Tolosa
quiere encontrar ego en eguzki, egun, eguraldi, eguberri, etc.; Sch. BuR 54 compara
negu.
g En la misma linea de inverosimilitud se encuentran las comparaciones extravas-
cas: Gabelentz 3, 102 s. y 138 s. aduce tuar. agis, cab. agedid ‘sur’. Saint-Pierre EJ 2,
378 acude a sum. ag, scr. ag- (no existe; sin duda lo abstrae de agni-) ‘luz’, arm. agg
‘alba’, aic ‘sol’, kott eg ‘sol’, gal. eaga ‘luna’, asir. agx id.’, 4r. ’ag ‘brillar’, agul eng
‘mafana’, tab. jegh ‘di2’, agx ‘luminoso’, suomi kux ‘luna’, av. go ‘dia’, lak co-
‘cielo’, y hasta guanche go ‘cielo’ (en ti-go-t). Lahovary EJ 5, 229 cita alb. ag ‘aurora,
luz del ojo’. A éstas se afiaden las de Mukarovsky Iker 2, 470 que menciona eslavo
comiin jug ‘sud’ (estd en ruso con esa significacién). '
EWRBS busca un origen céltico y reconstruye una forma *dego(s) junto a corn.

dyghow, dyow, bret. dehou ‘rechts, rechter Hand’, enlazando incluso con lat. dexter
. -

EGO?® V ‘orza, tabla que suspenden los pescadores del lado del viento, con objeto de evitar el
peligro de un vue]l::o’.

EGO* v. eo”.

- EGOAIDATU/egoairatu G “ventilar, aventar ropas, tierras’. Parece un geminado semintico (con

segundo elemento romanico).

EGOAL S ‘suerte, fortuna’, (egoalekoa S “dichoso, afortunado’). Lh. compara el esp. igual, sin
que se vea la razén.

(H)EGOALDE de (b)ego®.

EGOARI AN ‘el hilo de la lanzadera’. De eo? + ari'.

EGOARTU R ‘advertir, acordarse’. Vid: guartu.

EGOARRI, egoerri v. eguberri.

EGOATXA R ‘rio’, egoatxarri R ‘canto de rio’. v. eguatx(a).

EGOAZTU, como egoaidatu.

EGOERA ‘estancia’, V ‘estado’.

De egor y un sufijo romanico.

EGOIARGU R “tertulia, asamblea’; egoidiar R ‘residente’, ‘contertulios’; egoidiargu R ‘gabine-

te, lugar de tertulia’. ,

(2]
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EGOILE (Duv. ms.) ‘habitante, morador’; AN ‘cachazudo’; egoiliar BN, S ‘inquilinos’, S
‘habitante’. ‘
Sin duda de egon.
EGOIORRI (ms. Lond.) ‘solano’ (Bot.).
Segundo elemento or7i.

" EGOTTE R, S ‘el estar, el residir’ (Cf. egoitza AN, BN, G, S ‘residencia, estado’).
‘ De egon. Rohlfs Le Gascon, § 49 sefialé que a éste corresponde gasc. éguet
‘querencia’ (que recoge Hubschmid Thes.Praerom. 2,111). (cf. Corominas 7.° Congr.
Rom. 413).
EGOITZI, egoizpen, egoizte v. egotzi.
" EGOKADA de ega/egal.
EGOKARI de eo'.
EGOKARRI AN, V, G (ms. Lond.) ‘acomodable, aplicable’.

EGOKI AN, V, G ‘corresponder, convenir’, AN, V, G, L ‘conveniente, adecuado, propio’, V
‘cliente, parroquiano’, ‘atenerse’, ‘consanguineo, allegado’, V ‘tarea que se ha asigna-
do a uno’, ‘pertenecer’. (Pouvr.) egokiak ‘los familiares’ (significa ademis «los
adecuados, los clientes, los consanguineos, las tareas», segin Azkue).

Sin duda de egon + el sufijo -k (asi en EWBS).

HEGOLATX BN ‘lazo, trampa’.

EGON, IGON V ‘estar, quedar’.

Es otra de las palabras vascas importantes cuya etimologia no esti en modo
alguno resuelta.

Asi, no parece aceptable la identificacién que propone Holmer BAP 12, 388 con
igo ‘subir’, basindose en la variante V igon. Uhf Gernika 1, 552 y 575, y Lafon

© Systéme 2, 5 analizan una raiz -go-, que Giacomino Relazioni 15 y Gabelentz 264 s.

. comparan con eg. ha ‘estar’; Sci. RIEV 7,333 con eg. b, copto he, o con bereb.
ekbh, hebr. gitm, kin ‘stehen’, nub. ag; Gabelentz 45, por otra parte lo hace con cab.
Yim, eqqim ‘estar sentado’, tuar. aqqim ‘permanecer’, Gad. gim ‘ponerse’.

‘ Por su lado, Tromb. Orig. 123 sefiala semejanzas en kumana go ‘estar sentado,
quedarse’, kafa kday y kay ‘quedarse’, con g, como el hebr. comparado por Sch., y el

. geez qo-ma (equiparados por Moeller al ige. *gm- ‘venir’).

CGuis 64 acude al lat. habere.

Con el cauc., Dumézil Intr.gramm.comp. 145 compara av. !-eg-, andi g- ‘estar
echado’, &. !-avy- ‘estar sentado’; Holmer BAP 12, 388 se refiere a su comparacién
Ibero-cauc. as ling.type 40 con cauc. go-, de sentido anilogo a egon, igon (al que

/pertenece el adj. egoki ‘conveniente’).
e Los derivados egongia, egoitza, claramente en conexién con egon sugieren a
. Gabelentz 43 y 172 s. nuevas etimologias africanas: cab. ayyam, tuar. eben, chelja
tegim ‘viviend?’, eg. abewe.

EWBS también acude al lat., y reconstruyendo una forma vasca *ego7 o *egoin,
por *pegoin-/pegor, la deduce nada menos que del lat. lpecﬁnia, por mediacién del
1bér., para lo cual compara egontsa con los top. de aquella lengua Egosa, Egovarri, y
aun hace alusién de lejos a ar. sakan, sukna “Wohnung’ (1).

EGON-ALDI, -arri, ~du, -gi, -ki, ~tatii, ego-pen, -pide de egon.

La significacién de egondu V, egontati ‘corromperse (el agua)’, egonki ‘estanca-
miento del agua’, puede deducirse perfectamente de la significacién basica de egon.

EGORTU R, ekhortu S (Leig., Oih.), egordi R ‘barrer’ (Cf. Mich. FHV 233). v. ekortxu.

EGORTZI AN ‘sepultar’, “frotar, sobar’; eortzi AN, L, ehortzi BN, L, S (q.u.).

EGORRI' BN, L, S igorri AN, BN, L, S ‘enviar, despachar’.

EWBS le atribuye origen romanico y, reconstruyendo una forma *e/ikorr-i,
deriva del lat. incurrere (esp., cat. encorrer), lo que resulta inadmisible. Vid. igorri.

EGORRI? (ms. Lond.) “énula campana’ (Bot.). »

(3]
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EGOSI “cocer, hervir’, V, R “digerir’, V, Salac. ‘carcomerse’, BN ‘disimulado’, AN, L, S, Salac.
‘cocido, olla podrida’, V, G, L, S, Salac. ‘dia de bochorno’, AN, V, G, L, R ‘calor que
sienten los nifios gruesos en las mufiecas, papada, etc.’, L ‘carne cocida’.

Cf. vize. de Cigoitia ekosari ‘legumbre’ (RS 413, Oih. Prov. 268 ‘haba’) (q.u.),
egosari V, egoskari AN, V, G ‘id.’. (Cf. Mich. FHV 231).

Bouda compara, en la acepcién ‘digerir’, con txegos: y CGuis 225 con txigoitu
‘id.’. Este considera curiosamente estas formas como las completas, sin pérdida de la
consonante inicial.

Charencey RIEV 4, 505 deriva del esp. cocer.

Uhl. Gernika 1, 575 analiza una raiz -gos-, y en RIEV 15, 586 compara cauc.
kiirin igaz y tab. #rzus. Tromb. Orig. 125 lo hace con circ., Kab. yaz-en, sh. ggas-in
y hazz-an-, abkh. rez-enn (con r <¥) ‘cocer’; a su juicio el mingr, yas-ua ‘i(f.’- no es
comparable, pues ha perdido una 7, a juzgar por el georg. yari-va. Bouda BKE 51
rechaza la etimologia circ. de Tromb., ya que lo que se halﬁi en las formas por éste
alegadas es una raiz Ze ‘asar, cocer’, con un prefijo causativo ya- < ye-.

Por el lado africano Sch. RIEV 7, 336 invoca el bedauje gas “hervir’ (intrans.),
a3-1§ ‘cocer’ (trans.), y tuar. igas$ id.’. En el mismo sentido Tromb. l.c. Da las mismas
ormas Saint-Pierre EJ 2, 376, asi como Gabelentz 18 y 274 s.

Puede afiadirse a estas fantasias la comparacion de CGuis 225 con lat. coguere.

Tromb. L.c. recoge una forma especial u#gosi aplicada a ‘huevos’, segtin anota.

EWBS dauna pintoresca etimologia: de e- = ebe ‘agua’ (< afr. eve) + gos-, junto al
port. cozer, esp. cocer (del lat. *cocere por coguere) (1).

EGoTuU' AN ‘golpear, dar paliza’.

EGOTU? AN ‘estar’. Variante de egon.

EGOTSARI V ‘renta, pago por el alquiler de una casa’. (Cf. egisari).

EcoTz1 AN, V, R, Salac. ‘echar, dejar, impulsar’, V, G “adherir, juntar’, (ms. Och.) ‘imponer’,
BN ‘hacer bajar’; egotxi R, S ‘echar’, S ‘vomitar’; ekoizte (Oih. Voc.), egoizte (Har.)
‘arrojar’, ‘fruto o producto de los afboles’; egotzaldi ‘emisién’.
Tromb. Orig. 125 sugiere que la raiz seria -gozz-; en tal sentido también Uhl
Gernika 1, 575, que incluye también -goits- como forma secundaria. Las formas
egoizte, ekoizte son sustantivos verbales (Gavel RIEV 12, 364 y Mich. FHV 232).
En lo cauc., Uhl. RIEV 15, 586 propuso dZek. éuadz, &ek. da-kosaneza, gisar,
kxuossar. Por su parte Lafon Etudes 26 insiste en el &e&., e ingush goss-ar (que parece
variante de la forma dada por UhL), a los que, con Sommerfelt, compara bats gos-ar
‘arrojar, lanzar’, comparacién hecha por Tromb. lc. y por Bouda BKE 41 y Uhl
Verwantschap. 29 con &ek. go’sar. ] .Braun Iker 1,214 compara con georg. Vigorc- <
*Vd-qgorc- ‘echar’. :
Gabelentz 87 y 282 s. compara tuar. ager ‘arrojar’, aunque con interrogante.
EWBS pretende un origen roménico. Por una parte reconstruye una forma
*esgotsi que deriva del lat. excutio; por otra *agostsin; del esp. acochinar ().
EGOZKI G, egozkoi S ‘reemplazante’ (se dice de un ternero que se busca para una vaca cuya cria
ha muerto).
EGOzKO AN ‘espadana’ (Bot.).
Bouda-Baumgartl 42 lo derivan de egotzi ‘arrojado’, por la forma de las hojas.
EGOZPEN, egoste ‘produccién, fruto’. Cf. ekoizte?.
EGU v. egun.

EGU-AIRATU, -AIZE, -ALDE de (h)ego?; aunque por la forma eguaize, Campién EE 41, 314
analiza egun + aize ‘viento’.

EGuaNTZ V, G (V.Eys), egunantz V ‘aurora’. De egun + antz ‘imagen, parecido’. Segin
Campién EE 41, 314. (;0 ‘hacia’?).

EGU-ARDI, -argi, -arte de egun. (Mich. FHV 309).
EGUASTEN V (Land. eguastena, Af. eguaztena), eguesten/egunezten/egusten V ‘miéreoles’.

(4]
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Mich. FHV 258 senala una disimilacién de *eguazken ‘el dltimo dia’, como
' propuso Campién EE 41, 476 (cf. asteazken en los demas dialectos; ya Hervis BAP
3, 328, que explica egun y astena ‘puesto atrs’, derivando de atzean); Gavel RIEV
12, 494 remite a atzen también.
‘ El tema egu(n) en esta palabra tendria la misma significacién que *dix ide. (que
aparece en las designaciones de «dios», «dfa», «cielo luminoso»), con lo que este
. término seria una aportacién semintica ide. (Agud ASJU 2, 40).

EGUATX(A)/ egoatxa R, egutxa R, ugatx R, ugaitz BN, R, ihditz / iihétx S, uraitz L ‘rio’.
Segiin Azkue, de #r + gaitz (al menos referido a las dltimas formas). Vid. en
. ubaitz.

EGUBAKOITZ/egubakotz/eguakotx V, eguekotx/eguaikots V, egiakoitz (Leic.), ebaikotx-
ebakotx V, ebiakoitz/ibiakoitz BN, irakoitz (<*irabakoitz) ‘viernes’ (pero el ltimo

. con la significacién de ‘sabado’, como egiakoitz (iakoitza BN, variante del dltimo).

El primer elemento es egun (Mich. FHV 258 y 418, y BSL 53, 230), sin que se vea

cual es el segundo elemento del compuesto (en Leig. bakoitz “Gnico’). (Cf. eguasten

y lo alli dicho sobre la influencia ide.; v. M. Agud ASJU 2, 42). Otro elemento para

designar el “viernes’ es ortzirale, aunque parece ser mis antiguo el que nos ocupa. En

cuanto a i(r)akoitz (‘sabado’ en Onsa), el elemento i7a- no tiene nada que ver con los
elementos de ortzirale (cf. M. Agud l.c.). En ebiakoitz se ha producido una disimila-

cién de egubakoitz para evitar la proximidad de sonidos homorginicos (Mich. FHV
121).

EGUBARRI V, eguberri G, eguerri G, AN, L, BN, egoarri G, egoerri AN ‘dia de Navidad’. De »
_ egun + barri/berri (cf. Mich. FHV 168). (“El dia.del afio era llamado ‘el dia nuevo’”:
Vinson RIEV 2, 797). C

EGUENV, eguann(e) V (Land. eguauna), eguun(e) V, eguben/eugen/enben/euen V ‘jueves’. (=
osteguna). Mich. FHV 92 reconstruye la forma *egueun. Sin duda estd presente el
© elemento egun, con lo que seria patente la influencia seméntica ide., como en
eguasten 'y egubakoitz (cf. M.Agud l.c.). Partiendo de eguann se puede deducir
eguen. Mejor de egu-ren egun (*egu-egun, o parecido) que de egu-ren (egun) (Mich.
" lc. y Munibe 23, 584). Vinson RIEV 11, 8, al comparar eguen con ortzegun ‘Don-
- nerstag’, dice que egun no seria “dia opuesto a noche, sino sol, es decir, ‘reaparicién
" del sol después del mal tiempo’”. Astarloa Apol. 331 explica: egun + be + en “dia
baxo el sof”. Asi Hervas BAP 2, 229. CGuis. 255 quiere encontrar el ide. desw-,
imposible. v
Thalamas BAP 33, 57: relaciona con egx (“de la luz celeste”, “del sol”, segiin
Barandiarin), piensa que Egx sea una divinigad. Caro Estudios Vascos 45 supone que
la raiz egu es mis antigua que ortz.

EGUERDI ‘mediodia’, BN ‘sud’ (eguard: en Renteria); eguerdiem V ‘tiempo de siesta’. De egun
+ erdi (Hervas BAP 3, 350, Gavel RIEV 12, 270).

EGUKIS ‘esperar, aguardar’. Contrac. de egiirisiki.

EGUN (V eun, contrac.) ‘dia’; V, G, AN, L, BN, S ‘hoy, durante el dia’, egz BN ‘hoy’. Sch.
RIEV 7,300 ha sefialado una posible relacién eguzki (q.u.) (de donde eks.) Si admiti-
mos una alternancia egun/egur/eguz, que se repite en vasco, podria pensarse tam-
bién en egur (q.u.), cosa, sin embargo, mis que problemitica. Tovar (v. Wartburg
FEW) hal%a dicla alternancia en ibér. también y dice que acaso no esté lejos de tipos
como gr. Udwp/i8atos (-a- < ). .

Astarloa Apol. 278 dice que e significa ‘suave, dulce, delicioso’ y gun “lo alti-
mo’, de modo que eguna significa “Gltima felicidad, dulzura, suavidad u otras cuali-
" dades abstractas’ (!). o :
Si dentro del propio vasco la cuestién es complicada, atin lo es més en las
comparaciones externas. Las exponemos a titulo de informacién.

(5]
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47 ‘id.”. Mis tarde hallamos la misma explicacién en re
encuentra en kotta (?) éga, egd, ya mencionado (EE 60, 283).

Descartando por razones fonéticas la explicacién de Campién EE 41,314 egun <
ekhidun, tenemos del propio autor EE 43, 133 el acad. k#n ‘amanecer’, lo que al
menos prueba que no estaba tranquilo con su precedente explicacién. También
compara luego ibid. 515 el georg. dge(m)an ‘el dia’, pero no la encuentra aceptable.

Bonaparte EE 20, 390 Seducia egun de eki “sol’ y aducia ademais copto éga o egd

facién con eki, pero el radical lo

Descartemos también las comparaciones ide.: ig, 7k en Charencey RLPhC 9
(revisando a Bladé). CGuis. 255 propone deiw-.

Hervis BAP 3, 335 explicaba egun por egiiin (sic por egu, egin) ‘lucir, alumbrar’,
y comparaba turco-tirt. giun, giuni ‘dia’ (esta misma propuesta nos dio particular-
mente Beltle: turco gin ‘dia’, gunes ‘sol’).

En tres direcciones busca Tromb. Orig. 21 semejanzas con el término vasco:
cauc. gini. En ibid. 126 agul jayun “del dia’, tsakhur jiyyn ‘de dia’; tamud. yi, gen.
vyine-i, lak gini. A estas formas podriamos afadir las dadas por Uhl. RIEV 15, 580: av.

o, kiir. jogh, rut. jux, cax. jex (dada por Trombetti también), agul jagh, tab. jegh,
ud. ke, dzok. kia, archi ik, cab. ma-xo, georg. dghe, mingr. dgha (de estas formas
deduce Uhl. que la e- de egun es un .pref%jo y que la raiz es gx?.

También usa Tromb. l.c. la comparacion de turco gsin “dia, sol’, chag. kiin,
chuvaco kon ‘dia, vida’, osm. gin-es ‘sol’, chag. kiin-i§ ‘calor del dia o del sol’.

Por otra parte, Tromb. Orig. 21 busca parecidos en indochino (k)ini, uni, nyam,
y en América q’in, (h)ini, unya, nya.

En otra direccién, nuba KD %-g» ‘dia’, de donde guanche t-igo-t ‘cielo’, ewe
n-gi‘luz del di2’, yé o we (de *gwe) ‘sol’, maki u-gue, isoana au-gu, moko a-gua,
ithewe ox-gue ‘sol’, nuba KD on-go ‘sur’. :

Otras muchas formas se dan con no mayores probabilidades en Saint-Pierre EJ
2, 378, comenzando por sum. gun, eg. kboun ‘luz’, arm. goina ‘id.’, esl. ogni, scr.
agni, etc. (pero no parece que tengamos derecho a confundir aqui el ide. ignis); del
semito-cam. cita bereb. igeuna ‘cielo’, ar. gaun ‘luminoso’, etiope egan ‘relampago’,
hebr. ga on ‘esplendor’ (termina con referencias a algunas lenguas cauc. y al turco, ya
mer:icionadas). Bouda EJ 6, 35 rechaza la comparacidn con alb. ag-oj ‘amanecer’, que
es ide. :

Berger Miinch.Stud. 9, 16 y Mittelmeer Kulturpfl. 16 acude al burush. gon, gun
‘creptsculo’, gunts “dia’. )

Con alguna duda Lafon Etudes 66 ha comparado ub. dya, circ. ttovye, cab. dovye

" ‘sol’, agul jay, etc. ‘dia’, Eeorg. dye, mingr. dvya, svan. ladey ‘id.’.

Del mundo africano blanco, Gabelentz 17, 44, 72, 104 5. y 228 s., un poco al azar
y pensando en los derivados vascos, ha comparado vasco eguanz con tuar. ayura
‘aurora’, y eguardi con cab. ayeriwal ‘mediodia’, y egun con cab. dignut, Sagenni,
tuar. agenna, ajenna ‘cielo’, copto ebosn. : ‘
EWBS sobre la variante egur- atribuye un origen afric.: bereb. iur, aggur, aionr
‘mes’, iur, iorr, ur ‘luna’, amhar. wer, uar, etc. : L
Todo ello mis que discutible, como lo anterior.

Junto a esto, vemos sin embargo que Tromb. Orig. 126 compara eguerdi,
eguanz, iguzki.

EGUN-ABAR, por egun-nabar, ‘creptsculo de la mafiana’, lit. ‘dfa gris’.
EGUNALDI BN, L, R, S ‘tiempo (bueno)’ (cf. eguraldi AN, BN, V, G ‘tiempo, estado

atmosférico’), S ‘jornal’ (cf. egunari BN ‘jornal, salario’).
De egun.

EGUNDAINO AN, G, L ‘todavi2’, AN, BN, L, R ‘nunca, hasta ahor2’, egundario ‘alguna vez’

(cf. egundo V ‘jamas’), igundaino ‘jamis’.

Su origen en egun -rasio esti sehalado por Van Eys, seguido por Uhl. Bask.
Stud. 203 (que dice que 7 > d). La explicacién es discutid); por Duvoisin, que supone
un egunera-dino contracto; pero Vinson da la razén a Van Eys diciendo eguneradino

> eguneraino > egunraino > egundaino (vid. para esta vieja polémica Gavel RIEV 12,
235).

(6]
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EGUNSENTI(A) AN, V, G ‘aurora’.

Campién EE 41, 314 explica esta forma como de egun y un romaénico sentia
‘impresién, sensacién’ {cf. bearn. sent? ‘sensacién, sentimiento’).

Azkue considera el segundo término senti (q.u.) como forma indeterminada de
sentitu; la significacién lit. de la palabra serfa ‘sentir el dia’. Evidentemente es romi-
nico. Cf. egunusain V ‘alba, aurora’; lit. ‘olor del dia’.

EGUR, EUR V ‘lena’.

Hubschmid Vox Rom. 19, 170, lo relaciona con Lavedan egéou, Ferrére ajin,
aziu, bearn. egéu ‘aguja de pino o de abeto’; el vasco tiene un suf.

Charencey RIEV 4, 505 remite al prov.ant. cort ‘court, raccourci’, atribuyendo
esta signif. al término vasco.

Bouda BAP 11, 201 y BIAEV 6, 31 aparte de los paralelos cauc. que se indica-
rin, senala la posibilidad de coincidir con agz “celo de animales’, agoko ‘carbén de
lefia gruesa’, y sobre todo la raiz kar- / gar-. ’

Bouda lc. da georg. *k’v en m-k’vari ‘Span, Fackel’. Este mismo autor BKE
135 y Hom.Urq. 3, 217 ha comparado avar -zk, Eel. -ag, -agar, tab. ug y u-guz,
darg. 1g%, ig%s ‘quemar’. Bouda Baumgartl 11 y 71 insisten en la coincidencia con la
raiz ceC. *g ‘quemar’.

Tromb. Orig. 126 alega som. gor ‘lefia’, galla gora-n ‘id.”, nuba M. koir < *kori
‘lefia, 4rbol’, y a continuacién da una serie de paralelos que lo tinico que probarian es
que lo originario no es ‘quemar’, sino ‘drbol’; asi en cauc. agul kur ‘drbol’, mende
n-gury ‘id.’, padebu kora ‘bosque’, y cosas parecidas en papua, lenguas americanas,
etc.

Por el lado africano, Gabelentz 36 y 122 s. compara cab. ager(um) ‘leqa’, tuar.
ehisk, agor ‘lanza’. En la misma Wélfel 127, que tampoco resuelve nada.

Bouda BIAEV 6, 33 aproxima el nor. knart ‘bosse, personne courtaude’, dan.
knyst ‘bosse’, bav. knés ‘mozo’ (?). ’

EWBS atribuye un origen 4r.: ar.vulgar sagsr por sagur ‘lefia’ (con elisién de s-
inicial), relacionindolo con agor por etimologia popular. Este mismo autor conside-
ra un poco alejado &e€. -a-gar ‘brennen’.

Nada de todo esto parece aceptable naturalmente.

EGURALDI AN,lBN, V, G, egunaldi BN, L, R, S ‘buen tiempo, tiempo (atmosférico) en
general’.

Campién EE 46, 132 analiza egun ‘dia’ + aldi ‘vegada’.

" Sobre el sufijo -aldi v. Uhl. RIEV 3, 5 que da la palabra en Dech., Garibay,
Oih. . '
La alternancia egun-/egur- es explicada por Gavel, RIEV 12, 217 por la caida de
n intervocilica y sustitucién por r eufdnica, pero seguramente se trata de una alter-
nancia antigua (v. egun).

En egunaldi/eguraldi Vinson RIEV 11, 8 halla la significacién primaria ‘retorno
del sol, vuelta después del mal tiempo’, y en ese caso, desde el punto de vista
semdantico, eg#- no estaria lejos de ortz comparado con eguen / ortzegun.

Tromb. Orig. 126 da una serie de paralelos que hay que sumar a los dados en
egun (q.u.): eg. krw, copto (e)-hon ‘dia’, ant. nubio u-kxr, mod. ugr-és ‘id.’, ar.
yaura- ‘sol, mediodia’, mod. yxra ‘sol’, agan. kdara ‘id.’, dinka a-kol, bari kolong,
n:iasai en-golo-ng ‘id.’. Afade luego koro on-guls, ndob n-guro, mandingo guru
4d..

EGUR-ARRAILLATXALE R ‘pico’ (pdjaro).

EGURAS V, G ‘oreo’, ‘paseo, esparcimiento’; egurasts G “id.’, ‘ventilar la casa’, V, G ‘orearse’,
‘airear ropas’, ‘aventar trigo’. De egun (Mich. FHV 309).

EGURASETXE V ‘casa de campo’.

EGURDI variante de eguerdi/eguardi.

EGURIKI S, egéi(r)iiki S, eurki R, orki R, iguriki BN, L, ‘esperar, aguardar’, iguruki L, ‘aten-
der’, iduiki BN, iduriki (Harr.), (en Onsa, eguruqui) (cf. Mich. FHV 80y 162), iduki
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L, salac. Cf. iguri, igurikatu. EWBS lo relaciona con ekhiirs ‘ruhig, friedlich, gedul-
dig’, + suf. -ii. Ciekm‘i. ‘

EGUSAL V “dia de fiesta’. (Cf. eguzari, eguzaro).

’ De egun. ‘

EGUTAIZE V ‘céfiro’. Cf. ego-aize.

"Segundo elemento aize.

EGUTERA V, G Ssitio soleado’, G ‘oriente’. :

Por la primera acepcién pudiera pensarse en un derivado de (b)ego? (q.u.). Por
la segunda, cf. el término anterior:

La segunda parte tiene aspecto romdnico.

EGUTSEME S ‘ahijado’. :

Azkue dice que es de eguz-seme, cuya primera parte es una variante de #gaz,
que en los compuestos indica «cierto parentesco entre los hijos propios y los ama-
mantados por II;. nodriza» y «parentesco espiritual por el bautismo». Vid. los si-
guientes, y #gatz (Mich. FHV 83 y 289). En el mismo sentido Lh.

EGUZAITA § ‘padre nutricio’, ‘padrino de bautismo’, ‘padrino de boda’; eguzaizpak S ‘herma-
na de leche’, eguzalaba BN ‘ahijada’, egiiz-ama ‘madre nutricia’, ‘madrina de bautis-
mo, de boda’; eguz-anaiak, -arrebak; -haur ‘ahijado’.

Vid. el anterior. .

EGUZARL V (ms. Lond.), eguzeri V ‘dia de fiesta’ (cf. egusai); cf. eguzaro (ms. Och. y Zar.) ‘dia
de media fiesta’.

De egun (Mich. FHV 309). . -

EGuzki AN, V, G, L eguski, eguzku R, iguzki AN, BN, G, L, R, S, iduzki AN, i(r)uzki AN,
G (Mdg. Dicc.: egozki V, enzki-begie G) ‘sol’. (Cf. ek(h)i, iki).

Mich. FHV 65 remitea egun ‘dia’ y a BN, Sek(h)i, ya en Oih., de *egu-ki. Este
mismo dice que la existencia de *iki en R no estd atestiguada, y ha debido de ser
deducida de zkialte ‘solana, carasol’, Sal. ekialde.

Holmer BAP 12, 393 recoge a UhL Festschrift Meinhof (1927), 351 ss. y EJ 3,
111 que propone ‘para begi un prefijo be-, que es el mismo que aparece en beatz
(frente a V atz ‘dédo’), con lo cual quedaria un radical -gi- que entraria en eguzks,
(cf. begi y beatz)y su significacién seria “ojo del dia’, pero las dificultades fonéticas
parecen grandes. _

Gavel RIEV 12, 351 deriva de egun y eguzki seria la forma primitiva; también
cabe lo contrario, dice este prudente autor, que lo antiguo fuera con d o 7, con lo
cual seria una etimologia popular la que lo pone en relacién con egun.

Este autor en ibij 234 duda sobre la prioridad de iduzki o iruzki.

- A base de egun analiza también la forma Van Eys, pero el segundo elemento le
parece con razén dificil; comenta la alternancia r/g. También de egun para Vinson
RLPhHC 40, 213, y para Tromb. Orig. 126.

. ¢Alcaso ki es.contraccién de gaz, como izizki ‘escoba’ < ‘cosa para barrer’, “sol’ <
“cosa que da el dia o la'luz’?

Astarloa Apol. 285 pretende descubrir en el segundo elemento «gui o quija
significa en el Bascuence cosa y es terminacién posesiva»,-asi que «sol significaba
hacedor del dia». La misma idea hallamos en Hervas BAP 3, 335, de egiiin, expuesto
bajo egun. ’ o :

La relacién de eguzki con ekbi es problemaitica, al menos Bonaparte EE 9, 486
considera como paralelos *ek y *egx. Sin embargo, una contraccion eguzki > eki
acaso pudiera admitirse. . - '

Son importantes las observaciones de J. M. Barandiaran Hom.Kriiger 1, 127: en
Ataun llaman exzki a la luz solar y exzkibegi al astro (cf. supra Holmer). En Beris-
tegui llaman al sol (lo, que es una importante idea mitolégica) Jainkoaren begia.
También nos dice que hay pueblos donde llaman al sol Santa Clara, que equivale a
‘Inz’ «segiin aquella copla (fe Ondarroa que empieza: Zex zera Santa Clara, enske-
rus urgia». Mitolégica es también la idea que recoge el mismo autor de que en la
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reglon de Vergara a la puesta del sol se dice eguz/ez amandrea badoia bere amangana

‘la abuela sol va hacia su madre’, dando a entender que el astro del dia se retira al
seno de la tierra. Resto religioso es seguramente lo que el mismo autor ref1ere de que
en algunos sitios se despide al sol diciéndole agur.

Sch. RIEV 7, 298 analiza el problema de egu-zki- (ya que no hallamos una
solucién egu-argz, como en illargt), y piensa si el sufijo seria el que hallamos en
izarski, 1zarrask: “tiempo de estrellas claras’. ekhi resultaria de *egu-ki (eki < eguki <
egun: Vinson La langue basque, 53) y ego setia egu (aunque yaiemos sefialado que
a Sch. ego le recuerda el lat. fauonius).

Cf. en egun los paralelos de Bonaparte EE 9, 488 con kotta ek, ég ‘sol’, o el de
CGuis. 255 con ide. *deswo-.

Sch. Lec. da el guanche ti-go-t “cielo’, nub. ugres y. otras formas que toma
Tromb. y que se han citado en egun.

Gabelentz 12, 20 y 102 s. menciona tuar. tafok, shelja tefukt, no sabe uno por
qué. Tampoco interesa Wolfe 148.

Campién EE 41, 197 aunque anahza dec1d1damente ekbi como contraccién de
eguzki, en 43, 133 compara acad. gusqi ‘oro’, muy lejano semanticamente. Giacomi-
no Relazioni 15 compara eg. bru y hu, copto ebou ‘dia’ (1).

Para Saint-Pierre EJ 2, 378 egu-zkz esla agrupac10n de dos palabras de sentido
idéntico: ego ‘luz’ y zk: G4 asf eg ‘sol’ en kotta, y sq” ‘id.” en ir.; suposicién un
tanto pintoresca.

Berger Miinch.Stud. 9, 16 y -Mittelmeer. Kultmpfl 16 busca paralelos burush.:

eguzki seria de * e-gzmtz-kz (?), lo mismo que #lazk: ‘luna’ de *helantz-ki, burush.
balants ‘id.’.

EWBS deriva de egun + suf. oski.
Mukarovsky Mitteil Kulturkunde 1, 142 cornpa.ra con goiz (q.u.).
EGUZKILORE “flor del cardo silvestre’.

Esta flor, conocida con varios nombres, es puesta por los campesinos vascos,
atin ahora, sobre la puerta principal de la casa (‘Carlina-acaulis’). Representa al sol
(J.M.Barandiarin Hom.Kriiger 1, 130).

EI AN, G, L, ehi' L, bei L “pocilga’.

Bouda Euskera 1 (1956), 133 supone que es prestamo del fr. haie, hayon, de
origen germénico (REW 3636 y 3984).

Giacomino Relazione 14 con menos razén comparaba copto obi ‘establo’.
EWBS lo considera contraccién’ de t(h)egi (1).

EHP S, i(h)i BN “facil’.

En la forma de sufijo (-ebi) Géze lo da con valor de “ficil’ en egin-ehi, jan-ehi,
sinbex-ebi. Uhl. RIEV 3, 199 se abstiene de decidir.

"EWBS lo supone procedente de ebin por abin, arbin.
41 S ‘“dedo’. Variante de ero (Azkue).

“HI* ‘alero o borde de un tejado o mesa’ (cor;traccxon de begi, segin Azkue) S ‘soportal,
tejavana’.
? EHP® ‘odio, rencor, aversién’.
EWBS da como variante de begz aversi6n’.
EI- prefijo modal de la conjugacién que denota fama, voz piiblica (Azkue).
-F1 V: sufijo de declinacién, dat. pl., unido al articulo..
rit.:CORA BN, L ehiagora S “suspiro, gemido, que]1do
De la interjeccién heia + gora ‘hoch, laut, schrill’, segin EWBS.

7 {H)AR! BNl ez(b Jara BN, ‘eibera® L, S, igara AN, L, ihara BN, L (Mig. Dicc.: ejare)
molino’.

Uhl. RIEV 3, 7 supone en esta forma un sufijo -7, como en abar/kabar ‘rama’,

hatsar, me/mr, (h)ondar La etimologia estd indudablemente en relacién con. e(h)o,

e(h)a, eio ‘moler’ (q.u.). Lo mismo dice Uhl. Gernika 1, 569 (y Mich. BAP 14, 476).
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Al mismo autor Bask.Stud. 199 le parecia la forma originaria *eigar, pero luego
parece haber desistido de ella. A persona tan prudente como Gavel RIEV 12, 352
también le parece que esti en relacién con e(h)o.
Tras esas explicaciones, las comparaciones extravascas s6lo pueden ser tomadas a
titulo de informacién.
Tromb. Orig. 124 da dinka guar ‘moler’, ir. gar-gara- ‘muela’, bereb. a-yaref
‘molino’, thusch hair (de *hari) ‘molino’, &e&. haira, savano le-khveer ‘id.’, curc.
pse-xale ‘molino de agua’. El paralelo bereb. lo da también Gabelentz 30, 44 y 182.
Gorostiaga FLV 39, 117 lo da también de eio, pero dice que la 2. parte parece ar. raba
‘molino de mano’.
EWRBS, no se ve por qué, le da origen romanico, y partiendo de eiho-, ebo-,
reconstruye un *moifio, en relacién con port. muinho, gall. moifio, esp. molino, etc.
(1), y -era lo considera un sufijo. {Menos mal que excluye de la comparacién el sum.
e-ara ‘molino’, considerindolo muy alejado!
ExeAR® BN, L, S ihar(r) L, igar(r) AN, V, G éxar/eixar R, ear Salac., aibar, ifiar AN ‘seco,
yerto’, idar(rs) G. (Vid. igar). :
Mich. FHV 105 y 221 dice que las formas R y Salac. suponen la forma mis
antigua ei-ar, no e-jar. (Cf. el mismo autor, Euskera 1, 20 s.).
Gavel RIEV 12, 352 compara idor, ador, agor; lo mismo Sch. RIEV 8, 74,
Tromb. Orig. 125, Uhl. RIEV 15, 585.
Mukarovsky Wien.Zschr. 39 y 43 relaciona con agor(r) y compara con bereb.
gar, igar ‘trocken’.
Con agor también compara EWBS.
EIARASKA ‘a galope, precipitadamente’; eiatu G “correr’, R, S y beiatu L ‘excitar, estimular’.
EJER v. eder.
Con razén critica Gavel RIEV 12, 448 a UhL. por haber pensado en pérdida de la
d intervocilica y y > j para remediar el hiato; sefiala Gavel que se trata de una
palatalizacién diminutiva, igual a la que existe en bearn. y gasc. con bét, béts ‘beaw’,
con su diminutivo b(e)roi ‘joli’.
Eik1 L ‘tal vez, seguramente, probablemente’, S ‘ficilmente’, L ‘sin embargo’; eikiko L ‘pro-
bable’.
Para EWBS, en la primera acepcidn, de ei- < egi(a) ‘Wahrheit’ + suf. -ki. En la
segunda, de ei-, ehi- ‘leicht’ + -kz.
EILE v. ille. '
EILEOR v. egileor.
EiL1 v. bil(l)i.
EILOBA v. il(l)oba.
HEIN! BN, L, S “estado, proporcién, medida, catadura, condicién, caricter, promedio’, “punto,
ocasién’, ‘esfera, rango’. (Cf. siguiente), bi7i L “proporcidn, tamano, estatura, edad’.
HEIN? L ‘un poquito’, ‘lo preciso’. (Cf. el anterior).
Es una variante de (b)ain < (h)aren. Van Eys compara ital. un tantino, esp. algin
tanto, etc., desde el punto de vista semintico. Cf. beifia L, S “casi’.
EIN v. eun.
EINHARA v. enara.
HEINERA BN ‘a su estado habitual’. De bein!.
EINHETU L ‘aburrirse’. Cf. eirihe.
HEINKA “calculando’ (adv.), BN ‘de esquina, incomodados’; heinkaxe L ‘poco mis o menos’;
beinkatu (Duv. ms.) ‘equilibrar’; (b)eintsu AN, BN, S ‘proporcién’.
De hein'. '
EINHE S, einbe ‘fatigado, hastiado’. (Cf. (a)unatu). C£. einbetn. Lh. lo da como variante de erzhe
(q.u.).
E10, eiosari v. eo.
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HEIPE S (Géze) ‘portico’, ‘claustro’.
El segundo elemento es el sufijo -pe (‘bajo, debajo’).
EHI-POTOTS L “dedo pulgar’.
El primer elemento es variante de erhi. Para el conjunto comparar eripotzor
‘id.’.

HERA/HEIDA S “feria’. De origen rominico: cf. bearn. hére/béyre, féyre “feria, tumulto’. (Cf.
Mich. FHV 328).

EISA/EIXA/EIZA%EXA V ‘arado de una sola paa’. v. exa.

EIXAGA V ‘varal que se coloca sobre las grandes cargas’. Acaso en relacién con el anterior.
EIXAKIRTEN V ‘mancera, esteva del arado’. De eisa + kirten. (Cf. el anterior).
EXAR V. ei(h)ar’.

EIXARA V ‘(sembrar) a surcos’. Cf. eisa, eixakirten.
EISKER v. ezker.

EISPIDE G ‘recurso’. Cf. egin-bide, egi-pide ‘id. (de egin).
EITATE contraccién de egitate.

EITE v. egite?.

EITEMO variante de egitamu, egidamu (q.u.).

Errzi R, S eitzu R, iutzi AN, eutzi G. Salac., utzi AN, BN, G, L (Dech., Leig., etc.), #tzi S,
#tzu R, etxi V (ant.: Land. 1. mano echi, 2.* uzzi), itxi V, etsi V ‘dejar’. (Cf. Mich.
FHYV 100). (Mag. Dicc.: itzi V, auntzi AN, egotzi). Vid. etsi, utzi.

Bouda BAP 20, 483, refiriéndose a Mukarovsky Die Grunlagen des Ful. dice que no se

puede comparar con bereb. ¢j, ejj, pues es forma dial. fel viejo (e)utzi.

E1za! AN, BN, V, G, L, S, eize Salac., einze R, eizi AN, aiza AN, aize R, aize AN Aezc.,
(iize R, ihize BN, S, ihizi BN, L, S, iza AN, V, G, Salac. (Ad.), iza R, izi AN, (RS
377 heyz onic) ‘caza’. (En Azkue probablemente habria que sustituir iize por iize:
Mich. Via.Dom. 1, 129).

Otras acepciones: BN, S ‘animal de caza’, ‘pieza’, V ‘monteria, acaso de jaba-
lies, zorros, etc.’.

Mich. BAP 6, 449 y FHV 105 apoyéndose en la forma S ihize reconstruye una
raiz *iniz- o *eniz, y dice que la falta de ex- en V denuncia que el diptongo es
reciente.

En FHV 115 dice que no se puede saber de cuil de las dos formas partir.

Para M.-L. RIEV 15, 226 también de *eniz, o *ini.

Uhl. Gernika, EJ 1, 576 por no tener en cuenta los restos de la nasal consideré
-hiz- como raiz (-iz-), aunque con interrogante.

Bouda BxK 8 compara circ. Se, y Gabelentz 274 s. aduce tuar. segged ?, izun ?
‘treiben’. El interrogante de este dltimo autor puede aplicarse también al primero.

EWBS busca segiin su costumbre un origen africano y reconstruye una forma
*bebisa para comparar con eg. bh§ jagen’, y bereb. they ‘schnell vor sich herjagen’.

E1zA? v. eisa.

EIZARI G, eizazale, eiztari AN, G de eizal.
Cf. para los sufijos Sch. ZRPh 30, 4, Uhl. RIEV 3,9 y Gavel RIEV 12,399, que
recoge a este dltimo.
E1zEKI V (arc.) (Mig. Dicc.: etxeki, izeki, itxiki) ‘encender’.
_En relacién con formas como izetn, ixetu, iziotu, izio, etc., de la misma signifi-
cacion.

E1zTU V ‘cortar los zoquetes con un hacha a un tronco, poco antes de derribarlo’. |
Bouda BAP 12, 263 cree poder descubrir aqui una raiz *itz < *itzw, que trata de
comparar con georg. ecv-i, mingr. ev-a ‘hacha’.
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(H)EK BN, L, S variante de a(r)ek, aik V, aiek G, haick S, haiek Salac., kek R, heiek L ‘aquellos’.
-EX sufijo de activo plural; R, S -ék, V -zk.
De *-a-ek (Mich. FHV 117).
Uhl. RIEV 2, 522 piensa en la simétrica derivacién -a-k-ek, no atestiguada en
ninguna parte, y con una evolucién fonética «expulsién disimilatoria de la primera k»
que no parece aceptable (ibid. 524). Bouda IF 59, 199 parte de una forma -ag-e-k >
*_aek, lo que estaria probado por el acento suletino, que en esta forma recae en la final
(v. supra). Pero en realidad anombre vasco era de niimero indefinido, y la nota de
singular o plural viene del romanico.
-EKA ‘uno’.. .
La comparacién con scr. eka- ‘uno’ ha sido propuesta por varios (Azkue, Lh.,
CGuis. 28); pero se trata de una mera coincidencia. Se halla en ameka, es decir,
amai-ka (de amar + eka: amaeka V arc.).
EWBS le busca un origen africano: bereb. igat, ighém, fulbe eka ‘eins’, y remite a
hausa deka, nilot. tok, teku, dek ‘id.’. También aluﬁe al scr., drav., arm., etc., todo
mis que discutible, naturalmente. ,
ExATr' (Oth. ms.) ‘trabajo, ocupacién’. Cf. ekaira (ms. Lond.) id.’. De egin-gai, egin-gei, se
pregunta Azkue. Cf. el siguiente.
" ER(H)AP, ek(h)ei BN, S ‘materia para hacer alguna obra, materia’, ‘causa material’.
Segiin Mich. FHV 103 y 157 puede tratarse de un compuesto, aunque parezca

0SCUro para nosotros, junto a gas, gei (qq.uu.) ‘materia, material para algo’ (Garibay
traduce fez por ‘cosa’). :

Es frecuente como sufijo en la forma simple. -

Cf. Gavel RIEV 12, 382 y Tromb. Orig. 131.

ExAP AN ‘quejido de dolor’. Cf. ekaikari, ekaisu AN ‘quejumbroso’; ekaiunzi AN ‘muy
quejumbroso’. ’
EXHAIN BN, ekbaina L ‘junio’.

Vinson Le Calendrier basque 4 compara S ekbi, que para él es sin duda contrac-
cién de eguki, eguzki. Este mismo autor en RLPhC 41, 83 sugiere una forma anterior
ekbaila, que aproxima al radical egx “sol, dia’ («le mois du jour» o «du soleil») y en
RIEV 4, 36 considera ekhaina como corrupcién de ekbaizz.

P.Charritton Petite hist.relig.du Pays Basque 17 recuerda que los fuegos de San
Juan celebran el solsticio de verano, como el eguberri el de invierno. Para éste ekbaina
deriva de ekbi ‘sol’. Lo mismo hace Thalamas BAP 33, 74; pudo significar el solsticio
de verano. )

EWBS lo da como compuesto de ekbi + gain/gasi ‘oben, Hohe’, lo que coincidi-
ria con el sentido que le da el anterior.

Disparatado Griera ZRPh 47, 108 derivando de fenile (!).

EXAITZ, ekbaitz, ekatx V, L nekbaitz L, nekatx R ‘tempestad, tormenta’, ekaizte AN ‘tempes-
tad prolongada’.

Van Eys creia descubrir un segundo elemento (h)aize ‘viento’, y en la forma
nekbaitz quiza neke. Lo mismo Charencey RIEV 4, 506.

De *egu-gaitz ‘mal dia, mal tiempo’, cruzado acaso con regx ‘invierno’ en la
forma nekbaitz, donde en realidad hay una alternancia inicial n/cero (Mich. FHV
310).

EWABS hace un anilisis pintoresco: «aus e-wohl = ebi Regen + kai = gobin

- schweres, feuchtes, gewittriges Wetter + Suff. -s» (!).
EKAIZTSU, EKAIZTUN del anterior.

EXALDI AN ‘ratos en zue hay humo’. Cf. ekalo AN “columna de humo’.
De eke/ke (q.u.).
EXANDU V ‘costumbre, acostumbrarse’.

EWBS busca su origen en el lat. ecles. y lo considera una metitesis de *akendn
que intenta derivar del lat. agenda (1).
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EKHARREREZ De ekarri + errez.

EK(H)ARRI, KARRI AN °‘llevar’, (egari R, S, Salac. ‘cargar, sostener, soportar, sufrir’). Otras
" acepciones: V ‘fruto, producto’, G ‘chorro’, ‘significar’, S ‘resolverse’, AN (ms.
Lond.) ‘alegar’, V, G ‘dar’. .

‘ Uhl. Gernika EJ 1, 575 analiza karr- como raiz; en Bask.Stud. 201 y 208 habia
admitido la posibilidad de que en hartu ‘tomar’ y lokartu ‘dormirse’, sukartu ‘en-
cender’ tuviéramos el mismo elemento (v. artu). _ :

En las zonas altas navarras (Baztan, Ulzama) existe participio karri ‘traido’;
acaso e- sea de composicién y no prétesis (Mich. FHV 157).

Ha sido comparado con esp. acarrear (Charencey RIEV 2,338 y EWBS), bearn.
encarreyar (Charencey RIEV 4, 506), lat. carricare, sardo carrare, ram. cdra, ingl.
carry, gal. cario, al. karren (Sch. Das Bask. u.die Sprachwiss. 23 = BAP 7, 564 o
Sch.-Brevier 225; Lafon Le Systéme 1, 424; CGuis. 65). Montenegro Duque BAP 3,
363 ss. ha desarrollado esto inclinindose por un origen celt., ya que carrus en lat. es de
tal origen. En todo caso se trataria de un desarrollo latino, como se probaria por su
presencia en sardo, rum., etc. Montenegro anade al tema las variantes egar-, garr-,
gurd- (v. burds), kurp-.

La comparacién de ek(h)arri con egari ya la hizo Gavel RIEV 12, 311.

En Mich. o.c. 232 se lee: «egarri (Dech. y acaso RS 481 eguarria), egari (Leig.)
parecen variantes del participio comtn ek(h)arri. Segiin Larrasquet el S distingue
entre egd(r)i ‘se sevir de’, ‘tenir (un enfant sur les fonts baptismaux)’ y ekhdrri, rad.
ékbar ‘apporter’, pero como sefiala Sch. Intr. xxxvii a Lei¢., bekatuaz ekarri, 1 Petr.
2, 24, corresponde a bekatnac egari en el sumario del capitulo». Parece, segiin el
propio Mich., una alternancia antigua con oclusiva sonora en participio, frente a
sorga en las otras formas. ]

Otros paralelos son atin menos seguros que los romanicos senalados. Sch. ZRPh
28, 101 comenta la afirmacién de Vinson, segiin la cual él estaria de acuerdo con
Giacomino para aceptar que el ibér. ecarin del Plomo de Castellén es de la misma
forma ekar, como también senekarten en el mismo documento; niega Sch. que él
admita tales identificaciones. .

Tovar Lex.Ibér. 293 recoge a Giacomino Arch.Glott.Ital. 6, 14, que asemeja a
ekarri el elemento sinal del ibér. baites-baniecarse.

Tromb. Orig. 132 compara kanuri karre ‘carico, traglast’, sirjeno kar-n-an ‘yugo
para cargar en los hombros’, hing. hord ‘llevar’, finl. kuorma ‘honus ferendum’, etc.
Tampoco son mejores los paralelos caucas. de Dumézil Intr.gramm. comp. 145, con
avar l-ak’ar-, and. I-akar- ‘llevar, reunir’, &e&. /-agar- ‘contar, enumerar’; o el eg. yer
que aduce Giacomino Relazione 8; o Gabelentz 14, 25, 36, 83, 270 s. y 280 s.
proponiendo cab. eglu, ityar, tuar. edgel ‘llevar’. '

De ekarri deriva Van Eys el sufijo garri, en onagarri, etc., lo que en modo alguno
parece aceptable. : .

Iradier Africa (Vitoria 1887), 353 s. creia reconocer este verbo vasco en palabras
venga como ekamba ‘dame, pues’, kakan ond ‘traes aqui’, bakak ide ‘traer cerca,
arrimar’; todo muy en el terreno de la fantasia, como puede verse.

EKE v. ke.

EKHE(E)RRI L ‘sol’. Cf. ekbi. (Propiamente ‘calor del sol’).
EKEI R, Salac., ekbei' BN ‘persona o cosa que promete crecer mucho’. Cf. el siguiente.

EXHE!? BN, § ‘materia, material apto para hacer algo’; ekeigai Salac., ekbeigai BN, L, ekeigei R
‘material apto para algo’. o ‘

Segiin Mich. FHV 103 y 157, ek(h)ei junto a gei, gai ‘materia’ puede ser un
compuesto, «aunque parezca oscuro para nosotros» (v. ekbai®). En BSL 53, 228 se
pregunta si serd de *egi-ges.

EXEN(DU) v. ken(dn).
EKENGANATU AN ‘ir a ellos’. .
De eken ‘de ellos’, y verbalizacién de un caso de direccién (?), por medio de -tu.
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EKERA! G ‘lugar soleado’.
De ek(h)i.
EKERA? ‘oriente’. Variante de egutera (Azkue).
EXET V ‘huida’.
Bouda EJ 3, 124, GRM 32, 130, BAP 10, 6 y Verwandschaftsv. 62 ha compara-
o por una parte lazo kt, georg. kc, mingr. 7t ‘volver, dar la vuelta, huida’; por otra
chukchi gat ‘escapar’.
EKETA «se usa como nombre propio, sinénimo de 7, nen ‘yo, yo mismo’» (Azkue).
Bouda BAP 12, 245 supone una raiz *ket ‘Mensch’, que le recuerda el Yenis. ket
‘hombre, persona, individuo hablante de aquella lengua’. Esa relacién del vasco con
las lenguas Yeniseicas-kottas fue apuntada también por Bonaparte y citado por
Lafon Conf.Inst.Ling.Paris 10, 75.
EXEZTATU AN, BN ‘ahumar’. De (e)k(h)e.

EK1! Salac., ekhi BN, S, iki R ‘sol’, S ‘girasol’. (Cf. eguzii) de *egu-ki (Mich. FHV 65).
Aparte de lo dicho en eguzki, a titulo de informacidn recogemos otras compa-
raciones.
Gabelentz 102 aduce (con interrogante, muy razonablemente) eg. ayx ‘brillo’;
Tromb. Orig. 133 anade awiya ¢z < *ki-2 ‘alba’, buduch ke, gek ki-a ‘dia’, buduch
ke-j, gek ki-ja ‘hoy’, udo, tab. ve, taskh. gi-na, abkh. (j)axj-a o e-xj-a id.’, archi i-k,
taskh. ji-y(3) ‘dia’, rut. ji-ga ‘hoy’, andamanés e-ke ‘sol’, indochino manchati e-ke,
chamba ye-gi ‘id.’, ostiaco del Yenisei i-’e kotta i-y, dial. i~y ‘dia’, maya ¢’ ‘id.’
bantu ke-a, kj-a ‘amanecer’, khasi $a: ‘id.’, kolosh ki-a ‘luz, dia’, guang (Sudin) ke
‘amanecer’, e-ke ‘dia’.
, Campidn EE 43, 133 aproxima acad. gi ‘llama’. Garrido EE 54, 183 jap. taiyo
‘sol” (!).
Saint-Pierre EJ 2, 378, amontona eg., ir., bereb., y ahadé gr. ekai-on ‘brilant’
(sic), S hakka ‘incendio’ (?), y ekberre de Bardos (sin traducirla), para comparar
tranquilamente con eg. re ‘sol’ (!).
EWBS supone pintorescamente que ekbi es una contraccidn de ekbeeri, es decir
de ekhe(i) ‘materia’ + erre ‘quemar’ + sufijo -i. También compara con bereb. ekbit, y
hasta con drav. y eg.
Corominas Archivum 4, 66 s. explica de *ek(i)-erri el top. Er «situat a la soleia
de la seva vall», con forma Ezerre en 839.
EXP? L ‘ciertamente’. Cf. eiki.
-EX1 v. -ik.
EKIALDE v. eguzki.
EKHI-JALKIGIA S ‘el oriente’ (Cf. ekbh-itzal-gia ‘ceste’).

-EKILA(N). Se pregunta Gavel Gramm. 1, 26 si el dltimo elemento de esta postposicién se
puede comparar a la/ra, de movimiento, o si es més bien del /2 de manera. El uso
indiferente de eki, ekin y ekila seria cosa posterior.

Dumézil Intr.Gramm.Comp. 129 encuentra junto a los paralelos CNE citados
en eki(n) (q.u.), paralelos con -/- alli sefialados en los que se descubriria el cuativo
éel. -la; esta particula en CNO muchos valores, comitativo, instrumental, de con-
juncién copulativa y’, y asi -7a, -re en circ. Segiin él, ésto reforzaria la comparacién
con ekin; pero todo es mis que problemaitico.

EXILILI (ms. Lond.) ‘calaminta’ (Bot.), ekhilili S ‘helianto’.

Cf. iruzkilore, iguzkilore; es la “flor de sol’, afr. “fleur du soleil’, lat. “flos solis’,
gr. ‘helianthos’, como sefiala Bertoldi Arch.Rom. 18, 224.

EKIN! V, G ekbin (Ax.) ‘ocuparse’, ‘inculcar, insistir’, ‘emprender, comenzar’, ‘atacar’.
Uhl. Gernika EJ 1, 575 supone una raiz -k(h )i-.
Gabelentz 58, 72 y 266 s. acude al cab. eZin, tuar. isinti ‘comenzar’.
EWBS lo deriva de eg(i)- ‘hacer’ y sufijo -kin.
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EKIN? S ‘crecidote, gallardo’, “fanfarrén’.
-K1i(N) ‘con’.
Gavel Gramm. 1, 25 s. analiza este sufijo unitivo como e + ki, sufijo que se
podria identificar con el ki adverbial de eztzki ‘en unién con lo dulce, con dulzura’.
La -n, para Gavel, serfa adherida aqui del locativo.
Dumézil Intr. Gramm. Comp. 129 cree encontrar paralelos en CNEa: avar
-gu-n, -gi-n, aLw. -ge-na, andi -lo-gu, kar. -gi-l, y CNEDb darg. -yu-na ‘como’,
admotivo lak -yyx-n, comit. rut. yoa-n, comit. khin. -xi-li.
EKINALDI V, G ‘envite, acometida que se da al trabajo’, ekintza V G ‘empresa’.
De ek(bh)in'.
ExiRAMU (Oih.ms.) ‘fanfarronada’.
El primer elemento es ek:.
Bouda BAP 11, 194 supone en la palabra una raiz verbal *ekira, que coincidiria
con circ. Hek’ore ‘jactarse’ grosstun, sich briisten’.
EWBS quiere ver en la 2° parte sramu = erramu ‘Lorbeer’.

EXITALDI, EKITE de ek:l.

EKH-ITZAL-GIA ‘oeste’. Lit. ‘lugar de la sombra del sol’. Mukarovsky, Iker 2, 468 considera
itzal ‘sombra’ de etimol. hamito-sem. (acad. sillu, hebr. sél, ar. zill, zilal, cab. tili).

Exo! AN ‘que no’. Para Charencey, RIEV, 4, 506, hibrido del bearn. nec (<lat. nec) y del
demostrativo hax ‘este’. Tromb. Orig. 133 intenta buscar diversos paralelos: ufiomi.
i~ka ‘no’, barea ka, ka-, esta tltima forma negacién con el verbo, begia k- negacién
con el indicativo, bari ko, shilluk kx. También en cauc.: circ. yau-a, yau-o, Sh.
i-han, ab. gi-hax, bhiirkila a-b-, lak a4, 4, ‘no ser’.

Gabelentz 41 y 234 acude una vez mais al tuar., #hu ‘no’.

Ex0? BN ‘golpear fuertemente’.

EWBS remite a ebo (q.u.).

E-KH)OITZ v. egotzi.

EKOIZLE (Oih.) ‘fecundo’, ekoizpen (Oih.) ‘fecundidad’, S ‘efecto’, ‘producto de la tierra’,
‘ganancia de dinero’, ‘herencia’, ‘ventaja, provecho’.

EXOIZTE! v. egotzi.

EXOIZTE? “fruto o producto de los irboles, o de cualquier otro agente natural’. Cf. ekoizle,
- ekoizpen.

EKOPRESIA-BELAR ‘reina de los prados’ (Bot.)
Bouda-Baumgartl 42 analizan -presia como procedente de lat. spiraea y consi-
deran eko- acaso como contraccién de erregeko (esto lo sugieren con duda).
Para EWBS es de origen rominico: de gallego *eigo ‘einzig, einzigartig’ + pre-
ciosa ‘kostbar, késtlich® (?).
EKORATU (Pouvr.) ‘callarse’. (Cf. ekbiira, ekuri, ekurn).
‘ Para Charencey, RIEV 4, 507, por nec orar (lit. ‘ne pas parler’) (!).
EKORST (Pouvr.), ekort AN, ekoxpe S, ekoxt/ekost AN, ekhozpen BN ‘aborto, abortar’. (Cf.
egotzi).
EXORTU S ‘barrer’ (v. eﬁortu), egorkin S (Leig.) ‘barreduras’.
Para Mich. FHV 233, de origen nada claro. El R egordi se explica por *egort +
tu (de egord(i) + tu. Relaciona con igortzi, igurtzi (AN, G, V) egotzi (Bazt.) igords,
igurdi (V, occ.) ‘frotado, restregado’. Cree bien establecida la ecuacién V igordi,

igurdi: or, egordi (ekhortii) con e-/igortzi, etc. como eslabén intermedio (Mich.
Festschr. W. Giese 88 ss.)

Bouda EJ 3, 124 da esta forma como variante de tk(h)uzi ‘lavar’, y con esta
palabra han de ser estudiadas las comparaciones cauc. que da el autor l.c., ZfPb 4,
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255 y BAP 10, 26: lazo kos ‘limpiar’, mingr. kos 1d barrer’, georg. -xoc ‘frotar’
(Tromb. Orig. 134). También sugiere Bouda en la dltima de las publlcacwnes citadas
la comparacion con avar k’ver ‘abwischen’.
EXKOSARI V ‘legumbre (arc., Oih.) ‘haba’.
Campién EE 41,.98 lo deriva de egosz, Bouda BAP 5, 416, EJ 3, 137 y Bouda-
Baumgart! 66 comparan georg. k’oci “especie de guisante’.
Véase lo dicho en egosi.
EWaBS le atribuye origen fr., de écosser (< vlat. *excussare)
EROSI v. ikusi.
EKUN v. exki.

EKHURA S, ekuri R, ekuru R (Oih.), ekhiirii S quleto, tranquilo, seguro, firme’.
" La relacién con lat. securus fue propuesta por Sarol andy RIEV 9, 200 n.l,
GDxego Dial. 207, CGuis. 82 y Charencey RIEV 4, 507 (les sigue EWBS); pero sélo
el primero de estos autores se planted el problema de explicar la pérdida de la s,
comparando la dificil palabra apo/sapo (q.u.). Mich. rechaza a' CGuis. y EWBS en su
propuesta del latin (FLV 17, 198 n. 76). -

Bouda EJ 4, 60 relaciona estas formas con egon, egoki, con un sufijo con 7, y las
une con iguriki.

Nada dice Giacomino Relazione 15 buscando paralelos con copto hurou, ni
Gabelentz 36 y 258 proponiendo cab. gunfu, para lo cual tiene que postular un
cambio ekuru < ekurbu, que él mismo marca con mterrogacmn

ExusL, EKUZI v. tkusi.”
EXUTE R ‘costumbre’.
Azkue se pregunta si procede de ekun.
EXUZE R ‘lavar’, (ekuzkin R ‘agua de la fnega que se da de alimento a los cerdos’, ekuzle R
“avandera’ ).
Otras formas: tkuzi AN, V, G, salac. (q.u.), tkhuzi BN, S, ukuzi V, ukbuzi S,
kuzi N, (Mag. Dicc.: ekurtzz, zkurtzz ikuztu):
(H)EL BN, L, S, ‘invocacién de socorro’, bel L “socorro’.
Bladé Etude sur Por. des basques 74 compara fr. heler que parece una onomato-
peya. Gabelentz 260 s. alega copto hol.
EWBS busca su origenen la interj. bei- + sufijo -la (?).
EL(H)ABERRI L ‘noticias’, elaberriti (Ax) el(b)abemtsu L ‘hablador,. charlatan, armgo de
novedades’.
De ela.

ELAEV, elai V, G, ‘golondrina’, ‘vencejo’: v. enara/enada.
FLAKA L ‘especie de chaflin o falta que tienen algunas tablas en las esqulnas :
EWBS busca origen rominico: de ela-, ap6cope de gall. esguella “oblicuo, al
sesgo’, + sufijo -ka, lo que'no deja de ser dlsparatado
~ ELAKRI-LUMIA BN (git.) ‘muchacha de mala fama’.
EWBS lo explica de *erakli = rakl; ‘Madchen, Tochter, Magd, Dienerin, Dirne’
(git. al. y git. gr. rackli ‘Madchen’). El segundo elemento [umia se corresponderia
con git. Er lumni, lubni, git. al. y hung. lubni ‘Freudenmidchen, Hure’ (scr. lubb-,
hind. lubhna). :
HELANTZ, HELARANTZ (Oih.) ‘enfermedad inveterada’; ‘acontecimiento, circunstancia’. Para
EWBS, de el- = bel ‘Ereignis’ + suf. -arantsa (!).
ELHAPIDE S ‘motivo de hablar’. De ela + bide. _
ELHAR (Pouvr.) ‘brezo’, L ‘tomillo’ (Bot.). v. illar/ilbar(re).
ELARATZ / ELATZ G, laratz, laratzu V, labatz G, L, lagatz G, i alatz G, laatz V, gelaratsu/ge-
laratz G, lakaratz AN ‘llar, cadena de hierro en el ogar’.
Iribarren da en Navarra elar ‘cadena %ruesa rematada en un gancho, que sirve
para colgar el caldero sobre el hogar’ (< el lar), que recoge Corominas 4, 1035a, y
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trae a colacién a Pérez Moya que en 1673 dice: «las cadenas en que cuelgan las
calderas al fuego se dicen llares, de [lat.] lares». El mismo Corominas 3, 36 cita bilb.
Hara (Arriaga), y gasc.’y alang. lar.
GDiego Dial. 205-10 lo considera ya un romanismo, de *lare.
* Para el sufijo, cf. MPidal-Tovar BRAE 42, 445 y Mich. FHV 289.
ELHARDI ‘brezal’. Cf. txillards. (v. elbar, illar/ilbarre).
ELHARGUN v. alargun.
ELHARZUN (Oih. Prov.) ‘enfermedad’. (Cf. belantz)

ELASTA(TU) Sal. ‘conversacién, conversar’, elbasturi BN ‘charlataneria’, elbatari (01h Prov.)
" ‘hablador, conversador’, elbati (Duv ms.), elatsu R, elatsii, elazz R d., elaztatu R
‘hablar’, elazu salac embustero, hablador’.
De ela.

HELATU L ‘tirar’. Cf. edatu.
ELATZ ‘sastre’. GDiego Dial. 205 del neerl. last (?).
ELHAUSO BN ‘avalancha de nieve’. '

De elbur-auso, segin.Azkue.
ELATZ v. elaratz.

ELAUZIR, elansi V “estacada, empahzada

Bouda BAP 10, 30 compara ezaul, (b )esaul (h)esol, donde reconoce el com-
puesto: (h)es-ol cercado, valla’ con diversas metitesis.

Este mismo autor en NKE 11 comparo, en cambio, georg. layoz-a ‘pequeiia
empalizada’.
ELAZT V “lastre’. v. lazt.

ELAZTUN v. eraztun.

ELBAR AN, V, erbal AN, V, G, herbal BN, S, (q.u.), (erbaldn) “flaco, deb11 ‘paralitico’,
elbarriV, G, mancadura, estropeo’, G parahsls N, G ‘paralitico’ elbamtu/elbem—
tu ‘mancar’, ‘reverse una herida’.

Cf. belbe(ri) BN, (belde(ri) N, L epxdemla y enbadi id.’ (q.u.). LMendizabal
RIEV 11, 82 ve en estas formas la voz eri ‘enfermedad’ (lo que para barri, berri
parece dudoso), lo mismo que Azkue.

Para la metitesis 7/ cf. Mich. FHV 340.

Paralelos africanos en Mukarovsky Euro-Sabarianisch 1965.

(H)ELBERI) v. elde'.
ELBIv. euli. (<*ebli < euli: Mich. FHV, 90 y aceptado por Holmer FLV, 4, 15).
ELBIDE R, helbide BN, S elpide V, belpide S, L ‘recurso, medio para llegar a un “fin’.

ELBIKO V ‘moneda de dos reales’ (segiin algunos, es la peseta).

Segiin Azkue, el pruner elemento es el-, (contraccién de erreal) ‘monedita anti-
gua de dos reales o de uno’.

ELBIOSTO, ELBITXAR de elbi < euli.
ELBITZ! V ‘demacrado, consumido’.
ELB1Z? V, G, ilbitz V ‘heno natural o silvestre’.
ELBITZ3 (ms. Lond.) ‘cola de perro’ (]Bot ) (Melampyrum nemorosum), V ‘planta con que se
hacen las escobas de mano y la cama del ganado’. (v. albitz).
EWBS pretende un origen roménico, para lo cual reconstruye una forma *erbits

por *rebits junto al port. rabica, esp. rabiza ‘esteva del arado’, en vasco considerado
como ‘cola’; cf. fr. guene-de-loup. Demasiado problemitico todo.

ELDAR BN, L, R, elder. BN, V, L, R, S helder BN, beldor BN, L, S, ‘baba’, elderti, elderzu
BN S, beldortsu ‘baboso
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Cf. erde AN, salac., herde BN, L ‘baba’, bildar/bilder ‘id.’, gerle ‘baba de nifio’.
También lerde (Cf. Mich. FHV 340). (Para Charencey RIEV, 4, 507 tiene el aire de
una metitesis del esp. lerde, dice).

Sch. BuR 36 relaciona todas estas formas. Ninguna de las comparaciones es
convincente.

Para Corominas FLV, 5, 173, con las variantes adur y lingarda/-irda, son
evoluciones de erde, lerde. Parten de elder.

El autor citado RIEV 6, 318 y Tromb. Orig. 134 invocan el bereb. ludd;; el
tiltimo insiste en las variantes bereb. pl. i-ludda-in, i-lda-in, i-ledda-in, y abade el
bantii ~lenda ‘ser pegante, baba’. Lahovary Position 39 insiste en el paralelo bereb., y
da también en can. %addi, kurukh liddi, tek. latti ‘barro liquido® (pero el sentido es
muy lejano). ar. laben ‘baba’. '

Bouda BKE 117 y Hom.Urq. 3, 219 compara avar xverd ‘pus’, y supone (EJ 3,
118s.) una raiz *erd-. Lafon ZRPh 4, 260 discute la comparacién con el avar por
razones fonéticas. _

EWABS pretende un origen rominico, dando como forma fundamental para el
vasco balder-, relacionando con el esp. de balde (del 4r. batil ‘unniitz, nichtig’); niega
la relacién con bereb., pero alude al avar. No hay que insistir en lo disparatado de
tales comparaciones.

ELDARNIO ‘suefo’, ‘despierto, insomnio’ desvario, suefio inquieto, delirio (Lh.)".

ELDE' L,

ELDE? L

Lh. lo sefiala como préstamo roménico; pero Bouda Euskera 1 (1956), 141
analiza eld-amio y admite que lo romanico es sélo el sufijo, para el cual compara
izarne, izarniatu; sin embargo renuncia a explicar eld-.

Mich. FLV, 16, 117 dice: «relacionado, aunque por caminos tortuosos con la
oscura familia del fr. 7éver».

Charencey RIEV 4,507 sugiere el bearn. bel¢ ‘mal, douleur’ y tardix (lit. eldarno
= morbus, tardus, serotinus ‘la maladie dont on souffre spécial le soir, pendant la
nuit...”).

E%VBS lo deriva de eldi- = erdi ‘medio’ + arnio corrupcién de lobard: ‘suefio
(ligero)’, lo que resulta inaceptable.

Cf. esnaldi “insomnio’ (en Mug. Dicc.).

La relacién con lerde la seiiala también Gabelentz 20.
belde (Duv.), eldeera L, elderi AN, belderi BN, L, heldari L, belbe(ri) BN, ell: V,
delder: AN ‘epidemia’, heldezko ‘epidémico’; (b)elde también “afluencia’.

A Bouda EJ 4, 321 le parecen derivados de (h)eldu ‘llegar’ y compara circ.
tye-He-gh"s ‘fiebre’, que se explicaria etimolégicamente como ‘lo que entre, sobre-
coge’. Sin embargo el autor sospecha de esta explicaci6n ante eri ‘enfermedad’ (en este
sentido O. de Apraiz RIEV 11, 82, recogiengo a LMendizabal).

‘aventura, suerte’,

ELDEKON V “cirro, tumor no enconado’, eldekonia V ‘rona’, eldekorri V id.’. Cf. elde!.
ELDRO V ‘gigante’.

Azkue se pregunta si es contraccién de erraldo.

Erput AN, V, G, L ‘madurar’, V, G ‘agarrar’, V, G, S ‘llegar’, AN ‘venir’, beld» BN, L, S id.’,

V,G ‘llegada’, ‘pertenecer’, ‘socorrer’, V ‘persona madura, juiciosa’; e/t R ‘alcanzar’,
‘llegar’, heltii S ‘llegar’, ‘suceder, acontecer’, erds ‘ven, venid’.
Es ésta una de esas formas que al reducirse a el-, pueden ser comparadas
P

facilmente, con su sentido tan general. Giacomino Relazione 5 la explica junto a galdu

‘perder’, lo que no es aceptable evidentemente, y compara copto hal y yor. El copto
;61 también es aducido por Sch. RIEV 7, 334, y en éste insiste Tromb. Orig. 128, que
se extiende en las mis variadas comparaciones: ér. halumma ‘hacia aqui’, gr. £A9¢,
Ay, tagalo beli ‘ven aquf’, etc. .

En el cauc. propone Bouda BAP 11, 194 bats schil, &e€. schil ‘werden, reifen’, que
acaso interesen en semantica. La forma erdx le parece a Bouda secundatia. Semejante
en los desarrollos semanticos es el gran circulo seméntico del hiing. érni.
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EWBS da el tema bel- ‘enkommen, erreichen’ + sufijo -du, como Mich. FHV 214,
(H)ELDU? G ‘morder’, V ‘enconarse (la herida)’.
ELE!' N, L, R, elbe BN, L, S ‘palabra, cuento’, AN ‘chisme, cuentecillo’.

La brevedad de la forma ha permitido los mas variados paralelos: Tromb. Orig.
135 compara afar dab “decir’, con su imperativo ileh, saho dab ‘id.’, impersonal e,lélg;
kar. lekbh- ‘hablar’, thusch ay/- ‘decir’, bechen 4-I- id.’. También el gr. Aeyw estaria en
la misma serie, lo que ya es excesivo. Campién EE 43, 133 se encontr6 con el acad. e
‘palabra’. Wolfel 45 da paralelos africanos (compara también vasco elbaire).

Bouda Bx#K 89 y Hom.Urg. 3, 211 busca semejanzas en cauc.: una raiz -L’- la
halla en las lenguas orientales, asi bats L, &e€. al ‘decir, hablar’. Braun, Iker 1, 218
compara georg. tqu- (< *d-gu) ‘decir’,

i EWBS presupone una forma *elra- que pretende sea disimilacion de erra- “sagen,
reden’.

ELE? AN, G, L ‘ganado’, AN, L ‘rebafio’, eli R, S (q.u.), elli V (arc.) ‘tropel, cuadrilla, grupo’,
‘rebafio de ganado’. .

Para Charencey RIEV, 4, 507 podria ser de origen célt. Cf. gal. eilon “cerf’, elain
‘faon, biche’, irl. elit “‘chevreuil’. Cf. elhi ‘troupeau de gros bétail’.

Es inadmisible la comparacién de CGuis. 156 con el lat. gregem, lo mismo que
Wélfel 64 con sus paralelos africanos.

Bouda BuK 90 y Hom.Urq. 3, 211 cita formas cauc., como andi b-eL’, avar
b-oL’, pal “cuadra, establo’, darg. viy ‘rebafio de vacas, de caballos’, que seméntica-
mente aparecen lejanos.

EWBS le atribuye origen roménico, nada menos que de un esp. tels ‘cercado,
dehesa, coto’ (de lat. tela ‘tejido, tela’) (1).

ELLE v. ille.
EL(H)E-BIDE, -ERRAKARI, -GAITZ, -GATX, -GIN, -IXILKA de ele'.
ELEIZA V, elexa V mer., eleja V (Deusto), eliza ‘iglesia’.

Azkue supone que la variante eleixa ia dado origen a la voz eleja (elexa). Lo que
ocurre es que se ha reducido el diptongo con palatalizacién de la consonante siguiente,
como ha pasado también ei a i en la proximidad de una silbante, en algunos dialectos
(Mich. FHV 103, 106, 177 y 192). =

Su origen greco-lat. es evidente para todos; pero el detalle del paso a través del
romiénico ya es mis problematico. Se ocupan de ello Phillips 6, Unamuno ZRPh 17,
140, Rohlt); RIEV 24, 331, GDiego Dial. 213 (que comete la distraccién de explicar
Elizalde por ‘ecclesia alta’), Larrasquet, CGuis. 51, 128 y 284 (éste recuerda la forma
célt. illiz?), REW 2823, FEW 3, 208.

Gavel RIEV 12,249, que duda también de si el paso al vasco es directamente de la
forma latina o de la romaénica, sefiala una pérdida de la c como el zolez (esp. doblez), y
una metitesis de lai de ecclesia a eleiza, que se reduce despuésaeliza (RIEV 12,34s.).

Mich. FHV 347 y FLV 17, 192 sefala que frente a la solucién del grupo cl- por
anaptixis (gereta, arag. cleta), en este caso ha habido reduccién en interior de palabra
(el(e)iza, elexa < ec(c)lesia). Cf., no obstante, esp. iglesia, fr. église, etc.

Astarloa Apol. 81 se esfuerza en probar el caricter aut6ctono de esta palabra: de
eli ‘multitud o rebafio’ y eche ‘casa’ (parte de elexa). La forma elexa la tenemos en
Elejabeitia.

ELELUMA G, L ‘multitud’, elemiaz G ‘infinidad, muchedumbre’.

Acaso en relacién con ele?.

El sufijo de la segunda palabra tiene aspecto roménico.

CAf. ilumini ‘infinitamente’.

EWBS apunta un cruce entre lat. levamina y elementum (!).

ELEMANI L, lemami L, lamisia G (contrac. de legamin, segin Azkue), (Mug. Dicc.: lamin,
legamai, legamen, ligamin) ‘levadura’. -

De evidente origen rominico, en relacién con fr. levain. Mich. FHV 258 sefiala la
disimilacién entre legami(i)a y lemamia, lamifia.

[19]
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- EWBS lo deriva del lat. levamen, de donde, entre otros, prov. levar. También
sugiere un cruce con elementum, por la e, lo cual ya resulta mis problematico.
También de lat. pl. levamina en Mugica FLV 41-42, 122.
ELEMENTA L ‘grandes chaparrones’. ,

Cultismo sin duda, del lat. elementa (cf. esp. elementos, referido a ‘elementos
.atmosféricos’).

ELENGATU ‘imaginar’; (Cf. endelgatu).

EWBS buscando un origen romdnico, considera que elenga- esté por *erenga,
por lo.cual relaciona con prov. rengar, arrengar ‘reihen, ordnen’, correspondiente al
fr. ranger, arranger (rang ‘Reihe, Grad, Rang’, del germ. ring).

ELERDI V ‘medio real. Segiin algunos un real o cuarto de peseta’.
ELHESARI (Oih.) ‘homenaje, gloria, elogio’. '
De ele'.
ELETALDE de ele’.
ELEZTATU S ‘apagar, borrar’.
~ EWBS atribuye origen rominico, pero suponiendo un *ereska por elesta- rela-
ciona con port. riscar de significacién similar (1).
ELEZTUN v. eraztun.

ELGA BN, S ‘campo cultivado’. (v. elge).

Corresponde a formas roménicas, como aesp. #elga, velga, belga, aport. y gall.
olga, fr. ouche, como ya sefialé M.-L. RIEV 15, 221 n. Es de origen celt. (galo olca
‘pfliigbares Land’) (Tovar Zephyrus).

HELGAL V. (b)algas. ‘

(H)eLGAITZ! L, BN, S ‘fiebre, calentura intermitente’, belgaizdun (Duv. ms.) ‘calenturiento’,
elgaiztula G ‘tabardillo’.

~ Segundo elemento gaitz, como dice Van Eys, que respecto al primero afiade: «se

halla en muchas palabras que indicanenfermedad, genberia, elgorri, beldiak, belaran-
tza, etc.», Y no es otro que eri, segin sefalé O. de Apraiz RIEV 11, 82.

ELGAITZ? V “verde (fruta)’.

ELGAR v. alkar.

ELGATA S (Oih. Prov. 372) ‘alta’.

Mich. BAP 11, 294 relaciona esta voz con elge, elga, pero ahade que acaso sea
posible pensar en el(e)gatu de *el(e)vata?

. Lh. (a quien sigue EWBS) lo deriva sin mis de elesatum lat.

ELGE! BN ‘campo cultivado’, S “llano’ (v. elga).

' Mich. Apellidos, 82 piensa que, como sospechaba M.-L. (REW 6050) acaso se
relacione con olca, pero mids tarde, Mich. BAP 11, 294 ve dificultades para esta
relacién. Cita elgata ‘alta’ dificil de separar de elge. Se pregunta si no podria ser un
postverbal derivado de *elgatu, elgata < el(e)vata; la forma *elke aparece en el top.
Helkeguren (Alava 1025) y quiza Elcano (Helcanno top. de Guipizcoa, 1025).

Corominas 4, 1024b (recogiendo a Mich. BAP 11, 294), piensa en una posible
reduccién vasca de cast. huelga. Sin embargo no le parece claro el origen del vocablo.
Menciona en Cuellar huelgas ‘huertas en la orilla del rio’. El mismo Corominas 2, -
931b cita holgueta (folgueta en Colunga ‘espacio de tiempo en que se deja el trabajo’,
estar de folgueta “estar ocioso’), por eso menciona junto a elge la forma olgeta V
‘diversién, chanza’, aunque en realidad se debe de tratar de cosas distintas; el segundo
estd en relacidn con cest. bolgar (< follicire). ' :

Garate BAP 13, 47 menciona de J. de Valdés helgado ‘de raros dientes’ y
enbelgado (?). ' ‘

ELGE? V ‘verde (fruta)’ (cf. elgaitz?), ‘de poco talento, mediocre’. v -

Bouda EJ 4, 319 busca paralelos con &eZ. drgin, ingush drga ‘inmadura, verde’.

ELGER V. ergel. : '
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ELGEZAIN S ‘guardia rural’. De elge' + zain.

ELGORRI V, G ‘sarampidn’, ‘roya’ (enfermedad de las plantas).

De eri ‘enfermedad’ y gorri ‘rojo’.

Disparatada la comparacién de Gabelentz con cab. azeggay, tuar. iheggay
‘rojo’.

ELGUMA ‘mariposa’.

Bihr RIEV 19, 3 compara euli, que en algunos derivados se reduce a el-, como
en eltxo, pero, sin embargo, el propio autor compara inguma.

ELI' R, S, elli V (arc.) ‘tropel, cuadrilla, grupo’, V (arc.) ‘rebano’ (v. ele?).

Tromb. Orig. 134 compara ala® ‘pasto’ (entre otras acepciones) (q.u.); pero
luego acude a infinidad de lenguas: sem. r4"a-ja ‘apacentar’, ir. ri'j ‘pasto’, hebr.
ma-r'it ‘rebaiio’, ghat eden ‘pasto’, y en cauc. rut. jel;i, avar elys, agul ilki “id.’, archi
irki, tab. irys, andi reda, etc. Compara también turco ilgi, jilg: ‘rebaiio’, jacuto silgs,
etc., y hasta banti lekja ‘hacer comer > apacentar’, y otras formas africanas.

X Gabelentz propone la comparacién con cab. ells, y con interrogante tuar. eber:
‘rebafio’. :

Garriga BIAEV 2, 18 recuerda el sentido eli ‘grupo’ en Intxauspe. (Cf. la voz
siguiente).

ELIBAT ‘alguno’. :

Campidn EE 43, 35 se pregunta si serd exacto el anilisis eli (elbe ‘rebaiio’) y bat,
0 sea ‘uno entre muchos o varios’.

Giese RIEV 19, 571 refiere el primer elemento al de el-kar, elkor.

ELIXATU V (arc.), G, L, R ‘mantener, alimentar’, G ‘alimentarse ligeramente’, S ‘abstenerse’, R
‘poner los medios para conseguir algo’; elikatura AN, V (arc.), G, L, R ‘manteni-
miento, alimento’. Cf. alikatx R ‘tragar’. (v. alika).

Para Mich. Pas.Leng. 99 y 119 y RFE 48, 119 es un enigma. Por la forma es
préstamo, mas no hay origen solvente. Cf. J.Urquijo RIEV 25, 312-15.

Agud-Tovar Festschrift V. Wartburg 2, 543 ss. y ZRPh 86, 616 suponen un
origen en el lat. delicatus en cruce con lat. alica. Desde el punto de vista fonético no
habria dificultades, y respecto a su evolucién semintica puede verse en ibid.

EWBS propone eli- ‘einige, stiickweise’ + sufijo -ka, en la supuesta forma origi-

.., naria elika, de la que deriva elikatu.

ELIKI S “satisfaccién’.
sl Para Charencey RIEV 4, 507, de -ki partitivo y el mismo radical que el esp.

eliz.

ELIKU-GABE BN ‘glotén’.
El primer elemento est4 sin duda en relacién con elikatx (q.u.).
ELIXATO AN ‘ermita’. Doble diminutivo de eliza.
EL1ZA v. eleiza.
ELIZARI aezc. ‘pértico de la iglesia’.
De *eliza-iri (como atari ‘atrio, pértico’ < *ata-irs) (Mich. FHV 91). (Cf. ars*).
HELKAITZ (Duv.) ‘infortunio, calamidad’ (cf. helgaitz ‘fiebre’), helkhaizti (Duv. ms.) ‘in-
fortunado’.
El primer elemento es sin duda er: ‘enfermedad’, el segundo gaitz.
ELREAR! v. alk(h)ar. '
ELKEH)AR? v. elkor'.
ELKARTEKO L ‘ranilla, enfermedad de ovejas y vacas, ocasionada por un gusano que nace entre
la pezuna’.
EWBS analiza elk- = erhi ‘Finger, Zehe’ + arte + sufijo ko.
ELKI salac. (Bon.), élkbi S, érkin R ‘salir’, ‘sacar’, ilk(h)i BN, L (Leig.) ‘salir’; elkh(i)erazi S
‘hacer salir’.
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Mich. FHV 63 dice: «No es clara la relacion de elk(h)i/ilk(h)i con BN jalg:
(Dech., Oih.), S jalkhi ‘salir’ a los cuales parecen corresponder en los dial. occid. jalgs,
jalki, jaulki con valores como ‘posarse los liquidos’, ‘desgranarse por si los 4rboles’,
‘confesarse’, etc., alki ‘acceder’. Lo mejor serd pensar que son de origen distinto,
aunque hayan podido influirse entre si».
EWBS confunde en el origen los dos tipos, y quiere relacionar (por jalgi) con fr.
jaillir, afr. galir, jalir, lo que resulta insostenible.
?ELKIDATU ‘convenir’.
Van Eys lo deriva de el-hide-tu, y en ello halla «la signification propre de el»,
pero dice que no estd seguro de que este nombre verbal esté en uso.
ELKHITE S ‘diarrea’. Cf. elki. : :

ELKOR! V, G, L ‘tierra costanera, estéril’ (elk(h)ar’ G), V, G “fruto que no madura’, L ‘avaro’,
N, G, L ‘mezquino’.

Cf. malkor (v. Mich. FHV 271 s. sobre el papel de m en la morfologia vasca). v. el
siguiente.

Bouda compara legor, malkor, malkar, a las que afiade Gabelentz 20 leshor.

EWBS lo explica de elk- = erhi “dedo’ + agorr ‘seco, 4rido’, cuya significacién
fundamental seria segiin él ‘mit trockenen, harten, geizigen Hinden’ (?).

ELKOR?, ELKHOR BN ‘sordo’.

No parece que pueda separarse del anterior. Mich. FHV 361 n. 25 cree que en
parte puede proceder de *erd(i)-gor ‘medio sordo’, con disimilacién, y acaso también
de *eld(u)-gor “dificil (duro) de madurar’. De elt- (de eldx) + -gor, que como en otros
tltimos miembros de compuesto pueden ser reduccién de go-gor (FLV 4, 72).

La comparacién con gor de Sch. RIEV 7, 332y O. de Apraiz id. 11, 82 parece
justificada, lo mismo que decimos ‘duro de oido’ (éste, siguiendo a LMendizabal, da
el- < eri ‘enfermedad’).

Berger Miinch.Stud. 9, 10 supone una metitesis *lekhon para poder comparar
con burush. lagan ‘mudo’ (lo que seminticamente resulta muy dificil).

Lafon RIEV 24, 169 agrupa gogor (de *gorgor) ‘duro’, gor ‘sordo’ (primitiva-
mente ‘duro’), makor ‘callosidad’ (con prefijo ma-), elkhor ‘sordo’, elkor ‘seco’ y
relaciona con georg. mqar-i y magar-i ‘duro, firme’; m- y ma- son elementos
prefijados.

Cf. gogor.

ELKORDIN AN, L, S, erkordin S, erkhordin L, salac. ‘ligeramente asado, mal cocido’.

De erdi + gordin como apunta Azkue.

HELMEN BN ‘alcance, distancia’, ‘jurisdiccién’.
Es analizable un sufijo -men, con idea de alcance de los sentidos.
ELMITZ v. almitz.

ELLO R, salac., ellbo S ‘imbécil, tonto’. Diminutivo de er(h)o, como apunta Azkue.
ELHON BN ‘conversacién agradable y fina’.
De ele' y el adj. on ‘bueno’.
ELLOR v. egileor.
ELORD(U)I ‘espinar’. De el(h)orri.
ELORRANTZA V, G ‘endrino’. (Cf. el siguiente).
ELORRI AN, V, G, elborri BN, L, S, illurri R, illurritze salac. ‘espino’, S ‘fruta del espino’, BN
‘endrino’ esiurri R ‘espino (fruto)’. (Cf. ilbarre, ifiarra ‘brezo’).
En composicién aparece con la forma el(h)or-: top. Elhorzahea en 1025 (CSMill.
91), Elhossu, (mod. Elosu) en Alava 1025, < *el(h)orri(i)-zu (Mich. FHV 320 y 362).

LMendizabal BIAEV 4, 32 compara elor (elar ‘brezo’) con belar ‘hierba’, lo cual
es dudoso.

EWBS sugiere como origen erhi- ‘Finger’ + harr ‘ergreifen, also ein Strauch, der
die Finger festhilt’ + sufijo -i; pero segtin él también puede ser etimologia popular.
Braun Jker 1, 218 compara georg. ekal-i ‘espino’ (kartv. g y k = I).
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ELORRIAR ‘espino catirtico’ (Bot.); elorribaltz V, elorribeltz G, L, S ‘endrino, espino bravio’
(‘prunus spinosa L.”) (formacién como arantza-baltz, -beltz, con los paralelos ro-
minicos que da Bertoldi Arch.Rom. 18, 224); elborri kriska L ‘aliaga o aulaga’;
elorrilar G ‘zarza’: de el(h)orri como primer. elemento.

ELORRIO V ‘penalidad, tribulacién’.

Cf. V lor de la misma significacién.

ELOSIKE G ‘endrina (fruto)’. De el(h)orri/elor-.

ELLOSKA BN, R, salac. ‘tontuelo’.

Segtin Azkue, doble diminutivo de er(h)o (v. ello).

ELPIDE V, belpide L, S ‘recurso, socorro’.

De (h)el (q.u.) + bide.

ELsO (Oih.) v. eltxo.

ELSUNS AN ‘tibano’. Sch. BuR 43 remite a elso. (Cf. beltzuntze ‘id.”).

HELTARI L, S ‘socorredores’. De (b)el.

ELTOR V (Mdg. Dicc.: elter) ‘ranilla, enfermedad de la pezufa del ganado’ (Cf. elkarteko).

ELTU, HELTU v. eldy’.

ELTUBERRI R, heltiiberri S ‘noticia de la llegada’. De eltu.

ELTUR V, G ‘carne podrida que sale del medio de una herida’, “panadizo’, ert»! AN ‘id.” - O.
de Apraiz RIEV 11, 82 ve eri ‘enfermedad’ en el primer elemento. Bouda BAP 11,
198 ve er(h)i ‘dedo’ en el 1. elemento; para el 2.° compara torta (q.u.), y quiere
relacionar con avar tur ‘podrido’.

HELTURA L, S “socorro’. De (h)el y un sufijo romanico.

ELTSUTSA AN ‘sauco’. Cf. intsusa ‘id.’.

ELTXAKA, ELTZAKA V ‘persona de poca cordura’.

ELTXANO R ‘marmita’, ‘potaje, puchero’. Acaso diminutivo de eltze (q.u.), como sugiere
Azkue.

Con el compuesto eltxanotapa R ‘cobertera de puchero’, esti clara la segunda

parte roménica.

ELTXAR V ‘gusanillo de las marismas’, V, G ‘caries’, ‘mosca que pica y hace podrir las carnes’,
V ‘triquina’, ‘bacteria’, ‘gusano de los cadaveres’, V, R, S, salac. ‘gusano blanco de
viandas blancas’, G ‘cagarruta de ovejas’; eltzar R ‘larva de gusano’ (cf. elzar).

El segundo elemento del compuesto es sin duda 47° (q.u.), ‘gusano’. El primero
debe de estar en relacién con eltxo o similares.

EWBS pretende explicar la 1.* parte, de eltx- = beltx ‘negro’, lo cual resulta muy
discutible.

ELTXARIN ‘voluble’. Cf. eltzo ‘mariposilla’.

ELTXE v. eltxo.

ELTXERRA ‘arce’, en Aulestia, dice Aranzadi RIEV 7, 587.

ELTXETO, ELTXETXU V. eltze.

ELTXIARRA citado por Aranzadi RIEV 7, 588 junto a ezkiarra (?).

ELTXIKI V ‘real de vellén de veinticinco céntimos de peseta’.

ELTXO V, G, S, salac., elso (Oih.), eltzo BN, L, elzo BN, eltxu G, R, eltxe R, ulitxa N, L,

eultxo G (Mug. Dicc.: a(u)ltxo), il(l)txa S, sliitxa BN ‘mosquito’ (eltxo, ademis,
‘gorgojo de los cereales’).

Bahr RIEV 19, 3 da la forma primaria e(x)l(i)txo y deriva de euli acertadamente,
como Campién EE 40, 483, que compara también #litx.

Las variantes de exli asi lo acreditan: Aezc. auli, N L uli, S éili, silli, iil(1)ii, R éllu
< *eullu, directamente o por intermedio de *eilly (Mich. FHV 99, que también
considera el término como diminutivo de euls).
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A Sch. BuR 43 le recordé el austr. (?) Gelze, en el siglo XV golsen, luego golse,
golse < *culicina, cf. fr. cousin, port. couce ‘Shabe’ ‘polilla’. Una procedencia directa
de lat. culice, con una confusién con N, L #/itxa no es admisible, como se ha
sugerido.

Todavia estin mis lejos los paralelos de Tromb. Orig. 135 con cab. arez, arz
‘avispa’, con la forma reduplicada arzaz o erzaz, que ni fonética ni semanticamente
son admisibles.

EWABS pretende la existencia de una metétesis de eltxo por *lestor con lo que
compara con listor y eltxar (1). :

En Bouda hay comparaciones con eltzar y lozer (q.u.).

ELTXOR G ‘granillos en la piel’, ‘grano de trigo, maiz’.
ELTXU! V ‘cesto de mimbre que se usa para recoger la cria de la abeja y reponerla en la
colmena’.
ELTxU? AN, G ‘cigarra’, G, R ‘mosquito’ (v. eltxo).
Sch. B#R 43 remite a elso (eltxo).
ELTXUN v. eltzun.
ELTZABURDINA AN ‘cierta pieza de hierro que sirve de sostén a la olla’.

De eltze y burdin/burni.

ELTZAGOR AN, L ‘puchero vacio al que se le hace producir un gran ruido’, G “tonto, bobo’.

De eltze.

ELTZAILLE G ‘perro mordedor’. Cf. eltzari V, G “id.’, y helkari.

ELTZAKA V ‘verde (fruta)’, ‘bobo, persona con poco talento’. Cf. eltxaka, eltzarin (con la
primera acepcion). ‘

ELTZAR R, elzar BN, ‘larva de gusano’ (Cf. eltxar), ‘avispa’.

Campién EE 40, 452 lo analiza como compuesto de exli y zar, este dltimo no

con la significacién de “viejo’, sino de ‘grande’.

ELTZARI' V, G ‘(perro) mordedor’. Cf. eltzaille.

ELTZARE? AN, G, R, salac. ‘legumbre, cosa de cocer’.

ELTZARIN V ‘verde (fruta)’. Cf. eltzaka.

(H)ELTZAUR V. intxaur.

ELTZE N, G, L, elze N, eltxano R, eltxeto (estos dos ultimos diminutivos) ‘olla, puchero’,
‘béveda’ (los dos primeros).

Bouda BAP 12, 263 remite a iraldu, illeti, etc., todos los cuales les supone una
raiz *| ‘quemar’ (2?).

Gabelentz 83 y 182s. compara, no se sabe por qué, con tuar. tarazzut ‘copa’.

EWBS le atribuye origen roménico, y reconstruyendo una forma *beltse pre-
tende comparar con gall. berce, berzo, port. berco, cat. brés, aesp. brizo, fr. bercean
0.

ELTZEKO AN ‘potaje, puchero’. De eltze.
ELTZO V. eltxo.
ELTZONDOKO AN, G ‘pieza de hierro cerca del fuego que se emplea para sostener las ollas’.

De eltze.

ELTZU, ELTZU(KA)TU V. eultze.

ELTZUMA L (Lacoizq.) ‘chopo’. Es una errata por eltzuna, debida a Lacoizq. v. eltxun/eltzun.
EWBS pretende una explicacién a partir de elts-, para él igual que beltz +
suma/sun “Weide’ (1).
ELTZUN, ELTZU? V, eltxun V, lertzun G, lertxun AN, V, G ‘4dlamo temblén’.
Aranzadi RIEV 7, 588 se pregunta si serd como eltxx ‘moscén’, «por el movi-
miento de las hojas».
Compirese con (h)altz(a) ‘aliso’, eltxerra ‘arce’ y eltzuma ‘chopo’, ‘laurel’.
A esas comparaciones aniade Bouda EJ 3, 121, 326 y 330 altzan y también
maltzo, maltzika. También es interesante su observacién de que en la forma lertzun
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ha debido de influir otro nombre de irbol: ler. El mismo autor BAP 5, 419 y
Bouda-Baumgart] 12 proponen el georg. na-dzv-i, mingr. nu-dzu, nu-zu ‘abeto’, y
como préstamo del georg. en &e&. naz ‘encina’ (para él la [ es epentética). También
Braun Jker 1, 214 compara con georg. nazx ‘abeto, cupressus’.

LMendizabal BIAEV 4, 32, fiel a su teoria de derivar unos nombres de vegetales
de otros, compara alda y anda ‘yezgo’ con altz ‘aliso’ y eltzun ‘dlamo’.

ELLU v. euli.
ELUBIA V, erlu(r)i S ‘salamandra’.

ELUNTZI N, elbuntzi BN, L, S ‘hablador, parlanchin’, eluntzikeria (Duv. ms.) ‘habladuria’.
De ele' y ontzi (cf. eleontzi).

ELH)UR NG, L, R, S, élbiir S, edur/erur V (RS 461, Mic.), eur V ‘nieve’.

Mich. FHV 315 supone que e(d)ur procede de erur.

Gavel RIEV 12, 245 n. ya admite que la 7 puede ser primitiva, y compara bret.
‘erc’h, que procederia de un galo *argio (Ernault). La prioridad de erur también la
defiende Uhl. ZRPh 27, 626 basindose en la comparacidn con belar/bedar/berar y en
el hecho de ser la forma mis antigua registrada (RS de 1596, segiin se ha dicho). Sin
embargo, intenta explicar a base del verbo eror: ‘caer’.

Las formas edur/elur pueden ser perfectamente disimilaciones, como se pregun-
ta Uhl. RIEV 2, 404.

Del mayor interés es la serie de relaciones con arag. lurte ‘alud’, eslurtar ‘correr
en forma de alud la tierra de una ladera’, eslurrir ‘resbalarse’, esp. alud. Claro que en
estas comparaciones que hace GDiego Contr. 204 juega a la vez con el vasco lur y
elur, y sus derivados lurta y elurte. Cf. sobre esto mismo Corominas 1, 174b.

Vid. luta, lurta/lurte.

REW 2854a sigue a GDiego al comparar elur, elurte y esp. alud, arag. elurte. Cf.
también bearn. (es)lar ‘alud’.

No parece probable que entre en la composicién del término, #r ‘agua’ como
pretende Campién EE 41, 163. Ni que, como apunta en 1bid. 570 sobre la forma erur,
tengamos er ‘semilla’ y u7, «como quien dice ‘semilla liquida, acuosa’», lo que
recuerda las etimologfas de Astarloa.

El ‘Edodhiov 8poc de Ptol. 2, 6, 20 también ha sido comparado; pero acaso
fuera mejor leer Medulium, a pesar de Bertoldi ZRPh 57, 141 y Colonizzazioni 220.

Uhl. RIEV 2, 404 recoge la explicacién de Sch. Iber.Dekl. 5, 16 de Edulius en
tierra de los vascones como ‘Schneeberg’, que no seria inverosimil, si no fuera por el
testimonio de erur en RS, como forma mas antigua atestiguada.

Resulta disparatada la comparacién de CGuis. 183 con gelu.

Paralelos cauc. son dados por Tromb. Orig. 135: &e€. luo, thusch law, bhiirkila
dub’d, georg. thov-. El mismo autor afade finl. lu-mi mordv. lov, lon. Bouda BuK
339 aduce el mismo law, ingush lo, y ademis chukchi o’/; comparacién esta tltima
que le parece inaceptable a Uhl. Gernika-EJ 1, 177.

lleampoco es mejor Gabelentz 25, 82 y 108 s. aduciendo cab. y sh. adfel ‘nieve’, ni
Wolfel.

Una forma proto-ide. al-aura de Carnoy DEPIE 83 carece también de fun-
damento.

EWBS le atribuye origen romanico: de *geliure, prov. gelibre, fr. givre < vlat.
*gelivitrum ‘glasklares Eis® (!). '

ELH)URTE N, G, L, R, S, elurta ‘nevadas grandes, temporada de nieves’.

Evidente derivado de elur. Hubschmid Pyrengenw. 62 se ha planteado el proble-
ma de tal derivacién, y cree que -t es el mismo que tenemos en gorrita ‘cantidad de lo
que es rojo’, y forma colectivos, como también dice de -te Uhl. RIEV 3,412y 416, lo
que recoge FEW 5, 471a. (v. luta, lurte).

Inconcebible Griera ZRPh 47, 104 derivando de lat. flore (!).

ELURROSO AN, S ‘remolino de nieve y aun su aglomeracién’. De elur.
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ELUZ, EULZA, EUSA, ELUSE, ELUTZETA, ELUZETA, ELUTSEKOBARRUTIA.

En todos estos topdnimos quiere ver Piel RPF 4, 322 representantes de ilex en la
toponimia vasca. Ello plantearia el problema de formas como eltzun (q.u.); pero
toda prudencia es poca en tal cuestién.

ELZABORRA N ‘zambomba, instrumento grande de misica que hace un ruido desagradable’.

Van Eys compara eltze y se pregunta por la terminacién que aproxima a
abarrots.

Acaso sea una onomatopeya por el estilo de zambomba.
Charencey RIEV 4, 508 supone un ar.pop. eltabor, eltabur, art. ir. al/el +
tab(o)ur, tabor, ‘tambor’.
Elzagor, doblete.
ELZAR BN ‘gusano blanco de viandas’, (Pouvr.) ‘avispa’.

Para Azkue es variante de lozer, lezor. Otros autores lo han comparado con
elzo (q.u.), asi Tromb. Orig. 135.

Coincidiendo con Azkue, Berger Miinsch.Stud. 9, 11 sefiala una metitesis inte-
resante comparando con le(i)zor ‘abejorro’.

Gabelentz 83 y 142 s. compara cab. erzaz ‘avispa’.

ELZARI AN ‘legumbre’.

ELZAUR v. intxanr.

ELZE v. eltze.

ELZ0 v. eltxo.

EMA variante en composicién de eme’ y de eme?.

EMAGALDU (Duv.) ‘prostituta’. De eme' + galdu.

EMAGARRI de eme®. '~ -

EMAGIN N, V, G, L, R, S, emain N, L, emegin salac. emagintsa BN, emagintza V, G,
emaintza AN ‘partera’. .

Van Eys propone como etimologia eme + egin. Quiza pueda contribuir a expli-
car emakume. Uhl. RIEV 3, 209 respecto a esta palabra se pregunta «qui rend
femme?».

EMAGIZON ‘afeminado’ (de composicién clara).
EMAI' V (arc.) ‘didiva’, ema(i)le ‘dador’: de eman. (Cf. emos').
EmAI? V “fuente por donde salen los malos humores del cuerpo’.

(Ct. emor®).

Emartz! BN, G, L, S ‘didiva’, ‘regalo’, BN ‘gran generosidad’. De eman.
EMAITZ? ‘censo, canon’.
EMAIZPA ‘cufiado’.

Campién EE 40, 101 lo explica de emea-z-aizpa. Pero desde el punto de vista
seméntico no esti claro; mis bien de emazte-aizpa; como emaznai que da el mismo
autor.

EMAKIDATU ‘conceder’.
De eman. Van Eys supone eman-hide-tu.
EMAKOI'/EMAKOR G “fértil’. De eman.
EMAKOI/EMAKOR, EMAKUMEKOR L ‘lascivo, mujeriego’. De eme’. (Cf. emekoitasun ‘fornica-
cién’).
EMAKUMA V, emakume AN, V, G, L, R ‘mujer’ (en general) BN salac. ‘nifia hembra’.
Hay dos etimologias populares dadas ya por Campién EE 40, 69: de eme

‘hembra’ y ‘suave’, y (b)ume; el mismo o.c. 46, 130 dice: de eman ‘dar’ y (b)ume
‘criatura’. Asi también Van Eys.

Mich. Emerita 18, 468 s. no cree justificada esta tesis a pesar del apoyo de Uhl.

EJ 623-31 y prefiere la alternativa eme y (k)ume. Queda mucho por aclarar. Emaku-
me falta por completo en los textos mis antiguos.
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L. de Elizalde RIEV 1, 184 explica “cria de hembra’, pensando en la posibilidad
de que esta significacidn o ‘pequefia hembra® se aplicaria a nifias y luego a ‘mujer’ en
general. Bihr Euskera 16, 9 se inclina por esto mismo. Es probable que tengan mds
razén Vinson RIEV 1, 17 y UhL id. 3, 224 cuando encuentra dificil y no resuelta la
etimologia de esta voz. Vid. kume y ume.

Charencey RIEV 4, 508 dice: por emako ume ‘infins feminae’.

EMARKUNDE AN, R, -egun AN ‘Jueves de Sexagésima’ (lit. ‘jueves de mujeres’).
EMAKUNTZA AN ‘vulva, parte exterior de la vagina en el ganado’. De eme!.
EMALEGEAK (Pouvr.) ‘menstruas’. De eme! y lege.

EMALOPA v. emapola.

EMAN N, G, L, S, emon BN, V, R, emun V, omon V ‘dar’.

Otras acepciones de eman: ‘colocar(se)’, ‘acostumbrar’, ‘avezarse’, G ‘parecer’,
L ‘vestirse’, BN, L, S “tocar (misica)’, BN ‘inclinarse por afecto’.

Tromb. Orig. 135, Lafon Systéme 2, 5, Uhl. Gernika-EJ 1, 575 dan una raiz

-ma-; mis alld todo es oscuro. Se encuentran paralelos en todas direcciones, lo que no
es dificil para forma tan breve.

Para Charencey RIEV 4, 508 es de origen celt. Cf. irl. main ‘tesoro, cosa
preciosa’, de un hipotético galo maini ‘don’ (en relacién con lat. munus ‘id.’).

Gorostiaga FLV 39, 120 deriva del alem. nehmen. -neman (!).

Sch. RIEV 7, 334 da eg. imj, copto ma (imperativo), cab. im, am ‘dar’; formas
semejantes de Giacomino Relazioni 3; Gabelentz 12 y 272 s. menciona eg. mena
‘atribuir’, copto em (naturalmente con interrogante). No es mejor Wolfel 124.
Campion EE 43, 133 sefiala acad. mu ‘dar’.

Por el lado cauc. tenemos: archi ma° ‘dar’ (Uhl RIEV 15, 586, que da también
Tromb. l.c.; kafa im, am, masai ima ‘consignar’, nama ma ‘dar’). Y los paralelos se
extienden con ostiaco, vogul mdj-, maj ‘iﬁg , indonesio y polinesio Li-ma ‘mano,
cinco’, chukchi *my- ‘mano’ (Bouda BxK 178, GRM 32, 137). Berger Anthropos 55,
659 da burush. étimi ‘hizo’ (suponiendo eman < i-ama-m, lo cual es mis que dudoso).
Lahograry EJ 5, 229, por su parte, da amb. marr ‘tomar, recibir’, darv. can. maru
‘cambiar’.

En la misma linea de inverosimilitud Mukarovsky Mitteil. 1, 142 y GLECS 11,
86, que menciona eg. m y kafa am, im- ‘dar’.

EWBS aunque da origen inseguro, se centra en las formas africanas ya menciona-
das, ahadiendo hebr. aman, ir. amina cuya significacién nada tiene que ver.

EMANDRIA, voz que parece inventada por Larram. para explicar el esp. y port. mandria.
Descubrié la invencién Meyer-Liibke, segiin Sch. RIEV 8, 329.
EMAPOLA, EMALOPA ‘amapola’. .

La segunda forma la da CGuis. 135, y no es de fiar. GDiego Contribucién 441 lo
explica junto al mozar. hapapaura, hababora, a(l)babol, gall. mapoula, marapola,
etc., de *papaura < lat. papaner.

EMARO R, salac. ‘despacio, poco a poco’.

De eme? y sufijo -ro, como dice Azkue.

EMASABI-:I2 \]i, G, amasabel V ‘matriz’, AN ‘histérico’ (en este tiltimo sentido, también emasabe-
eko).

De eme® + sabel.
EMASABEL-BELAR, AMASABEL-BEDAR (ms. Lond.). ‘Pyrethrum parthenium’.

Traduccién vasca de la voz médico-popular matricaria, matricaire, ‘herbe de la

mére’; Alto Garona ‘erbo de la mayre’, prov. ‘erbo de lo motrigo’ (Bertoldi
Arch.Rom. 18, 224).

EMAXURX AN, emaxurtz L, emazurtz N ‘huérfano’.
De eme' + zurtz ‘huérfano’. EWBS: de ema- por ume- (?).

EMATXAR BN, R, ematxot S ‘mujerzuela, mujer de mala fama’.
De eme® + txar.
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EMAZTE ‘mujer respecto del marido’, Sal. ‘mujer’.

Van Eys ya decia prudentemente: «parece relacionarse con eme, pero ¢qué
significa la terminacién?».

Han propuesto un anilisis ema-gazte Sch. B«uR 9, RIEV 1,338 y RIEV 7, 316,
Vinson RLPhHC 41, 165 y Rev. Anthropol. (1913), 116, Bouda BAP 20, 482 y Bihr
Euskera 16, 9. Es posible esto, pero desde el punto de vista semantico no acaba de ser
seguro.

g Inaceptable la explicacién de Campién EE 40, 69, de eman ‘dar’ y ezti ‘miel’,
«por algin rito o ceremonia que se celebraba al desposarse», o quiza de eme ‘hembra’

‘suave’.
Y Paralelos africanos propuestos: Gabelentz 63 y 150 s. tuar. tamat, del cual dice
Waélfel 39 que puede ser dudoso, ya que -zte podia ser un sufijo, pero insiste en el
valor de los paralelos eg., canarios y hausa con relacién a eme (q.u.).

No es mejor Mukarovsky Mitteil. 1, 141, GLECS 11, 85 y Wien.Zschr. 62, 34,

ue da en la primera bambara muso, bereb. ta-mttu-t, hausa mace, etc., en la segunda
aa amharico mds-t, bedauye me 4, kafa macé-e, en la tercera vuelve a la forma bereb.
citada. Todo, como se ve, sin fundamento.

Bouda c. considera errénea la comparacién con bereb. ta-mettu-t hecha por
Mukarovsky. '

EME! AN, V, G ‘hembra’.

MPidal En torno a la lengua vasca 28 e Intr. 17 dice que no deriva del cast.
fembra o hembra, sino del rioj. o nav.ant. femna o bearn. hemne. GDiego Dicc.Eti-
mol. 2725 y M. Roy Haris HR 38, 319 derivan del lat. femina.

La derivacién romanica parece aceptable; Sch. B4R 9 recuerda también el bearn.,
asi con astur. fema. Lh. cita prov. heme. A Sch. le invalida un tanto el hecho de que
también da como muy probable romanico seme (q.u.). Bladé Etude sur Porig. des
basques 501 cita un gasc. hemno. También derivan del lat. Guisasola EE 23, 109,
CGuis. 108 y 140, y GDiego Dial. 203 y 205. Para Charencey RIEV 4, 508 es del
ant.bearn. femie.

Tromb. Orig. 121 cita hebr. ém, imm-, aram. emm- ‘madre’, bereb. emma, imma
‘id.’, copto hime ‘sefiora, mujer’, mong. eme ‘donna’, mag. eme- ‘femmina’, y otras
lenguas asiaticas.

Wolfel 37 relaciona con emazte (q.u.).

Sch. RIEV 7, 316 admite (aparte de la teoria romanica) la posibilidad de que se
pueda tomar en cuenta el paralefo eg. hm-t, copto hime ‘mujer, esposa’. Lo mismo
compara Giacomino Relazion: 13.

Lafon Gernika EJ 1, 156 cita el finés emd ‘madre’, y Grande-Lajos BAP 12, 314
el hiing. eme ant. ‘madre’, actualmente ‘cerda madre’. Saint-Pierre EJ2, 163 aduce
sum. eme ‘mujer encinta’, F. de Fuenterrabia Lecdroz 2, 56 da sum. geme ‘mujer’.
Este Gltimo y hasta el gr. yagog ‘matrimonio’ compara Lahovary Position 49.

Aun cuando el préstamo roménico, como hemos dicho, puede resultar acepta-
ble, tampoco es desdefiable que se trate de una palabra infantii lo que justificaria su
amplia difusién; esto iltimo lo afirma Bouda BKE 54 contra Tromb., y que la
significacién ‘dulce’ (que vemos en eme?) es la misma que ‘mujer’.

EME? ‘suave, blando, manso’, S ‘calma, tranquilidad’.

Sin duda se trata de palabra distinta a la anterior, a pesar de lo dicho por Bouda
supra.

? Tromb. Orig. 136 analiza e-me ‘dulce’, y da los siguientes paralelos: kunama ma
‘amor’, mé ‘amar’, 4-ma ‘dulzura’, copto me ‘amar’, galla mi-aw ‘ser dulce o agrada-
ble’, som. ma‘-an ‘dulce’, etc., y ir. mahi-ha ‘leuis fuit’, mah-l ‘suavidad’, andi
mi-C’a, tab. me’e-l ‘dulce’, scr. may-as- (?), turco e-me- ‘alivio, medicina’.

Posible relacién con emazte (q.u.). Cf. Wolfel 37. A
Mukarovsky GLECS 11, 85 compara bereb. -mim, 1o mismo que en Wien. Zschr.
62, 34 y Zschr.Deut. Morgenlindes (1969), 1138.

EMEGIN v. emagin.
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EMEKI(RO) de eme®.
EMEN! ‘se dice’. (v. omen).
Disparatada comparacién de CGuis 140 y Montigny JALR 1, 95 con lat. fama
gr. @i,
EMEN? AN, V, G, hemen BN, L ‘aqui’, también (h)eben (q.u.).
Derivado del demostrativo (b)en-, (h)au- ‘éste’ > *-aun-en > *-an-en, (cf.
kaun(r), (h)anr, etc.), como apunta Mich. FHV 70 y 177, el cual en o.c. 275 deriva

(b)emen de (h)eben (S hében, R kében, aezc. geben, occ.ant. eben) naturalmente, y
considera -n como desinencia de inesivo (o.c. 138 n.).
La m es secundaria. En Gar. y Land. eben, escrito even (Mich. Hom. Martinet
1, 156).
EWBS quiere explicarlo de he- por *hen- demostrativo, y un sufijo -pen, -men.
EMENDA S ‘aumentar, crecer’, emendatu G, emendan V ‘apagar, calmar una rifia’, ‘satisfacer
necesidades’, BN, L, S ‘alimentar’, ‘crecer’, V (ms. ';fond.) ‘saciar’.
REW 783 lo deriva del lat. angmentare. Charencey RLPHC 23, 306 compara
esp. aumentar, prov. augmenter. Mas Ereciso es Larrasquet 98 considerindolo prés-
tamo del bearn. aumenta; pero sin embargo hay que pensar que en la forma vasca (o
s6lo en S) existe un cruce con enmendar, que coincidiria con las primeras acepciones
sefaladas en emendatu, cuyo origen latino es evidente. Asi también emendamentu
‘correccién’, de emendare (Uhl. RIEV 3, 406).
EMENDAKIN R ‘enmienda’ (cf. emendatu). :
Al término de origen lat. se agrega el suf. ki(n).
EMENDIO V ‘provisién cualquiera’, BN, L, S ‘aumento, suplemento’.
Debe de tener alguna relacién con emenda, etc. Gérate FLV 15, 326 sugiere
como origen esp. enmienda. En Azkue también emendakin.
EMERDI R, S, salac. ‘mujer recién parida’, ‘mujer enfermiza’.
Van Eys sefiala su derivacién de eme?-erdi y recuerda la expresién vulgar hol. in
tween vallen ‘caer en dos’, ‘parir’. (Vid. Pariente Emerita para lat. pario).
EMERETZI AN, V, G, hemeretzi BN, L, emeretzu R, hemeretzii S ‘diez y nueve’.
Giese RIEV 19, 569 critica la exglicacién de Campién Gram. 137 (de amar +
bederatzi), y prefiere partir de una forma beratzi (que da Tromb. Orig. 110) de
bederatzi; entonces tendriamos *amaberatzi > *amberatzi o *emberatzi > emeretzi;

se ha elidido -de- y ama ha perdido su sonido final. La explicacién parece aceptable.
Vid. bederatzi y (b)emezortzi.

El primer elemento (h)eme- es variante de ama- (hamar) ‘diez’.
EMERETZIKO V ‘moneditas antiguas espafiolas de oro de diez y nueve reales’. Sobre el anterior
con sufijo -ko.
EMEZORTZI AN, G, R, salac., hemezortzi BN, L, S ‘diez y ocho’.
Cf. la formacién de emeretzi.
EMO- variante de emon/eman en los derivados.
Emor' V ‘didiva, regalo’, (cf. emai'); emoiera V ‘produccién cualquiera’; emo(i)le V, R ‘da-
dor’, fértil’; emoitza V ‘dadiva’; emokari V ‘id.’; emokor V ‘dadivoso’.
Todos de emon/eman. Cf. las formaciones similares con primer elemento ema-.
EMOP? Cf. emad®.
EMOKATU BN, L ‘erizar’, ‘revocar, enjalbegar’.

No parece aceptable la suposicién de Lh. al relacionar con esp. moco. De lo cual
se hace eco EWBS al remontarse a lat. *ex-miicire, de miicus; también menciona
gall. amocar.

EMON! v. eman.

EMON? V ‘fuente por donde salen todos los malos humores del cuerpo’ (cf. emas?, emos?),
< >
pene’.
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Bouda BAP 12,250 cree que hay una raiz *mon, que seria como circ. man-e id.’,
con correspondencias en hung. mony, vogul méng, fin. muna, etc. ‘huevo, testiculo’.

EMONDU V ‘ajarse la ropa’.
Bouda ZRPh 4, 257 pone esta palabra junto con una serie como #mo ‘muy

maduro’, (h)umao, urmel ‘maduro’, lamondu ‘podrirse (un arboly’, lo cual parece
muy dudoso.

EMUN v. eman.
EMURA S ‘humor’. Es el término médico latino.

EMUTS S ‘jornalero, asalariado, proletario’.
EWBS analiza em- (de eman) y sits ‘Mangel habend’.

EN BN, V, L, S ‘yo’. Se usa siempre con algiin sufijo casual (ene ‘mi, de mi’).
Azkue tiene idea de haber oido enek ‘yo’, en vez de nik, con el verbo en 3.* pers.

-EN sufijo de genitivo; pronombre relativo; sufijo de superlativo.

Mich. Pirineos 10, 442 senala -en(n) en aquit. (Belexennis) gen., que corresponde-
ria a gen. indeterm. vasco, que parece haber tenido otra forma (¢del mismo origen?) -e.

Tovar La lengua vasca 26 s. y Eusk. y Par. 45 admite la identidad de estos
elementos y compara ibér. -en.

Este mismo en BAP 2, 51-55 y Estudios 90 cree encontrar en la forma -en
(eban-en “piedra de él, su piedra’) un eslabén geogrifico entre el vasco y las lenguas
camiticas; dejando aparte el valor inesivo o local (-2), una derivacién del genitivo seria
el superlative y aun el ordinal (asi en Sch. Primitiae 4 y 10), y ademas el valor relativo.

Si se admite, como sugiere el propio Tovar, que en gizonaren semea ‘del hombre
el hijo’ tenemos originariamente algo asi como ‘hombre-el-(de)-el hijo’ estaria es-
tablecida la idcntidac% originaria del genitivo atributivo (diferenciado con este nombre
del genitivo con -ko) y del pronombre relativo.

J.Vallejo Emerita 14, 244 s. relaciona con ibér. -(s)ken, probable desinencia de
gen., y més en formas como gizon-aken al lado de gizon-en. Sigue a Sch. Iber. Dekl. 39
que cree -k signo de pl., y -en gen. y Tromb. Orig. 62, que considera gizon-en <
gizon-a(k)e-n (por la antigiiedad de esta forma se pronuncia también Gavel RIEV 12,
339). Cf. MPidal Emerita 8, 1 ss. (-en en la onomastica hispana) y Caro Materiales 207
ss.

Que el sufijo de superlativo -en no es més que un genitivo (del tipo hebr. «rey de
reyes», «sefior cfe sefores») ya fue reconocido por Mahn Denkmiler p. XLi1 y acepta-
do por Uhl. RIEV 2,518y 3,199s., Sch. Primitiae l.c. y Gavel Gramm. 1,117. Ct. E.
Locker, «Die 3ltesten Sprachschichten Europas», Sitzungber, der osterr. Akad.Phi-
los.bist.Kl. 240, 5 (1962) compara finl. korkein, superl. como gen. pl.

Bouda EJ 5, 219 se opone resueltamente a la comparacién ge -en con el ibér. y el
camitico; también Mich. Emerita 18,221-224, tiene grandes dudas. (Cf. «ibérico -en»:
Mich. Actas 1 Colog.leng.prerrom. 356 ss.). En cambio Oroz FLV 33, 428 dice que ibér.
-afen en Enserune corresponderfa a la unién de articulo mis el signo de posesivo;
funcién aniloga.

Que -en entre en los numerales ordinales (I-en < leen, bi-garr-en, etc.), coincide
curiosamente con los paralelismos observados entre superlativos y ordinales en otras
lenguas: ide. septimus e intimus; lat. pri-mus, ingl. fir-st, con sufijo de superlativo
(Sch. Primitiae 4 y 10). :

Segiin Wolfel 54 -en «forma una oracién relativa nominalizada ‘lo que es grande’
y con ello el comparativo-superlativo».

Un gen. 7 se halla también en eg., cab. y tuar., dice Gabelentz 7 y 72. Pokorny RL
6, 6 lo encuentra igualmente en camita.

Es imposible Faucomparaeién que intenta Campién EE 44, 194 con ide. -6n.

Tromb. Orig. 88 encuentra el relativo  en bereb. y en diversas lenguas cauc.: -
forma en &e&. el part. pres., en thusch. en cambio -in.
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-t

Dumézil Intr.gramm.comp. 126 halla en CN un caso 7, *-n que forma una
desinencia general -z 0 un gen. en -z y un dat. en -na. Ya hemos hablado del valor
local que lo relacionaria con el inesivo -#. Lafon «L’état actuel du probl. orig. langue
basque», 43 sefiala lo mismo. También ural. tiene -n.

Tovar Estudios 93 recoge la sugerencia de Sch. RIEV 6, 276 en que dice «el signo
de genitivo en vasco -en coincide con el nubio -», -in, -na» y por su parte cree que es
un rasgo camitico «que aparece caracterizando al ibero y que en el vasco se nos
muestra como una huella mis de ese remoto pasado occidental que parece dejé
elementos africanos en el sustrato de las lenguas célticas», cosa que acepta Pokorny
Die Sprache 1, 244.

ENADA v. enara.
ENAITU AN ‘“cansarse’. Cf. enoiatu.
ENAMUN G ‘pda, la primera que arroja el grano sembrado’.

Azkue dice que es alteracién o tal vez errata de ernemuifi, ernamusia (q.u.). Asi
lo confirma Mich. Fuentes Azkue 142.

ENANZU AN ‘destreza’. Cf. antza, anze.
ENARA AN, V, G, enada AN, V, G, L, enere AN, einbara L, ernara V, inara AN, iriara AN,

inhara AN, L (Pouvr.), ifiare aezc., inar, R, salac. (‘vencejo’); inhade L, ainbera BN,
ainbara L, ainari salac., aifiari zuri R, anbd(r)a/anbera S, anari R, an(h)era BN,
txenada/-ara G, kinuri salac., maniari R, (Mig. Dicc.: aiiara, aliiari BN, R, enabera,
egabela), egabera AN, V, alae V, (-ae < *-aa) alai V, G ‘golondrina’ (en algunos
dialectos ‘vencejo’).

Mich. FHV 326 dice que «elae puede explicarse por *eLae, -aa, pero también por
*eLana»; «enara y sus variantes pueden muy bien proceder de *eNala. Lo que
recomienda para alae la segunda reconstruccién es que no habria la menor dificultad
en admitir que *eLana y *eNala sean variantes de una misma base. Se habra produci-
do una doble metitesis: no s6lo han cambiado mutuamente de lugar la nasal y la
lateral, sino que ademas han trocado su cualidad, pasando la lene a fuerte y viceversa.
Segtin este autor, kifiuri es un indicio muy pobre de una antigua oclusiva inicial, de la
que no ha quedado otro rastro.

Sch. ZRPh 30, 214 suponia un *andara como base, cuya -7i-, -nh- puede
desaparecer o pasar a -n-.

P. de Migica Dialectos 65 también comparé elae/elai con enara. CGuis. 156 lo
hace con ifiara, anara; en cambio la comparacién de este mismo autor con gr.
yehdv, lat. hirundo es disparatada, y tampoco se puede admitir la que hace de e%ai
con ele.

Vogt NTS 17, 540 critica entre los paralelos dados por Bouda BKE 51 y
Hom.Urq. 3, 215 el georg. inaga ‘pichén’, que no es més que una transcripcién de gr.
olvag ‘paloma salvaje de color pasa’.

Giacomino Relazioni 15y Gabelentz 140 s. comparan el copto Senselo ‘golondri-
na’, y dice Giacomino que también significa ‘murciélago’.

EWBS considera elai de origen roménico, y reconstruye un *kalani para aproxi-
marla a gall. calandre, esp. calandria (gr. xahavdoa) (1). Perso s.u. azihara, etc. deriva
de una supuesta forma primitiva roman. *andera, gall. andurifia, esp. andarina
‘golondrina campestre’.

ENHARDATU BN ‘“dislocarse un miembro, producirse una luxacién’. Cf. enbartatu ‘forzar’.

EWBS le atribuye origen lat.; de enarada- < lat. vulgar *inartare = in artiusredire.

ENATU S ‘fatiga’. Cf. enaitu y enbe.
ENAUKE R, §, salac. ‘ineémodo, revoltoso, inquieto’.

Segiin Azkue, de ez + nagoke ‘no puedo estar’.

ENBADI BN, enbaldi BN, enblai, enbabi S ‘paralitico’.

Azkue lo supone simplemente de esp. invilido, lo mismo que CGuis. 195.
Phillips 7 compara lat. inualidus, y Charencey RLPHC 24, 149 bearn. embadit,
que seménticamente no es aceptable, y fonéticamente corresponde a ‘invadir’.
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Lh. compara baldi (q.u.) y el fr. invalide, pero con interrogante.
FEW 4,596 relaciona con lat. implicare, como cat. emplegar, esp. emplear, port.
empregado. (?).
EWBS compara esp. en balde, gall. baldio, para remontarse al 4r. batil “falsch,
unnitz, nichtig’, y remite a vasco balditu.
Que el término es rominico, no hay duda, y tiene alguna relacién con bearn.
~ embalide ‘invilido’.
ENBAL)DITU del anterior.
ENBATV “viento terral’, V, G, L “cerrazén que procede del mar’, G, L ‘brisa agradable que sigue
a'un gran calor’, V, G ‘galerna’, V ‘niebla oscura’, V, G ‘viento del NE’.
Lh. compara esp. embate. Cf. cat. embat (< lat. vulgar *battere).
ENBEI(A) BN ‘anhelo’, ‘envidia’. '
Lh. compara con acierto bearn. embeie. Asi Luchaire Origines 42, Van Eys y
Charencey RLPhC 24, 81. Corresponde también en cuanto al sentido con fr. envie,
cuyo origen le atribuye CGuis. 79 y Azkue (este Gltimo con interrogacién), de lat.
inuidia, en Gltimo término.
ENBIDO V, G ‘envite a dos tantos que hace un jugador de mus o de envite’, enbite V, G ‘juego de
envite’.
Son los términos esp. embido y envite (de lat. inuitare).
ENBLAL v. enbadi.
ENBOR! V, G, enpor V, anpor V, onbor AN, L, onpor, anbo ‘tronco’ (los dos primeros), “tronco
cortado’ (los otros).
Bouda EJ 4, 56 (cf. EJ 3, 114) ha puesto estas formas en relacién con zonbor
éDuv.), zenbor (Hiribarren, Lh.), zunpur (Oih.) ‘tronco de drbol’, y supone que la
orma primitiva se conserva en L Oih. konbor ‘tronco de arbol’ (cf. éstas) (cf. Mich.
FHYV 296 y BAP 6, 456). ' :
Urquijo RIEV 5, 160 ya puso juntos enbor, anbor, cembor, cembor, que Larram.
da como ‘cepa, porra’, y gice que Sch. lo cree roménico por la alternancia z-/cero.
Bouda BAP 11, 337 compara como «idéntico» el mingr. omp’o ‘viga mis alta del
tejado’ (scaballete, aguilén?). :
Para el sentido ‘borracho’ que tienen anbor, onpor, Sch. RIEV 8,332 n. 1y parael
contagio con el doble sentido que tiene moskor, remite a Van Eys, cuya suposicién de
que embor (enbor) sea una abreviacién del esp. emborrachado la toma Charencey 4,
509.
EWBS quiere explicar enbor, de ondo- ‘unteres Ende’ + borr, gall. drbore, esp.
drbol (a su vez, del lat.), lo que no merece ni discusién.
ENBOR? ‘bohrr;cho’. Charencey RIEV 4,509 siguiendo a V.Eys lo cree abrev. del esp. ‘emborra-
chado’.
ENBOSKA S ‘célera’, enboskagaitz S ‘iracundo’.
Lh. compara esp. emboscar. Pero més bien pudiera pensarse en el bearn. enfusca-s
‘ofuscarse’, 0 aun mejor en esp. enfoscar (cf. hosco), como sugiere en nota particular E.
Mis. o
EWBS sigue, como es su costumbre, a Lh.
ENBOT S ‘pie cojo’.
. Parece un compuesto cuyo segundo elemento corresponde al fr. bot.
EWBS analiza en = bun ‘pie’ (oin, onz) + bot < fr. bot (ct. pied bot), de una raiz
romanica *boto (!).
ENBRA L ‘hembra del cervato’.
Lh. compara con esp. hembra.
ENBRAZU ‘embarazo, apuro’; junto a enbaraza.
Lh. traduce por fr. embarras. Su significacién corresponde a la acepcién esp.
apuro, embarazo, de la cual quizi estd mis cerca.
ENBUSTARI lo cita Phillips 7, pero no lo recoge ni Azkue ni Lh.
En cambio Corominas 4, 991 s. registra enbustern ‘el que siembra la discordia
entre amigos’. Y en o.c. 2, 233 cita enbustari como castellanismo.
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Phillips L.c. deriva del lat. impostor, lo que es evidente en filtima instancia, pero no
puede prescindirse de formas romanicas como esp. embustero (< fr.med. empoustenr)
que acaso pasé de Francia a Castilla a través del Bearne y del pais vasco, alterandose
por el camino en embuster(o), del que el cast. derivé embuste).

Cf. inbusteri, inbustero.

ENBUTU V. tmutu, inbutnu.
ENDA! V ‘casta, raza’, endeka ‘degenerarse’.

Es inaceptable la comparacién con lat. gente que proponen GDiego Dial. 206 y
CGuis. 90. Azkue Hom. M.Pidal 2, 87-92 creia que esp. entecar derivaba de esto, pero
Alvar, «Serta Romanica», Festschr. Roblfs (Tibingen 1968) p. 148 lo niega.

ENDA? V ‘hebra (de hilo)'.

Bouda EJ 4, 334 supone una raiz *da, que compara con circ. de, do ‘lezna’,
“adan ‘hilo’, en CO *t’ “atar, atar junto’. Mejor es, sin duda, comparar, como el
propio autor hace, BN eden ‘picar (los insectos)’ (q.u.).

ENDAGORA v. oindagora.
ENDAIN, G ‘pala de horno’.

EWABS propone el lat. dentale y supone una forma primitiva *dendal (!). Cf. el
siguiente.

(H)ENDAITZ BN, L, endeitz G, andaitz* BN, L (q.u.), andaitze AN, andatx ‘lanza del arado,
timén’ erdaitz id.’ (Cf. lardai “id.’, “varal de carros y narrias’. (Cf. erdoka?).

Bouda BAP 11, 345 halla en estas formas un sufijo colectivo -tz. Supone que la
raiz de ellas es *da ‘empuiadura’, y compara avar £’aghi, un tanto arriesgadamente.

EWBS (v. endai) busca su origen en lat. dentale.

ENDAKATU/ENDEKATU V, ‘degenerar’, endeka V ‘enteco, degenerado’.

Aun cuando se pueda considerar derivado de enda’, no se debe prescindir de la
posible relacién con esp. enteco, como supone GDiego Dial. 213.

ENDELEGA / ENDELGA BN, L, endelgu BN, endelgi S, entheega ‘inteligencia’; endelgatu BN,
indelgatu, enthelegatii S, entelegatu R ‘entender’; endelgamendu ‘entendimiento’.

Todas estas formas derivan del lat. intelligere, intellectus segtin vieron Sch. ZRPh
40,491s.y BAP 7,565, Uhl. RIEV 3, 406, Gavel RIEV 22,117, Rohlfs RIEV 24,333
(a quien sigue FEW 4, 739), Lh., CGuis. 163, Mich. FHV 353 y Via Dom. 4,23y FLV
17, 204. .

Corominas 2, 268 cita la conexién que intentd Sch. ZRPb, 40, 491 s. y Wienersi-
tzungsber, CCII, 4, 23 entre esp. endilgar y vasco enthelegatu, endel(e)gatu ‘com-
prender, entender’; Corominas se pronuncia también por el lat. intelligere, y como
introducido en fecha muy antigua; no obstante menciona gall. indilgar ‘ver, percibir
con cuidado, trabajo, curiosidad’, astur. indirgar ‘ver con cuidado’, astur. occ. en-
dilgar ‘distinguir, juzgar’, esp. ‘dirigir, encaminar, etc.’

Campién EE 41, 572 veia en la derivacidn endelegu < intellectu un paralelo de
pelleburu < periculum (2).

HENDELLO BN ‘descuidado, mal vestido’; endes AN, S ‘persona desalinada’. Cf. heldaio.

EWBS pretende reconstruir una forma *mondes que deriva del lat. immunditia
.

ENDEZERA S, endrezera (Ax.) ‘paraje, lugar’. :

ParaLh. del esp. enderezar. Iribarren 210 documenta endrecera ‘término’ en doc.
de Pamplona de 1599.

Cf. bajo arag. endrecera con significacién similar.

ENDONER (arc.) ‘san, santo’.

Forma que se halla como equivalente a jaun done con los tratamientos de santos.
CGuis 256 parece considerarla como variante fonética de jaun done o jondone.

Azkue sugiere el lat. domne.

En prov. tenemos, como en cat., *ne < domine, ante vocal n’, ante cons. en (REW
2741). En bearn. en, end {en Guilbaume, en Beltran, equivalente a esp. don) que
Mistral considera una aféresis de Mousen: mounségne > mounsen, moussen > sen > en
(Simin Palay); también en bearn. Na=esp. dosia. Cf. prov. Dom en ‘sefior don’.
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HENDORE V (arc.) ‘alcalde’. (Hipax). Mich. Pas.Leng. 99: préstamo por la forma; no hay
origen solvente. Su -e no es segura. Su terminacién apunta a lat. -tore 0 a roman.
-dor(e); ¢Pero lo anterior? (Mich. Fuentes Azkue 43). Veedor no es imposible:
érdida de b- y -n- adventicia por disimil. de la -r- anticipada por repercusion. Pero
fas fases del supuesto proceso van restando verosimilitud a la etimol. (Mich. RFE 48,
119).
ENDREZERA v. endezera

ENDREZU AN (Oih. ms.) ‘destreza’, ‘servicio’, V ‘picaro’, ‘pendenciero’.

Lh. propone el esp. enderezo. Cf. cat. endrés ‘aderezo, compostura’, bearn.
endrés(se) ‘direccidn, consejo, guia’, adrésse ‘destreza del cuerpo’ (entre otras acep-
ciones), adrét ‘hibil’ y en mal sentido ‘bribén’, lo cual corresponderia a la Gltima
acepcion de endrezu. Cf. también fr. adresse ‘habilidad’.

ENDURTU BN ‘mermar, reducirse de volumen y de abundancia’, ‘debilitarse, desfallecer’.
EWBS da una fantistica explicacién: reconstruye una forma *mendru que
pretende derivar del afr. mendre (moindre), prov. menre, cat. esp. menor, etc. (1).

ENHE/ENHA S ‘cansarse, fatigarse’; enaitu AN ‘cansarse’, efiatu S ‘fatiga’.

Mich. FHV 103,222 y 307 deriva de *ein-/*enn- < aun-, cf. AN ano-egin, anotu
‘desfallecido, rendido’, anu egin (Ax.), anbu (Etcheberri), auno egin V (Onate),
aunatu AN, G, unhatu BN, L, ofiatu (RS 365). Aunque Bouda EJ 4, 333 relaciona
unhati ‘ennuyé’ (Noelac 81) con AN enoi(a)tu, R enuxatu, los grupos, segin Mich.
l.c. son muy distintos; éste mismo dice que si se busca un origen rominico para
unhatu seria preferible pensar en cauma (FEW 2,538 ss.). Cf. eneatun, enoiatu y anotn.

Larrasquet emparenta con fr. ennuyer.

ENE ‘mio’ (posesivo de #i).

Forma afectiva. Es evidente que se trata de una forma reducida de nere con e-
propética. En la comparacién no podemos ir mas alld que a descubrir que -7- es el
pronombre de 1* pers. Parece inaceptable la idea de Gavel Gramm. 1, 178 de que esa
e- inicial es la del genitivo, antepuesta en lugar de postpuesta, o repetida antes y
después de la -7-. Quiza la e- no es mis que un elemento enfitico o una exclamacién.

Comparaciones extravascas: Tromb. Orig. 85 compara con bereb. ini, saho hini,
begia ani, banti ine, drav. én ‘yo’; Lahovary Bol. Acad. Bs. Ls. Barcelona (1949), 226
aduce tam. en ‘mi’.

-ENEA AN, G ‘sufijo que se usa mucho con nombres personales, para indicar que una casa es
propiedad de tal o cual persona’.

Azkue supone que es una confusién por -ena, que del inesivo -erean se ha
deducido que el nominativo es -enea en vez de -ena.

ENEATU ‘enojarse’, ‘disponer para el suefio a los ninos recién nacidos’, enebatu BN, eneiatu AN
‘aburrirse’, enaitu (v. efiha/enibe) ‘cansarse’, enoi(a)tu AN ‘id’.

Vid. lo dicho por Mich. a propésito de este grupo en efiha/erihe. Acaso se trata
de un cruce entre estos y derivados del tipo enoiatu (q.u.).

Hay que pensar en el prov. enoiar (cf. bearn. enuid), que corresponde a esp.
enojar, fr. ennuyer (< lat. inodiare).

Cf. anotu. '

ENEGU BN ‘embarazo, estorbo, contrariedad’.
Lh. lo deriva del esp. enojo. Cf. el anterior y enheu, efihu. (-g- antihiatica).
ENEMIENA! ‘jqué diantre!’, ‘exclamacién’. Cf. amiama S ‘excelentemente’.

Sch. BxR 44 explica estas formas como cruce de anima mea + ene ama, lo que

puede ser aceptable. Cf. aniaz-mania.

ENERE v. enara.

ENETAKOTU salac., enetu BN, V, S ‘apropiarme, hacer mio’. »
De ene.

ENHETSI L ‘enojarse’. Cf. eneatu.
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ENHEU, ENHU ‘incomodidad, aburrimiento, molestia’ (falta en Azkue). Romanismo, como
sefiala Azkue. Geogrificamente y por el vocalismo podria suponerse préstamo del fr.
ennui, o prov. enuei. Cf. enihe/enha, y eneatn.

ENFADA S, enfado ‘aburrimiento, enojo’.

Del esp. enfado, como apunta Lh. En dltima instancia es portiaguesismo en cast.
como indica Corominas s.x.

ENFER(A) L (Duv.) ‘resistencia’; enferts (Duv. ms.) ‘resistir, oponerse’.

Tiene aspecto de romanismo; sin embargo parece arriesgado derivarlo del esp.
emperrar(se) como pretende EWBS, ‘obstinarse’.

ENGAIATU ‘engager, s’engager’, en Lh. Sin duda es un galicismo reciente: fr. engager, prov.
engatjar, bearn. engadja.

ENGALAS! V ‘ruedo de la saya’, ‘suciedad en el ruedo de la saya o pantalén’. (;Cf. esp. gala?).
Cf. el siguiente.

ENGALAS? V, G “capa o pafio de agua que cubre los cristales en invierno’, V ‘cristal del hielo’,

“frio pro£xcido por el hielo’.

Para la explicacién de este término debe tenerse en cuenta el bearn. glas, prov.
glassa (cf. tamgién arag. glasat, referido a un cristal), del lat. glacies; fr. glace.

Corominas 2, 618b cita una acepcién de gala en ital. ‘striscia di trine o de
pannolino lavorato a trapunto con ago’, que unificaria ‘ruedo de la saya, capa o pafio
de agua que cubre los cristales en invierno’, ‘suciedad en el ruedo de la saya o
pantalén’.

Wolfel 148 acumula una serie de comparaciones, desde gét. frius ‘escarcha’, hasta
el bereb. agris, aZris ‘hielo’, que naturalmente no sirven para explicar la palabra vasca.

ENGANA BN, S (Oih.), enganio, enganu L ‘engano, error, fraude’; enganalari, enganatu (para
el sufijo: Uhl. RIEV 3, 9), ingana S ‘atraer de manera enganosa o inmoral’

Es la misma palabra esp., dice Lh.; es preferible pensar en el bearn. engand.

ENGOITAR, ENGOITADOR (Vizcaya)

Unamuno, citado por P. de Migica Dialectos, lo identifica con cast. engaitar
‘enganar, inducir con halagos a que haga lo que rehusaba’; pero al compararlo con
arag. aguaitar ‘acechar’, las dudas aumentan; mis aiin con la pregunta que se hace el
propio Mugica «¢Es abeytar ‘engafiar’?»

GDiego Dicc.Etim. 7297 da cat. y acast. guaitar, guaytar, ant. arag. y ant. nav.
goaitar, incluso arag. engoitar ‘acechar’. REW 9479 afiade afr. aguaitier junto al prov.
cat. guaitar. (Todos ellos del franc. wabten).

ENGOITIK S, salac. ‘en adelante’. (Cf. ingoitik).

La forma engo: la deriva Sch. Primitiae 13, 26a del prov. ancoi.

Van Eys decia que habia que referirlo a go: con preposicién en romanica, como
«en adelante». Acaso la duda que le quedaba a éste acerca de esa derivacién se resuelva
con hibridos como albear, y otros por el estilo.

ENGORGADURA BN, S ‘estrefiimiento (hablando de bestias)’; engorgats BN, S “estrefiirse (las
bestias)’. Cf. ingorgatn S ‘empacharse’.

Azkue propone el fr. engorgement con interrogante. Es preferible pensar en
prov. engorgar, bearn. engourga, cat. engorgar-se ‘obstruir’; cf. fr. engorgé, ital.
ingorgare. (En iltimo término en relacién con fr. gorge).

El primer término es préstamo directo del prov. engorgadura.

ENGORRATXAU V ‘enrojecerse o enconarse una herida’.

En relacion con gorri, sin duda.

ENGOXA(DURA), ENGOTXA, INGOXA S ‘desvanecimiento’; engoxatii/ingoxatu S ‘desmayarse’.
Larrasquet 99 y 144, y Lh. proponen en bearn. engoecha ‘angustiar, espantar’.
Cf. también engoéch ‘angustia, miedo’.
Cf. también aesp. angoxa.

ENGREINATU (Oih.ms.) ‘caprichoso, mimoso, descontentadizo’.
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Lh. da como etimologia el gasc. engrenha. Sin embargo el origen tltimo de la voz
parece pre-roménico, en relacidn con esp. greria, cat. grenya, de una raiz célt. *grenn-

‘pelo en la cara’, que dio esp. grefién, de donde saldria posteriormente gresia (Coro-
minas S.u.).

EWBS busca la raiz germ. *grana ‘Borste, Granne’.
ENGRENATU (Oth. Voc.) ‘confiar’.

Lh. lo deriva de gasc. engranba.

ENIV, S ‘amf’. «Los dialectos que usan ene para el gen., emplean en dat. una forma eni, que es
probablemente analégica» (Gavel Gramm. 1, 179).
ENJOGI S ‘inclinado’, enjogidsira S ‘iriclinacién, querencia’.

EWBS lo deriva del fr. enjoué (de en + jeu), cruzado con jouir, lo que no parece

‘aceptable, aun cuando el término vasco tiene todo el aspecto de un romanismo.
ENKADA, ENKATA V ‘inconveniente’. Cf. engara. ’

Cf. esp. encarar.

ENKAILLA V, G ‘encallar’, V ‘lefios que se ponen atravesando el carro para defenderlo del peso
de la carga’.

La primera acepcién es del esp. encallar. Aun cuando pudiera explicarse del
mismo modo la segunda acepcién, quizi tenga origen distinto: cf. kale “vilorto,
agujeta del juego de bolos’.

ENKAITU BN ‘remover, cambiar de puesto’.
EWBS intenta explicarlo de en- + kai ‘mover’ = ganti/kanti + -tu (1).
ENKALIKATU (Oih. ms.) ‘corromperse’.

De kalika, con la preposicién rominica en, tipo de derivacidn que ha de tenerse
en cuenta en muchos términos.

ENKANTA(TU) BN ‘imposibilitar’, ‘hacer impotente’; en el mismo sentido inkantata.

Azkue atribuye al segundo origen lat., de incantare. Quiza sea mejor pensar en el
esp. encantar, con la antigua significacién de encantamiento en sentido migico. Cf.
bearn. encanti ‘encantar, embrujar’.

ENKANTE, ENKANTU BN ‘almoneda, venta en piblica subasta’, ‘situaci6n, ocasién, momento
critico’. Vid. inkantatn®.

Corominas, 2, 255 registra encante en arag. y murc., y lo deriva del cat. encant,
que a su vez seria del prov. en cant ‘en cuinto’, palabras para ofrecer en venta. En el
vasco la geografia parece recomendar un origen transpirenaico, aunque tampoco
debemos desechar el esp. encante. Cf. también encan, incin en bearnés.

ENKARAN BN ‘a punto de caer, de morir’,

Acaso en relacién con enkaratu, enkario (qq.uu.).

ENKARATU! BN ‘prepararse para hacer algo, pero sin ejecutarlo’, ‘apuntar un arma’ (Pouvr.);
enkario BN ‘disposicién para obrar’. Cf. enkaritu L ‘atreverse’ e inkaratu ‘amenazar’.

Lh. sefiala bien la coincidencia con esp. encarar(se), y Azkue se pregunta si
procede de éste también enkarity.

Cf. bearn. encara ‘prepararse para un trabajo’, ‘emprender’.

ENKARATU? salac., R ‘revocar con cal una pared’.
Se trata del esp. encalar. Cf. kare “cal’, no obstante.
EWBS quiere relacionarlo con cat. encara (fr. encore) ‘noch, noch einmal’ (1).
ENKARGATU ‘encargar, encargarse’. (No aparece en Azkue); enkargu ‘encargo, recomen-
acién’. :
Lh. remite al esp. encargo. (encargar lo registra Corominas ya en Berceo).
ENKARTXATU G ‘quedarse muy flaco de pura privacién’.
Cf. kbarzeatn L “caer en la extenuacion a causa de una larga enfermedad’ (acaso
puede traerse aqui gartxn G ‘parco en la comida’). El prefijo es romanico.
ENKATXO V ‘encachado, empedrado de un camino’, inkantxu V ‘id.’
: Evidentemente se trata del esp. cacho, para la que se suele dar origen latino
2Corominas 1, 567 5.); pero también podria pertenecer al sustrato y hallarse en vasco
atxo ‘callo en el pié’. De todos modos la formacién con en- es romanica.
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Sin embarago, la forma inkantxu (q.u.) nos hace pensar en el esp. encachar; de
igual significado. ‘ :
ENKHELO BN, L ‘imbécil’.
Tiene aspecto de romanismo; sin embargo debe tenerse en cuenta'en G kelon;
‘tonto, simple’. : S
Dice Charencey, RIEV 4, 509 que hace el efecto de una abreviatura de ankyglosé
del griego (1) :
EWBS quiere relacionarlo con ergel (q.u.), que considera variante de erho.
Carece de base la comparacién de Gabelentz 41, 73, 87 y 220 con cab. ambaz
‘loco’.
ENKENU BN ‘mueca, gesto, guifio’, inkhesin S ‘mueca de idiota’.
Aunque Van Eys consideraba este romanismo en relacién con fr. ingénu, es
‘preferible pensar en el esp. guirio. Cf. keinu/keinu.
Inadmisible la suposicion de EWBS que deriva de fr. en guignant.
ENKOMENDATU ‘encomendar, recomendar’.
Azkue lo omite, sin duda como romanismo demasiado evidente.
Lh. lo deriva del esp.
ENKONIA S, enkoniatu BN, L ‘entristecerse’; enkoniadura BN, L ‘tristeza’.
) Charencey RLPHC 24, 77 ya sehald la relacién con esp. enconar, lo mismo que
Lh.

Corominas 2, 262s. ha explicado la etimologia inquinare, que aun cuando
presenta dificultades fonéticas, acaso no sea rechazable.

EWBS que recoge de Lh. la variante enkoina, compara esp. enconia, malenconia
(la primera por aféresis), encono.

Cf. inkoniatn, inkoniadura ‘desolar, desolacién’.

ENOIAPORRATU AN ‘aporrearse’.
Acaso geminado semintico de enoiatu y porra (?).
ENOIATU/ENOITU AN ‘cansarse, rendirse de fatiga’.

Bouda EJ 4, 333 ha reunido enaitu AN, neitu (Oih.) ‘terminar, acabar’, anotu
AN “asparse, fatigarse mucho’, auno V “fatiga’, auno egin, unbatu BN, L ‘cansarse,
aburrirse’ (a lo que pone obsticulos Mich. FHV 307: v. enhe/efiha). Quiere derivar
estas formas, no del esp. enojar, sino del prov. enoiar (remite a REW 4448). (Para
formas meridionales de Francia cf. FEW 4, 701).

No puede separarse del estudio de este término el de enzhe/efiha, eneatn, enben/
efihu y anotu. En su comparacién podemos deducir una confusién de formas proce-
dentes de prov. u otros dialectos transpirenaicos y desarrollos fonéticos propios del
vasco.

ENOR V, G ‘verruga’, V ‘paiio o mancha que sale en el rostro’.

Bouda EJ 4, 69 supone una raiz *n0l a la que le busca un equivalente en mingr.
nol-i ‘encia, pelicula alrededor de la ufia’, lo que seménticametne no resulta aceptab?e.

EWBS le atribuye origen lat., reconstruyendo una forma *anura/*anula, del lat.
anulus, que seméntica y fonéticamente entra en el terreno de la fantasfa.

ENPHAIU, ENPHARI, ENPHARU S ‘abrigo, muralla, obsticulo’.

Lh. lo deriva del esp. amparo. Corominas 3, 659b registra la misma forma
amparar en occit. ant. CE aprov. antparay, amparar.

Sch. BuR 55 senala en occit. emparo ‘baluarte’.

Para enpharsi ‘obsticulo’ Larrasquet sefiala el bearn. empare, cosa que parece
evidente.

Cf. enparadu/enparatu.

ENPALATU ‘enredar(se)’.

EWABS le atribuye origen roménico y pretende reconstruir una forma primitiva

*empaila-tu de *empaila-, que compara con port. empalbar, esp. empajar, cat.

empallar (esp. paja).
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ENPARA ‘secuestro’.
En relacién con fr. s’emparer, sin duda. Cf. el siguiente.
EWBS compara esp., cat. empara, prov. emparar (< lat. imparare).
ENPARADUV ‘sobrar’, ‘sobrante, residuo’, enparatu G ‘sobrar’, ‘garantizar’, ‘preservar’, enpa-
rau V ‘sobrar, sobrante’. .
Cf. también enpharii ‘obsticulo, apoyo, estorbo’. :
Sch. Heim.u.Fremd.Sprachgut 82 se inclina a poner juntas todas estas formas y
a derivarlas, como hace Van Eys para enparatu, del esp. amparar. «La diversidad de
significados a que llega *imparare —dice Sch.— es culpable de que no se le haya
reconocido». :
El alav. amparo ‘cantidad exigua, pizca, gota, miga’ se oye también en Castiila y
sin duda ha contribuido a los varios sentidos de la palabra. Claro que Sch. afadia a
los términos mencionados enbarau ‘sentirse débil de las piernas’, enparaubak ‘los
demis’ y enpharii ‘obsticulo’; cf. por otra parte astur. empareau, que «se dice del
buey o de la vaca muy extenuados».
EWABS trata estos términos junto con enpara (q.u.).
ENPARANTZA G ‘cobertizo, tejavana’, (Araqu.) ‘plazuela’.
Cf. enphaiu, enphars. Es sin duda un romanismo. Para Mich. Apellidos 384
apenas cabe duda de que sea un préstamo puro y simple.
ENPHARI, ENPHARU v. enphain.

ENPATXU BN, S ‘prefiez de una viuda o de una soltera’, (Leig.) ‘escindalo’, enpatxatu N (Leig.
‘empeché’) ‘obstacle, empéchement’; ephantxi.
Lh. compara el bearn. enpach (él dice empatch). Cf. Mich. FHV? 553.
Es mejor pensar en el esp. emfpacbo, que ha pasado a la Peninsula a través del
occit. ant. empachar (derivado del fr.), cuyo origen esta en el lat. impedicare (Coro-
minas 2, 235).
Phillips 6 y 15 se equivoca al insistir en el lat. impedire, fr. empecher, esp.
empecer.
ENPHELTATU S ‘injertar’, enpbeltu S ‘injerto’, enphéltat (Larrasquet) ‘injertar’.
Larrasquet lo considera préstamo del esp. empe?tre ‘injerto’. Lh. sefiala esta
misma comunidad.
Corominas 2, 241s. deriva el cat. empelt (del que procede el arag. empelte,
impelte) de cat., occit. empeltar. Desde el bearn. pas6 en fecha muy antigua a S
enphélti, enphéltat, alterado en V, G en la forma mentu ‘injerto’, mentan “injertar’
(qq.uu.); cf. Mich. FHV 157, que nota la falta del prefijo lat. de enphélti.
Empeltar en cast. existe ya en el siglo Xv.
Corominas 4, 992 recoge a Wartburg ZRP)h 48, 19-21 que supone el occit. y cat.
empeltar como derivado directo del gr. nelty (a partir de Marsella), lo que en 2, 241
considera como fantistico.
El origen tltimo del término esta en lat. *impeltare (cf. para diversos derivados
romianicos REW 4300 y GDiego Dicc. Etim. 3354a).
ENPRESA BN, S ‘almidén’.
Larrasquet y Lh. comparan con acierto el bearn. empés ‘id.” (Cf. fr. empeser
‘almidonar’, prov. empeza). El origen de todos estd en lat. impé(n)sa ‘ingredientes,
material’. No es acertado CGuis. 244 proponiendo el francés, ni EWBS comparando
fr. empois y afr. empoise.
ENPI-ENPI G “andar poniendo dificultades’.
Azkue se pregunta si puede derivar de esp. en fin.
ENPLA V ‘adherirse’; cf. enplastu N ‘emplasto’.
Larrasquet compara bearn. emplastre para el segundo término; pero sin duda es
la forma esp.
ENPLEGA(TU) ‘empleado, emplear’; enplegs ‘empleo, venta’.
Larrasquet compara el bearn, emplega para el primero y emplec para el segundo
(‘empleo, funcién’).
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La forma emplegar (< implicare 1atino) se halla tanto en cast. como en occit. ant.
y astur. (donde también tenemos empliegar). Corominas 4, 993 recoge a Mich. BAP
11, 288 y supone que del mismo romance emplegar pasé al vasco ant. enplegatu. La
geografia decide por el occit.
ENPHOILDU BN ‘destruir’.
Lh. deriva de esp. empellar ‘empujar’ (lat. impéllére). Cf. deboildu BN ‘des-
truir’.
Que es un romanismo parece seguro.
EWBS relaciona con esp. empollar, gall. empolar + sufijo -du (?).
ENPONIO BN ‘no ha hecho nada bueno’ (no lo recoge Azkue), traduccion de la frase «enponio
onik ez du egin».
Lh. remite a lat. emporium (?).
ENPOR v. enbor.

ENTAKATU R ‘hartarse’.
Cf. entecado ‘mimado’ en Navarra; enteco en esp. viene de *beticarse, de hético
‘tisico’. Pero en la forma R hay un cruce o relacién con esp. atracar ‘hartar de
comida’, que no aparece antes de Moratin y plantea problemas (Corominas 1, 324 y
4, 927). De todos modos esta relacién es mas que discutible.
Cf. takatu ‘oprimir, prensar’.
Bouda EJ 5, 58 analiza e-n-ta, con raiz Y2 que compara con abkh. :%(4) ‘hartar-
se’, &ed. to suf. to-am ‘satisfaccién’.
ENTHELEGA v. endelega.

ENTENGA AN, V, G, entengauntze V ‘clavo de siete pulgadas o mis de largo’.
El primer elemento parece romanico.
ENTIPARRATU R ‘estrediirse (hablando de bestias)’. (Cf. éngorgar). Cf. esp. empipar (?).
ENTHOILDU BN ‘hacerse perezoso, rendirse de fatiga’.
De thoildu “id.’, con el prefijo romanico. Cf. toil ‘grave, pesado’.
ENTOKADURA (Duv. ms.) ‘revoque, capa de mortero’, entokatu L, R ‘revocar una casa’ (otros
derivados: entokaldi, entokatzaile). ‘
En Gamillscheg R«B 25 da una forma entoikatu para suponer una pérdida de
nasal en un derivado de intunicare, pero no parece atestiguada su existencia.
REW 4519 compara esp. entunicar (‘revocar con cal y arena la pared que se va a
pintar al fresco’), al. tiinchen y vasco entokatu, como precedentes de lat. *intinicare.
Este mismo M.-L. RIEV 15, 233 piensa mas bien en una derivacién del ital. intona-
care (< mismo término lat.), pues cree que lo mismo que el al.ant. tunihdon, mod.
tinchen fue extendido por canteros italianos y no romanos.
EWBS reconstruye una forma *ertoka, del esp. retocar (de tocar).
ENTRABALO BN ‘“posicién dudosa del cuerpo, que puede inclinarse tanto a un lado como a
otro’. Cf. entrabal ‘medio, dificu?t’ad’, entradal ‘id.’.
Del lat. trabs “viga’ y de su derivado roménico trabar, que como dice Coromi-
nas 4, 521 «se halla en todos los romances hispanicos y galos».
EWBS dice de entrabal que es de esp. intervalo, fr. intervalle, port. intervallo
en cruce con port. entravar, (}'r. entraver (?).
Cf. también entrebal.
ENTRANAK (Fabre) ‘entrafias’.
Del esp. entrasias, como dice Sch. B4R 34. Cf. entresiak BN ‘articulaciones’,
‘entrafias’.
ENTREBAL S ‘dudoso, controversia’.
Del bearn. entrebal, como propone Larrasquet.
Cf. entrabalo.

ENTREGA(TU), ENTREGU ‘hacerse diestro en algo, acostumbrarse, ser habil para algo’; el segun-
do también ‘entrega, comisién’.
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.. Se cruzan en este romanismo el esp. entregar, de entero (lat. integrum), forma-

. cién tardia (cuyo sentido moderno ‘informar’ no aparece hasta Santa Teresa y Cer-
vantes: Corominas 2, 301a), y el germania entrevar, de afr. enterver (interrogare). Se
halla también en occit. ant. entrevar. En todos significa ‘entender’.

ENTROS BN, entrusa S ‘(montar) a la grupa’.
Larrasquet sefiala como origen el bearn. en trousse ‘derritre la selle’. Cf. fr.
trousser, prov. trosar ‘cargar’ (v. REW 8725 que los deriva de *tursus).
Cf. cat. trossar ‘ajustar al cuerpo con cordones y cintas (una prenda de vestir)’,
occit. trossar ‘arremangar’ (todo de torsus, torgueo).

EWBS reconstruye *ertros y lo considera como cruce de esp. retro- y detris
(mis bien por detras) (!).

ENTRUS S ‘agua estancada’.
EWBS reconstruye un *ertrus para derivarlo de lat. retrorsus (1).

ENTSARRI S ‘prisi6n, secuestro’.
Lh. lo deriva del esp. encierro.

ENTSEATU ‘esforzarse, experimentar, probar’; entsegu® ‘ensayo’ (q.u.).
Del lat. exagium a través del rominico, en relacidn con esp. ensayar, ya atesti-
guado en el Poema del Cid (Corominas 2, 299).
ENTSEGU' ‘ensayo’ (cf. entseatn), entsein L id.’; insegu BN ‘esfuerzo’, ixegu/isegii/iseya S

‘ensayo’. Cf. insegu. :

Evidente relacién con esp. ensayo. Téngase en cuenta también fr. y prov. essai
(< lat. exagium). ’

ENTSEGU? BN, ixegu/isegii S ‘alimento’, ‘alimentacién’.

ENTSENA BN, S ‘ensena’.
Sin duda del prov. ensenha (cf. esp. enseria), del lat. insignia.

ENTXEA AN °‘conejo’. Cf. untx.
ENTZAGUR v. intxaunr.

-ENTZAT, -NTZAT ‘para’.
Sufijo casual compuesto, sin duda, de -en-tza-t.

Gabelentz 7 y 62 quiere buscar semejanza con tuar. dat ‘ante’, lo que resulta
imposible. '

ENTZERA(DA) V ‘pieza que se echa disimuladamente a un vestido corto’, V, G ‘nudo especial
para atar cordeles’.
Cf. intxera, intziera.

ENTZI salac. ‘dejar’. (v. etsi/etxi). (Enzindu (1596) ‘confiar’).

ENTZUN, EN(T)ZUN °‘oir’, V, BN ‘sentir, percibir olores’, V ‘famoso, célebre’. (Causativo
erantzun). (Gavel-Lacombe Gramm. 2, 29: intzun).

Sch. Primitiae 143 lo pone en conexién con fr. entendre ‘oir’, pero no encuentra
un término intermedio #nteso (?); tampoco Bouda BAP 24, 267, a propésito de éste,
encuentra que e-ntzu-n vaya bien con int(e)so (?).

La hipétesis de Sch. lo une con lat. intensus, ital. inteso, sardo intesu (Gavel-La-
combe Gramm. 2, 29, Lafon Systéme 1, 421, Bouda BKE 54).

Mich. FHV 114 no cree verosimil lo sugerido por Sch. y no mal visto por Lafon
L.c., de suponer que en(t)zun es continuador del lat. inte(n)sum: se opone, entre otras
razones, la antigiiedad de la supuesta sincopa, pues en ninguna parte se halla el
menor rastro de la vocal interior larga lat. Es més probable, segin él, que provenga
de un antiguo *e-nezu-n, con *n intervocilica, lejos de todo romanismo, por tanto.
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Aparte de las objeciones fonéticas (un *entess tampoco hubiera sido imposi-
ble), tenemos las lexicogrificas: la falta de ese verbo en las zonas roménicas fronteri-
zas con el vasco.

Dodgson RLPHC 35, 220 queria derivarlo del lat. intonare, lo que fonética y
seminticamente es imposible.

Disparatada la relacién propuesta por CGuis. 197 con gr. dxdetv.

No faltan las comparaciones cauc.: Tromb. Orig. 138 propone andi anéi- ‘obe-
decer’, a-nthli- ‘oir’, avar i-n{vazi ‘obedecer’, comparaciones que repite Uhl. RIEV
15, 585 con las variantes grificas andcidu, indcvazi respectivamente.

Hacia Africa apuntan Gabelentz 258 s. con eg. netebe, nebete, atene (que él
mismo marca con interrogacién) y Tromb. Lc. que alega begia (?) masu ‘oir’ y bereb.
a-mezzuy.

EWBS da una variante intsun, y la forma supuesta entsun la deriva del lat.
intensionem y compara también fr. entendre, esp. entender, etc., sobre cuyo valor no
vamos a insistir.

ENMH)UDE v. ifinde.
ENUL/ENUL BN ‘nulo, sin energia’, il AN, L ‘débil, enclenque’, inual BN ‘imbécil’.

Azkue lo sefiala como de derivacién romanica. Cf. bearn. nul(e).

EWBS compara esp., cat. anular, fr. annuler, de roménico nul, nulo, nullo (<
lat. nallus).

Por otra parte tiene vitalidad en la formacién de derivados: enularazi, enunldu,
enulkeri, enunlki, enultasun.

Cf., no obstante aul.

ENURRERIATU R ‘entumecerse, adormecerse (un miembro)’.
ENURRI R ‘espino’ (fruto), efiurriatze R “id.” (planta). v. elorri.
ENUXATU v. efibe y anoiatu.

ENUXENT S ‘enfermo mental’.

Larrasquet sefiala con acierto su derivacién del bearn. inoxcen ‘necio’. Palatali-
zacién afectiva,

ENUXU-BANUXU AN ‘tardio, lento en el andar u obrar’.

Se trata de una formacién rimada sobre el roménico enojo. Se conserva la anti-
gua pronunciacidn del esp.

ENUTHAUR S ‘nino de teta’, endithanrride ‘hermano de leche’.

De enbiide (ifinde) y anr. El segundo término tiene un iltimo elemento -(k)ide
(). '

ENZINDU V ‘confiar’.
Tiene aspecto de romanismo (?).
ENZUN v. entzun.

ENZUR v. ezur.
Eo G, AN, eho BN, S, ego G, AN ‘moler’, ‘tejer’, eio V (ei(d)Z0) ‘moler’, i(h)o/igo V, G (< ei-)
4d.’. (Cf. eban L, S, salac. ‘tejer’). Sustantivo verbal ehaite. (Cf. eun?), ijo (Ast.)
‘moler’, zyo G ‘tejer’, ixo V ‘moler’.
Las significaciones AN ‘dar una somanta’, BN, L, S ‘rendirse de fatiga’, S
‘apagar las luces’, (Duv.) “afligir’ son sentidos figurados de ‘moler’; lo mismo ‘%mcer
excesos’, V ‘trenzar’ y ego en AN ‘digerir’. La de ého S ‘matar’, segiin Mich. Via
Dom. 1,142 y FHV 329, proviene de erho, aunque en esta tltima obra 213 sugiere
que erbo sea causativo de jo ‘pegar, herir’, o de ebo ‘moler’.
La forma R eio ‘moler’ acaso tiene la i como epentética, pues si no hubiera sido
*exo (Mich. FHV 176).
Gavel RIEV 12, 352 s. compara como de la misma raiz AN, L igara, eiara,
eihara BN ‘molino’.

El anilisis de la palabra es incierto. Uhl. Bask.Stud. 199 se inclinaba por un
primitivo ego, con variantes en b e y.
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Van Eys senal6 la coincidencia de significados con ‘tejer’, lo que aludiria a algo
muy primitivo (si no es que se han homotonizado dos raices antes distintas), coinci-
dencia que también ocurre en bereb., como sefala Sch. RIEV 7, 335, donde hallamos
las formas ezd, zed ‘moler’, ‘tejer’.

Vid. jo.

Tromb. Orig. 124 compara s#rsin ‘harina’.

CGuis. 171 relaciona vasco ehun ‘tejido’; pero ni la etimologia de éste (del ide.
*weg > lat. nélum), ni la de Campién EE 41, 573 (lat. neo, scr. nah- ‘atar’), ni la de
Gabelentz 282 s. (copto sobe, sobre el cual insiste Giacomino Relazion: 4 y 14),
pueden tomarse en consideracién tampoco.

Lafon EJ 3, 339 compara también e(h)un, ebsin y se inclina por una etimologia
cauc.: circ. we- ‘trenzar una cuerda’, lo mismo en kagard., segn Jakovlev, significa
‘trenzar un cordén redondo (de seda o de algodén)’. El propio Lafon BAP 9, 329
extiende la comparacién al ostiaco ket fé ‘trenzar’, kot ‘id.” (Bouda Kott. Verbum 10a,
52), y en Gernika EJ 1, 510 cita svano gob ‘moler’, kabard. gw- ‘amontonar (maiz)’.

Sch. L.c. menciona como paralelos nub. dZog ‘moler’ (dZo ‘harina’), kumana jo
‘id.” (2 ‘muela’), barea haki ‘id.’, chamir jog ‘muela’, bedauje hig id.’, bagrimma
okkwo, logone xa, wandala akxe; la forma logone y el dinka gua-r ‘moler’ son
alegados por Tromb. L.c., que afade una serie de formas cauc.: bhiirkila -g-, &e&. a-h-,
kbuala, svano li-kba-l, rut. gii-iin, cab. ’o-n ‘moler’. Este mismo a propésito de irin
(q.u.), #rin ‘harina’, al comparar con formas bereb., ar., lit., lat., etc., dice que esa serie
tiene gran importancia para la historia de la cultura, y une a ella el vasco e-ho, que en
la significacién de ‘tejer’ (aparte de ‘moler’) compara con wandala akye ‘moler’ (con
distinta ortografia Sch. supra), a-ya ‘tejer’.

Para la metifora ‘matar luces’ = ‘apagar’ compara Lewy Kl.Schriften 85 fr., esp.,
erl., etc.

EHO1z S (Oih.) ‘nunca’; ehon §Dechep.) ‘en parte alguna’; ebor ‘nadie, persona alguna’.

Constan del prefijo negativo e-, que sin duda esta en relacién con ez (;con un
analisis e-z ?) y los términos noiz, non y nor respectivamente. En R los dos tltimos
son eun, enr. )

Gavel RIEV 12,268 5. da esa explicacién para ebor, con caida de -»- intervocilica
de nor tras el sufijo. En otros dialectos, las formas nehor, nibor se explican, como dice
el propio autor ibid., o por influencia de las palabras negativas romanicas con 7-, o
como resto de e-nor con una metitesis sugerida por las mismas palabras romanicas.

EHOKI (Dechep.) v. eduki.
EHOKIN (Duv.) ‘tela’. De eo, sin duda.
EONDO salac. ‘lejia’.
d La primera parte puede estar en el R e, AN ede, BN, S ebe ‘id.’. Cf. egatondo
‘ad.”.

EHOR v. ehoiz.
EORTU AN ‘tejer’. De eo.
EHORSTE, E(H)ORTZE, E(H)ORTZI v. obortze, ortzi.
EOTARRI ‘muela, piedra de moler’.
De eo y arri.
EOTU G ‘moler’, ‘tejer’. De eo.
HEOTSEGILE S ‘tonante’. Nombre que se da en S a las sombras o apariciones. (Barandiarin
Hom.Kriiger 1, 109). Cf. ortz, ots.
EHOZLE (Duv. ms.) ‘enterrador’. De e(h)ortzi (v. obortze).
EpA1 V (Oih.), ephai L, BN ‘cortar’, V, G ‘corte’, ‘fallo, sentencia’, AN ‘cerca de la cumbre,
linea de las montafas’.
Se trata de una variante de ebaki, ebagi (q.u.).
Gavel RIEV 12, 345 presenta esta forma como buen ejemplo de la caida de £
intervocilica, pero con su prudencia caracteristica recuerda que si en V tenemos la
forma ebagi, éste pudo ser el estadio intermedio antes de la pérdida.
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EPAI-BEDAR V ‘hipericén, corazoncillo: hierba que se usa para curar cortaduras’.
De ebaki, epai, nombre médico.

EPAIKI V ‘trozos de lefia delgada como de un pie de largo’, V, G “tajo para cortar hierro’.

De epai/ebaki.

EpralL V, G ‘marzo’.

Como vié Astarloa Apol. 381, se trata del mes «del corte o esquilmo de los
arboles». Lo mismo Campién EE 41, 377 y Hervds BAP 3, 342. Azkue da también
ephai-aro (Duv.) ‘tiempo de la poda’. BN phaile ‘segador’ < ephaile.

Por tanto de epai/ebaki e il ‘mes’ (q.u.). (Gavel RIEV 12, 354: ephai < epaki,
epagi). Disparatado Griera ZRPb 47, 106 derivando de esp. espadar ‘macerar el lino’.

EPAITONDO G, AN ‘cepa, parte subterrinea del tronco’.

De epai, sin duda.

EPAITZ BN “corte’; epaitza L ‘precipicio’, ‘corte de arboles’, ‘lefia’. De eﬁmi.

Iribarren 215 recoge en Arraiz-Orquin epaises ‘lefia de hogares’, ‘canon de
aprovechamiento por la recogida de la misma en los montes comunales’, con el
plural espaiiol. La forma epaiz ‘lote de 4rboles que es asignado a cada casa del pueblo

y que sefiala el montero’ es dada por el mismo autor en los valles de Odieta, Ulzama
y Juslapefa.

EPA1ZKA(Z) (Harr., Oih.) ‘a hurtadillas’ (Cf. ebaska); ephaskoa ‘robo’. '
Bouda EJ 4, 67 acepta de Lafon RIEV 24, 169 la relacién con ebatsi N, L, R, S

‘robar’, y ebatzi V ‘resolver, dirimir’, y propone, por su parte, una relacién con
georg. p’ “cortar, desgarrar, hendir’.

La proximidad de ebatzi con ebaki, epai es evidente, pero ‘robar’ es cosa muy
distinta (v. ebatsz).
EPHANSU S “‘dispensa’, epantsii G ‘rencor, ojeriza’, S ‘estorbo’, ephaints ‘obsticulo, dispensa’,

ephantii frente a BN enphatxu ‘empéchement, obstacle’, (Leig.) enpatxatu ‘empeché
(Mich. FHV? 553).

Aunque pudiera pensarse en un derivado de epai, Larrasquet aduce también el
bearn. empach(e) ‘obsticulo, estorbo’.
Cf. enpatxn. Tiene aspecto de romanismo.
EPHASLE (Oih.) ‘ladrén’; ephaskoa ‘robo’ v. ebatsi, ebaska y epaizka(z).
EPATU AN fijar plazo, acabar, terminar’.

En relacidn con epai, ebaki y, sobre todo, con ep(h)e, + -tu.
EPATS G ‘regiieldo, eructo’. Cf. opets “id.’.

Parece onomatopeya. Cf., no obstante, ats ‘respiracién’. ¢Acaso la primera
parte es ebaki, epai?

EPE V, G, AN, ephe L, BN, S ‘plazo’, N, V ‘cachaza’, G ‘idea’.

La primera acepcién hay que relacionarla, sin duda, con epai, ebaki.

Astarloa Apol. 73, con sus fantisticas ideas, dice que e significa ‘dulce, suave’ y
pe ‘bajo’, por lo que «todo junto es suavidad o dulzura baxa, pequefia, de poca
duracién, y es la que da el plazo o término que tomamos» (!).

Tampoco parece admisible la relacién que propone Bouda Bx#K 24 con circ.
pa-Le ‘plazo’. Ni Charencey RIEV 4, 509 relacionando con cat. tems, bearn., esp.
tiempo.

EWABS en la significacién “still, ruhig’ pretende relacionar con aio ‘Erwartung’.

EPEBAKO V ‘impaciente’.
De epe y bako (q.u.).
EPEINI v. ipisii.
EPELV, G, AN, ephel L, BN, S ‘tibio’, V, G, L, R ‘enclenque, sin vigor, muelle’, V ‘sin fuste’.

Cf. txepel V ‘pusilinime’, G ‘insulso’, “‘cobarde’, AN ‘castafia huera’, ipildu/epeldn
‘entibiar’ (Mich. FHV 63).
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Sch. B#R 30 con cautela y remitiendo a Rom. Etym. 1, 39 (que recoge REW 8657)
piensa en un posible lat. *tepulus (asi también CGuis. 30), pero afiade cautamente que
acaso se trata de otra palabra ide., como aesl. *teplt, o no ide., como georg. tphils,
thbili ‘caliente’. Tovar-Mich. BAP 17, 281 mencionan la raiz *tep- propuesta por
Sch., i.-e. (lat. tepidus). Mich. BAP 7, 581 recordé la comparacién de Viclav Pof;k,
Studia linguistica 4, 110 con el georg. citado.

" Otras etimologias propuestas: Gabelentz 20 y 210 s. da tuar. awilen ‘verano’;
Bouda BxK 23, GRM 32,130 y Hom.Urq. 3, 219 compara circ. iL ‘calentarse, estar
caliente’; Berger Miinch.Stud. 9, 10 aduce burush. bulbilo, bubilo ‘tibio’ (con
reduplicacién).

EWBS le atribuye origen romdnico, reconstruye una forma *tepol y compara con
port. tepor (lat. tepor), gall. tépedo, por. tépido, esp. tibio (de lat. tepidus), lo que
resulta naceptable.

EPELDU/EPILDU de ep(h)el.

La primera forma tiene como significado también ‘encogerse, entornar (los
ojos)’ en V. la coincidencia con circ. pL ‘mirar’ es evidentemente una homonimia
fortuita.

EPEN-EPEN G ‘seguir a duras penas’.

Parece una formacién expresiva.

EPER V, G, AN, R, epher L, BN, S (Lh. da L epherdi también) ‘perdiz’.

- La coincidencia con las formas roménicas, y el éxito de éstas (1a voz lat. originaria
es préstamo del gr., como es sabido), se debe con toda probabilidad al valor onomato-
péyico de la palabra, que recuerda el ruido del ave al levantar el vuelo.

Larrasquet dice que el término vasco procede del bearn. perdic, pero esto es
reducir el problema. Ryk Lingna 12,233, al dar L epherdi (que recoge de Lh.) sugiere
también un origen bearn., o que se trate de un cruce entre epher ya existente y el
bearn. perdi(c).

Bouda BKE 54 se inclina resultamente por la onomatopeya, contra la etimologia
de Tromb. Orig. 140, que pensaba en una relacién con parpara ‘codorniz’ (q.u.).
También con esta dltima comparaba Sch. RIEV 7, 308, alegando paralelos camiticos.
Dejando al lado éstos, puede afirmarse que ambas voces, ep(i’)er y pmﬁam son
onomatopeyas. El mismo Bouda BxK 337 ha criticado la propuesta de Sch. en sus
relaciones con Africa. Esa idea se confirma comparando galeper (q.u.).

El copto peri ‘perdiz’ que alega Giacomino Relazioni 15 como parecido entra
dentro de la onomatopeya en general.

Quizi lo mis interesante, que confirma la relacién de perdiz con el verbo ide.
peer (Pokorny TEW 819) es la proximidad de ep(b)er a eperdi, epurds, ipurdi. Si la
forma que cita Lh. epherdi ‘perdiz’ es real, se confirmaria dicha relacién. A Charen-
cey RIEV 4,509, aunque le parecia una alteracién del esp. perdiz, prefirié ver el esp.
pipo ‘picamaderos’ (pajaro) con un suf. -er, con pérdida de p- (!).

EWBS a propésitp de la forma de Lh., relaciona las diversas formas romanicas
como origen (FCl vasco (afr. perdix, prov., esp., port. perdiz, del lat., y éste del gr.). En
cuanto a epher busca su origen en el ar. el-firr ‘codorniz’, ar. clas. al-firra, de farra
‘vibrar, zumbar’, lo que no deja de ser una fantasia.

EPERDI v. ipurdi.
EPERKI ‘carne de perdiz’.

De ep(h)er y aragi.

EPHESI L, phesi L ‘tempestad’.

Bouda BKE 44y Hom.Urgq. 3, 220 da el paralelo circ. pkag(e) ‘rayo’, seméntica-
mente poco satisfactorio.
Para EWBS origen roménico; esp. espeso, cat. espés... (!).

EPETU de epe o de epai/ebaki (v. epatn).
EPETX V, AN, txepetx V, G, AN ‘reyezuelo’ (pijaro) (‘troglodytes pervulus’).
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Corominas 2, 308 cita el navarro epecha, cuyo origen ve en el fr. épeiche ‘pico
verde, especie de pijaro carpintero’ (de aaa. spech). Remite a Mich. BAP 11, 289.
ErITASIO S (Oih.) ‘epitafio’.
Interesante sustitucién en el cultismo de la fricativa f por s.

EPISTIKO v. ap(h)ezpiku/ipizpiku. (< lat. episcopus).

EPO(TXA) V ‘enano’; epotu V ‘quedarse enano’, G ‘hacer que una planta se extienda y no se
levante al medrar’; ipo V ‘persona de pequeia estatura’, ipotxa V ‘cosa pequefia,
menuda’, ‘enano’, opo salac. ‘enano, poco crecido’.

Vid. apo®.

EPURDI v. ipurdi.

EPURKI v. burkhi/urki.

ER- BN, V, R, S variante de er(h)i ‘dedo’ en derivados, y de erra también en algunos derivados.

-ER! sufijo de agente, como en ostaler, tomado del romanico -ariu.

EWBS lo deriva de fr. -er (como en hételier, bucher), o esp. -ero. También

acude al bereb. 7ér = fr. ‘chez’ (!).
-ER? BN, R, S sufijo de dat. fl.

Vinson y Gavel RIEV 12, 99 s. dan una explicacién interna: como derivado de
la terminacién general -eri, y por el afin de que el plural no tenga mis silabas que el
singular.

Una explicacién comparativa de Lafon EJ 4, 306 s., diciendo que se halla sélo en
ciertos dialectos BN (la tinica en Dechepare), S y R con el acento haurrér, gizunér, lo
que serfa contraccién de *-dger; dat. con r se halla en dido y khanalug, en archi hay
un dat. en -s y otro en -3

-ER* V, AN, L: sufijo de infinitivo, que denota proximidad de accién.
ERA!, EREA V ‘anverso’. Cf. el siguiente.

ERA? V ‘ocasién, oportunidad, comodidad’, AN, V, G ‘orden, disposicién, modo’, salac.

‘educacién’, G ‘manera’, L ‘aire, apariencia’.

Estas tltimas acepciones del L parecen adaptacién reciente del fr. asr. Para las
demds hay una comparacién de Hervds BAP 3, 353 con esp. era ‘espacio de tiempo’.

¢Pudiera pensarse en una abstraccién de la terminacién adverbial -er2 (como en
eusk-era)? (th., sufijo -era).

No puede excluirse la relacién roménica.

EWBS insiste sobre el esp., prov. aire, fr. air, etc. (de lat. zer).

ERA® AN, hera BN, L ‘molleja’, gera AN, S, salac. (q.u.), sera/xera R.

HERA ‘pereza’, citado por Gabelentz 31, 45 y 222, que quiere comparar con cab. ayara ‘fatiga’.
(Quizi hay que referirlo a erabe).

-ErRA V, G, AN sufijo que se une a ciertos adjetivos para notar dimensiones de los cuerpos
(andiera “altur2’, luzera ‘longitud’, etc.).

También sufijo derivativo de nombres verbales con la significacién de ‘acto,
momento’ (etorrera ‘advenimiento’, igoera ‘ascensién’, etc.). En AN, V, G como
derivativo de nombres verbales significando ‘modo’ (tbillera ‘modo de andar’, bizie-
ra ‘modo de vivir’).

Sch. ZRPb 30, 5 compara términos como sentiera ‘sentimiento’, ibillera, y otras

similares, con formaciones como esp. manera, carrera, y aproxima borrachera a
moskorrera.

EWRBS deriva dicha terminacién del esp. -era, sin mis. Cf. -(k)era.
ERAALDI de ers®.

ERAAN(DU) V ‘injertar (castafios)’ (Mig. Dicc. menciona ademis eradan/eradon, edandy).

zkue la considera variante de edadon. Cf. eradega, edarega, edadega,
eradendn.
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ERAASKOR V ‘apegadizo’, eraaspen V ‘devocidn, afecto, apegamiento’, eraatsi V ‘adherir,
agregar, ligar’, ‘pariente, deudo’.
'Cf. erauntst, iraaskor, iraatsi, eratsaki.
Parecen formas causativas de atxiki (q.u.).
ERAHATZI causativo de abatzi, aaztu: v. abantzi.
ERABAGA V ‘desorden’, ‘irresoluto, haragin’; erabagako V ‘inoportuno’.
De era® y baga/bage (q.u.). (Cf. erabe,! no obstante).
ERABAGI V ‘decidir, resolver, sentenciar’, ‘pronunciar’, ‘proponerse, resolverse’, ‘propésito,
resolucidn, sentencia, pronunciacién’, ‘cortar el naipe’, erabaki AN, G, L, R ‘cortar’,
AN, G, L, ‘sentencia’; ademis las mismas acepciones que erabagi.
Causativo de ebagi/ebaki.
ERABAZI v. irabazi.

ERABE! AN, R, salac., herabe L, BN, S ‘timidez’, N, L, S ‘pereza’, L ‘timido, enclenque,
irresoluto’ (Cf. erabaga), AN ‘queja’, BN, S ‘repugnancia’ (cf. lo dicho en bera
‘pereza’). )

Bouda BKE 109 y Hom. Urg. 3, 213 compara circ. gerabye, ‘perezoso, timido’.
EWBS busca un origen ar., de garifa ‘Ekel empfinden’, 4r. vulg. garaf; también
compara el circ., y remite a nerhabe, todo més que problemitico.

(H)ERABE? AN ‘norma, tenor’.

ERABEDAR V, eraberar, evabelbar, ‘belefio’ (Bot.). (‘Hyosciamus niger’).

¢Acaso haplologia de erabebedar, y significaria ‘hierba de la pereza’® Para
Larram. es era + belar.

EWBS lo explica de erabe ‘Ekel’ + belbar ‘Kraut’.
Larram. dice que era es corrupcion de ira “veneno’ (Lacoiz. 125).
ERABES ‘revés, vuelta’.
Es el romanico revés (de lat. renersus). Lo mismo parece ser herabez “a contre-
coeur’, que da Van Eys. Cf. errebesa,
ERABIA-BELHAR AN, S ‘]ielosilla, vellosilla’, errabia~belbar S id.’ (‘Antennaria dioica’).
EWBS atribuye origen romanico, y compara esp., cat. rabia, etc., de lat. rabia =
rabies. (?). '
ERABILALDI L ‘empleo’.
Compuesto del causativo de ibills.
ERABILDU' V, G, AN ‘ajarse’. Cf. erpil L, BN “flaco, no fuerte’, erphildura ‘debilitacién,
extenuacion’.
ERABILDU? V ‘revolver’, erabill; ‘hacer andar, remover, usar’, L ‘cultivar’; también erabil-karri,
~katu, -kunde, -kuntza, -tzaile.
Derivados causativos de ibilli.
ERADAN por edaran: de edan.
ERADEGA v. edadega. Cf. el siguiente.
ERADENDU V (ms. Och.), eredendu V, eradon V, eraan(du) V ‘injertar castafios’ (cf. edadega/
eradega).
Azkue remite el Gltimo a edadon.
Bouda BAP 10, 8 ha reunido todas estas formas con eradega, egabega, etc. y las
explica como causativos de un verbo ‘cortar’ (¢;cual?), y propone la identidad con un
CO *t que halla en darg., archi, kiir., aghul, tab., rut. y tsach.
ERADOKI ‘coger, cazar’.
Factitivo seguramente de edoki/eduki.
ERADOSKI V, BN eragoski S, eredoski L, ‘hacer que las crias mamen’.
Causativo de edoski (Gabelentz 5),
ERAEN G “alquiler’, ‘gobierno, cuidado’; eraendu G ‘gobernar’.
Gorostiaga FLV, 39, 117 lo deriva del ar, rahan (y con imela raben > esp. reben),
cosa miés que discutible.
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ERAGABE “disparatado, desarreglado’.
De era® + gabe.

ERAGI V ‘hacer levantar’, ‘movimiento’, R ‘traer’, eraugi salac. ‘id.”, (V, G, L, variante de
eragin), eragn R ‘id.’; eragiera V ‘movimiento’; eragilla V, eragille G “eficaz’, ‘pro-
motor’. (Cf. siguiente).

Sin duda es un causativo (¢de egin?).

Cf. eregi V ‘edificar, levantar, construir’, ‘levantarse (un enfermo)’, eraik ‘reco-
ger, elevar’, eraiki ‘hacer levantar’.

ERAGIN ‘hacer hacer, promover, resolver, renovar, levantar, construir’. (Cf. eregin).
Causativo de egin.

ERAGINDURA ‘fuerza, virtud, tendencia’, BN, L ‘el movimiento interno que se produce en la
vaca al dar la leche’.

ERA(G)IITEKO V, G ‘acceso de terciana o cuartana’. De heren ‘tercio, tercera parte’(?).

ERAGO / ERAGON V ‘ocuparse, ejercitarse’, ‘continuar, insistir’, ‘murmurar’, ‘obstinacién’;
eragola V ‘molesto, insistente’.
Causativos de egon.

ERAGOTXI, ERAGOTZI causativos de egotxi, egotzi. Cf. eregotxi / iregotxi e iragozi.

ERAGOZGAILU L ‘escandalo, obsticulo’, eragozgarri / eragozkarri ‘obsticulo’, eragozgo (Duv.
ms.) ‘trastorno’.
Formas causativas de egotzi.

1

ERAGU v. eragi; erai v. erain*; eraiero V. erearo.

ERAIK BN, S ‘recoger’, ‘levantar, elevar(se)’, eraiki' G, L, S ‘hacer levantar’, S ‘animar, fortale-
cer, levantar’, ‘edificar’, ‘promover, suscitar’, ‘cobrar’, ‘cosechar, segar’.
Cf. eregi y eragi.
Causativo de jaiki (asi también EWBS, que supone una forma *e/iatks).
Mich. FHV 91 da como causativos de jaki, jeki ‘levantarse’ (jaiki, jeiki, jaigi,
etc.), G e(r)aki, V (Land.) eregi, erigi (RS), G, L, S eraiki. (v. jaks, jaiki).

ERAIRE N ‘sembrar’. De erain?, erein.
ERAILA, ERHAILE de erain' y erain®.

ERAILOKI V, erayoki V (ms. Och.) ‘sien’.
Elysegundo elemento es lo, ())loki “id.’” (q.u.).

ERAIN! V (arc.), erbain S (Oih., Pouvr.), erai V, G, S (Mig. Dicc.: eran V, ean S, ero-eo-eoin S,
erail) ‘matar’ (v. eo).
El participio atestiguado or. es erho y de éste o de *era, forma de composicién
ante auxiliar de aspecto determinado, podria seguirse la var. contracta que se atesti-
gua en RS 167 (Mich. Fuentes Azkue, 43 y Euskera, 6, 18 n. 19).
-Gabelentz 258 s. compara (con las oportunas interrogaciones) tuar. eny y aya-
ras, y eg. rayas ‘matar’.

ERAINZ N, V, AN, L, BN, erbain ‘sembrar’. v. erein.
ERAINA V ‘elegante, esbelto’, eragisia ‘vivo, inquieto, activo’. Causativo de egin (eragin).

ERAINSUGE (Duv.), herensuge BN, L, S, iransuga/e G, iransube G ‘dragén’, erensuge AN,
ersuge (ms. Och.) ‘serpiente’.
El segundo elemento es suge ‘serpiente’. Lh. se pregunta si la significacién de

erainsuge es ‘serpiente de bronce’. En cuyo caso el primer elemento en el S procede
del fr.
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EWBS busca el origen del primer elemento beren-/eren- en el ir. waran ‘especie
de lagarto grande’; pero en una variante popular egansuge que da (?) ve un enlace
con egal-. Niega en cambio la relacién con el fr. de Lh.

Cf. erber: S ‘salamandra’.

ERAYO G ‘estrellar’. Parece causativo, ¢o de eram?
ERAYOKI v. erailoki; eraintza de erain®; eraiteko v. eragiteko.
ERAITSI § ‘sacar, bajar’, L, BN ‘sacar’, ‘ordefar’, erautsi BN ‘bajar’, eratsi V, eratxi G ‘bajar’
(también ‘ordenar’), eratzi V ‘ordenar’. Cf. eroski.
Causativos de jaitsi, jaitzi, jautsi. (v. Mich. FHV 94).
Sobre *e/iais (EWBS).
ERAKT)ZIO, ERATZIO AN, erizio salac., erintzu salac. (q.u.) “‘cosecha’.
ERAKA! V (ms.) ‘costra de la piel’.

Segin Mich. BAP 16, 230, probable equivocacién por kraka (q.u.); G krak
‘mugre, mancha’. En realidad es ‘mugre, costra de sucietfad’.

ERAKA? ‘equilibrio en que se mantienen las aves de rapia al aire sobre la presa’.

Cf. egaka G, AN ‘volando’ (de egal).

Sin embargo Mich. FHV 83, que traduce eraka(n) ‘cerniéndose (las aves)’, dice:
«lit. ‘amasando’ de ore ‘masa’ + -ka suf. adverbial, cf. G, V oreka(n) ‘equilibrio, sin
adelantar ni retroceder (lanchas, aves de rapina)’, V Guecho orakari ‘remero’».

ERAKAITZ ‘incémodo, inoportuno’, erakaiztu ‘desgobernar, incomodar’.
De era + gaitz.
ERAKRARIR ‘portador, conductor, el que trae’.
En relaci6n con ekarri (Aunque Azkue dice que es de eragu).
ERAKARPEN ‘atraccién’. De ekarri.
ERAK(H)ARRI causativo de ekarri.
ERARATSIV, G, L, BN ‘ensefiar’, irakatsi V, G, L, BN ‘id.’, ‘predicar’. Cf. erakutsi, i(r)akuts
(Mich. FHV 289 n.).

Bouda BxK 173: causativo de tkasi.

Gabelentz 244s compara con cab. aksa, con interrogacién, naturalmente.

Vid. irakatsi.

ERAKERI V,dGCi AN ‘fatuidad, necedad, locura, devaneo’, erokeri AN, V, G ‘fatuidad, ne-
cedad’.

De era® ‘modo’, o bien de er(h)o ‘loco, fatuo’, mis sufijo -keri.

E®)AKI! v. eraik. ‘

ERAKT R, S, erakin (Leig.), iraki S, salac., irakitu BN, irakin AN, V, G, L ‘hervir’.

Admitiéndolo como un causativo, Van Eys proponia derivarlo de ekin, lo que
seminticamente parece improbable.

Uhl. Gernika-E] 1, 577 propone una raiz -ki-.

EWBS lo considera causativo de jazki.

No resuelven nada las comparaciones de Saint-Pierre EJ 2, 376 con scr. rag-, ir.
haraq ‘quemar’, y de Gabelentz 85 y 274 con cab. aizag ‘cocer’ y erkem.
ERAKITXI AN ‘encender’, ‘anadir’, ‘pegar’ (para la semintica compirese esp. pegar fuego,

prender fuego). Cf. eratxeks, imtxegi, itxiks, etxiki.

Causativo de siki/ixiki. En la segunda acepcién pudiera serlo de itxiki (q.u.).

ERAKO ‘conforme, proporcionado’, L ‘conveniente, propicio’.

De era®.

ERAKORI V, G, erakoritu V, irakoi (q.u.) V, irakori V, G ‘levantar’.

Causativo sin duda (¢de igo “subir’?) (¢de goi?).

ERAKURRI v. irakurri.
ERARUTSL, i(r)akutsi S, eratsuki R ‘mostrar, anunciar, ensefiar’.

Causativo de ikusi, como sefialaron Gavel RIEV 12, 166 s., Bouda BxK 173 y
Mich. FHV 65.
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A Gavel le preocupaba la diferencia de s en skusi y erakutsi (compara también
tkhas y erakatz), y cree que pudo intervenir la analogia, por ej. en jausten y jantsi.
Otra sugerencia de Gavel 1bid. 167 es la comparacién con irakur ‘leer’, es decir, ‘hacer
conocer’. )
Mich. Lc. dice que e- era la vocal original, como se ve por ekusi, ekuzi y por el
vocalismo de las formas personales y del causativo e-ra-kuts-i indicado. Respectoa s
del simple k(b )usi frente a -ts- del causativo, este mismo autor o.c. 289 supone que la
africada ts «<habré aparecido en el radical, al quedar la sibilante en posicién final
(erakuts), de donde se habra extendido al iarticipio en los causativos». Algo semejan-
te ha ocurrido en la relacién ik(h)asi/irakatsi.
ERARUTSP? V, G, AN, BN, S ‘hacer padecer.
Cf. sgurtzi S ‘sufrir, soportar’.
Causativo de ikusi, sin duda.
ERALDE! V (ms. Och.) ‘comitiva’.
De era® y alde.
E®)ALDE? BN ‘harina que queda al fin de la molienda’.
EWBS lo considera causativo de elde' “afluencia’.
ERALDI! AN ‘acceso de calentura’.
Cf. S eriald; ‘enfermedad’.
De eri! sin duda mis aldi (q.u.).
ERALDI? V ‘ocasién, rato’. De era® + aldi.
ERALDP edaldi L, salac. ‘apertura’.
EWRBS lo retine con el anterior y lo considera como compuesto de er- = er(h):
‘dedo’ y aldi ‘tiempo’.

ERALE ‘asesino’. De erain'.

ERALGIV ‘cerner, tamizar’, ‘gastar’, ‘referir’, eralki G ‘cerner, tamizar’, AN, G ‘divulgar’, AN
‘levantar’, G “capitular’, eraulki G ‘cerner’, idalki/iralki AN (q.u.) ‘cerner’, iraulki L
“id.” iroltzifirolzki R “id.’.

Son causativos de jalgi/jalk(h)i/janlki (Mich. FHV 89).

A BN jalgi, S jalkhi ‘salir’, segin Mich. o.c. 63, parecen corresponder en los
dialectos occidentales jalgi, jalki, jaulki con valores como ‘posarse los liquidos’,
‘desgranarse por si los drboles’, ‘confesarse’, etc., alki ‘acceder’, y cuya relacién con
elk(lé J)i/ilk(h)i no parece clara, seguramente son de origen distinto.

ERALORA G ‘primavera’.

Elsegundo elemento es lore (< lat. florem); el primero probablemente era? (q.u.)

EWBS sefiala como origen del primero esp. era (lat. aera).

ErRAMAIV, G, AN, eraso V, G, AN ‘chubasco, tempestad de nieve o de granizo’ (derivados
eramatu, eramaitza).

ERAMA(I)LE v. siguiente.

ERAMAN G, AN, R, S, salac., ereman N, G, L, erman salac., e(r)aman S, eramo ‘llevar’,
‘soportar, sufrir’, ‘paciencia’.
Azkue dice que derivado de eman o variante de eroan.
Mich. FHV 119 da eraman < *eranan, que concidiria con 'V eroan < *e-ra-oa-n,
causativo de j-oa-n ‘ir’. El desarrollo seria *e-ra-oa-n > *erawan > *eraban > eraman
G (Mich. o.c. 177). (*eraban seria V).
Coincide esta explicacién con Lafon Systéme 1, 209 y Bouda BKE 31.
A titulo de inventario damos la comparacién de Gabelentz 72, 90 y 280 con cab.
eddem ‘llevar’.
ERAMEN V ‘insistencia, obstinacién’, G ‘sufrimiento’.
En la primera acepcidn lo explica Azkue de erago + men? (la interrogacién es
suya).
ERAMO v. eraman; eran' v. edan; eran® v. erain'.
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ERANDURA AN ‘circulacién (de leche)’, erindura salac. ‘id.’, ereindura BN ‘chorro, circula-
cién de la leche cuando se ordefia una vaca’. Cf. andira V, andura AN, G, L ‘chorro
de leche que sale de la ubre después de tentarla’ (con la misma significacién irai(n)
AN, G).

Parece un geminado seméntico de eres “circulacidn, chorro de leche que sale de
la ubre’ y andura mencionado.

ERANEGUN G, erenegun, araiiiegun V ‘anteayer’.

De aren V, heren L, BN, S ‘tercio’ y egun ‘dia’ (lit. ‘el tercer dia’?).

ERANSI/ERANTSI V, G, AN ‘afadir, pegar, adherir’, V ‘herrar’, erantsin V ‘contagiar, apegar’.
Ci. eratsaki, eratseki, eratxiki N, L, eretsiki S, erakitxi AN, ira(a)tsi AN, V, iratxek:
AN, G, L, iratxiki L, iratxi, etxeki BN, L, S ‘pegar, adherir, afiadir’, irantzi' V
‘apegar’.

¢Causativos de atxeki/itxeki/itxiki ? (v. iraatsi).

EWBS reconstruye *erartsi, de (b)ertsi “zusammenpressen, nahe heranbringen,
fest anfiigen’, y el sutijo de causativo.

Cf. Mich. FHV 186: eratxeki causativo de etxek:.

ERANTZI? V, G, erauntzi AN, salac., erontzi V (Land.) ‘desnudarse, desarroparse’.

Mich. Via Dom. 5, 9 da como forma anterior eraun(t)zi.

Causativos de jan(t)zi, jaunsi ‘vestir’ (si bien existe una contradiccién seméntica
con el caricter privativo del causativo), de jaun(t)zi N, L (Mich. FHV 98).

ERANTZUKI L, erantzun' ‘reprochar, reproche’, erantzungarri ‘reprensible, reprochable’,
erantzupide (ms. Lond.) ‘motivo de queja’.

Causativo de entzun, con la significacién lit. ‘hacer oir’.

ERANTZUN? V, G, AN, erantzute ‘cumplir, responder’, S ‘aclarar’, ‘oir’, V ‘hacer oir’ (cf.
erantzuki, erantzun'), (Oih.) ‘publicar, predicar’, (Duv.) ‘corregir’.

Causativo de entzun, y en estrecha relacién sin duda con la palabra anterior.
Sin interés la comparacién de Gabelentz 244 s. con cab. idwan.

ERANZI vid. lo dicho en erauzi.

ERAONEKO V, AN ‘cémodo, décil’.
El primer elemento es era?, el segundo oneko?

ERARA V ‘a gusto’, ‘hablar sin salir del asunto’; erarako V ‘adecuado, proporcionado’; eraratu
V, G “corresponder’.

De era®.

ERHARZUN v. eritasun.

ERAS V ‘méixima’.

También forma indeterminada de erasi en L, BN, S, como dice Azkue.

ERASAN' AN ‘acometer’, V, G ‘derrengar’, ‘derrengadura’, ‘causar impresién’, G ‘derrotar’, V
‘sonsacar’.

Causativo de jasan ‘soportar, aguantar’ (cf. jaso).

ERASAN? BN ‘publicar’. Cf. erasi.

¢Causativo de esan?
ErasaN® AN, BN “lover’, erasate? AN “lluvia’: v. eraun(t)si.
ERASATE! BN ‘publicaciones, anuncios’ (cf. erasan®).

En relacién con erast, esan.

Erasi AN, L, BN, S ‘hablar, charlar’, AN ‘cuchichear’, L ‘murmurar’, eratsi L (q.u.), eratxi' G
‘hablar, charlar’, V ‘escribir’ (dudoso), erausi, erbausi, berausi BN, G “charlataneria,
murmuracién’, G ‘charlar’, AN, G ‘hablar’, BN ‘mugir, ladrar’, BN S ‘ladrido’,
erauntsi BN, V ‘insistir, hablar, ocuparse’, S ‘interrumpir’. Cf. edasi L ‘hablar’.

Gabelentz 23 y 488 reunid varias de estas formas.

Van Eys lo supuso forma causativa de esan.

Uhl. Bask. Stud. 203 creia que la forma primitiva era erausi o eraunsi, pero
Lafon Systéme 2, 3 cree que el radical es das- (v. edasi).

Sin interés la comparacién de Gabelentz 62 y 242s. con tuar. orad. ‘ser elo-
cuente’. :
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ERASKIN V, G ‘aiiadidura’, G ‘consorte que viene a casa de sus padres politicos’; eraskune V
‘adhesién, apegamiento’; eratxi G ‘allegado, pariente por afinidad’, AN ‘adherir’.
Cf. eran(t)si. '
ERrasO,! V, G ‘hacer decir’, V ‘ayudar a misa’, ‘hacer constar en un documento’, ‘causar
impresién’, G ‘insulto’. .
Parece un causativo de esan, aunque el anilisis que podemos hacer de la forma
e-ra-s0 no se ajusta al andlisis de e-sa-n (de Mich. FHV 422). Cf. erasan®.
No resuelven nada las comparaciones propuestas por Gabelentz 53 y 90 con
tuar. ide$ ‘golpear’, o 18, 264 s. y 278 con tuar. ers ‘caer’.
ErasO? V “dislocarse un hueso’.

ERASO® V, G, AN ‘tempestad de lluvias, nieves o granizo’.
Cf. erasan’ y eramai.
ERrAsO* V ‘remedar, apegar una cosa a otra’.
Cf. eran(t)si.
ERASO® V, G ‘acometer’, G ‘batalla’; erasoald: V, G ‘acometida’.
Cf. erasan'.
ERASON con las acegciones de erasan' (‘derrengar’), eraso’ (V ‘hacer mella, causar impresién’),
de erasan’ y eraso® (G ‘tempestad’) (qq.uu.).
ERASPEN V, G ‘inclinacién’, V ‘devocién, adhesiéon’.
Cf. eraaskor, eran(t)si.
ERASTE L ‘conversacién’, S (Oih.) ‘discurso, narracién’.
Cf. eras, erasi. (¢De esan?).
ERASUN V (Mic.) ‘locura’, erbasun G (d’Urte) ‘desgracia’. (Como erotasun, de er(h)o'); erata-
sun ‘fatuidad’.
. ERATU! V, G ‘proporcionar, ordenar’. De ers”.
ERATU? AN, erbatii S ‘perder el juicio’.
De er(b)o, segiin explica Azkue.
ERATSAKI, ERATSEKI, ERATXIKI! v. eran(t)si.
ERATSI'/ERATXI' v. erasi.
ERATSUKI v. erakutsi’.

ERATXEKI L, eratxiki® salac., eratzeki salac., erazaki, erazeki ‘encender’ (variante erakitxi, q.u.
?). (Otras variantes en Mig. Dicc. s.u. ‘encender’).

Derivado de itxeki, dice Azkue (?). Cf. eranki.

En Leig. techequi (RS 399 exequi); causativo ira(i)chequi, erachequi (Dechep.),
erajegui (RS); en exequi, eraxequi § viene al parecer de i + silbante no palatal: cf.
eraiceten ‘encendido’, G izeki, irazeki; Land. eraxegui ‘encender’, eraxetea ‘en-
cendimiento’ (Mich. FHV 286). Cf. también las formas irazegin/irazeini G, irazaki/
trazeki ‘encender’.

Su origen acaso en formas como izetu, izio, ixeki(tu), ixetu.

ERATXI? G ‘bajar’, ‘derribar’, ‘ordenar’, eratsi® V ‘bajar’, ‘derribar’, (cf. erauso ‘hacer caer’),
eratzi V ‘ordefar’, ‘desgarrar la piel’, ‘rasgufio en la piel’, ‘varear los irboles fruta-
les’, erauntzi R ‘sacar’, ‘bajar’, erautsi N, G, L, erauzi L ‘varear’, BN ‘bajar’,‘hacer
mamar al ternero’, erautzi N, G, L ‘despojar de frutos un arbol’, N, G ‘desgranar
maices, alubias’, eratxiki R ‘golpear’, srautsi AN ‘bajar, derribar’.

Gavel RIEV 12, 75 s. lo relaciona con jaitsi ‘bajar‘, y VEys con jatsi ‘id.’
(qq.uu.) (cf. erauso, eraustu).

ERATX® G ‘allegado, pariente por afinidad’, AN ‘adherir’, eratxiki N, L ‘adherir, soldar’,

eratxikidura ‘soldadura’.
Vid. eran(t)si.

ERHATZ BN, Sl,) erratz BN, V, G (q.u.), ebatz S, jats BN, L, isats, itsas AN, L, itsats AN, L

‘escoba’.
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Las formas erk(h)atz N, L (L erkbalatx ‘agracejo’) y erratz ‘escoba pequena’,
segiin Mich. FHV 234 serfa un compuesto, por la acentuacién del S ehitz, de erbatz
(alternancia de oclusiva sorda con cero en inicial de sufijos de derivacién o de iiltimos
miembros de un compuesto).

ERATZALE (Pouvr.) ‘el que hace acostar’, S ‘el que se acuesta’; eratzan V, AN ‘acostarse’, -azi
AN “acostar’, eratzin AN ‘hacer acostar’, eratzo V, eratzon AN ‘acostarse’, ‘hacer
acostar a otro’.

Causativos de etza(i)n/etzin/etzun, como indicé VEys.
ERATZARRI AN, erratzarri R “despertarse’ causativo de itzarri (q.u.).
ERATZI v. eratxi®.
ERATZIN, ERATZO v. eratzale.

ERATZUN § ‘instrumento con que traen al hombro cargas de forraje’.
EWABS le supone origen roménico, del gall. rachén ‘abgerissenes Stiick Zeug’,
esp. rasgén (de rasgar), significacién fundamental ‘pieza de tela’, dice. Inadmisib%e.
ERAUGI salac. ‘traer’, (v. eragi).
ERAUKI' (Pouvr.) ‘encender’. v. eratxeks.
ERAUKI® (Ax.) ‘yo me rindo’.
¢En relacidn con exki (‘tenme’) ?
ERAULKI v. eralgi.

ERAUNSI AN ‘borrasca, lluvia torrencial’, ‘soplar’, erauntsit G, L, R, S, salac. ‘chubasco, gran
aguacero’, AN ‘tempestad, borrasca’, ‘golpear’, BN, L, S “ocuparse’, BN ‘sonar’,
erauntzit AN, G ‘lluvia torrencial’, BN ‘golpear, castigar’, erautsi’ AN ‘llover’,
erasan AN, BN ‘llover’.

Puede pensarse en la misma raiz que jasz G ‘lluvia fuerte’.
Lafon Systéme 1,277 da como sentido primario ‘hacer saltar, llevarse, arrancar’,
y lo hace causativo de iauzi ‘saltar’. También Uhl. Gernika-EJ 1, 575 descubre una
forma causativa, pero se limita a suponer una raiz *-uns-.
EWBS lo deriva de un presunto *erabun-tsi y pretende relacionar con gall.
rabusiar, esp. rasguniar (!).
ERAUNTSIALDI BN “castigo’. De erauntsi'.

ERAUNTSI? V ‘charlar’, BN, L, S ‘ocuparse’, erauntsia (Duv.) ‘murmuracién, charla’, erauntzi®
L ‘charla’, BN ‘insolentarse’, (b)er(h)ausi* G “charlar’, G, AN ‘hablar’, erantsi V, BN
‘insistir, hablar, ocuparse’, S ‘interrumpir’.
Cf. erasi, irauntsi.
EWBS lo da como variante de elaunts: ‘charlatin’ (de eluntzi), lo que resulta
inadmisible.
ERAUNTZI v. eranntsi>.
ERAUNTZI® AN, BN ‘desarroparse’. v. erantzi®.

ERAUNTZI* R ‘sacar, bajar’ (v. eratxi?, eraustu).

Mich. FHV 94 explica: jiuz(i) ‘saltar, saltada’ (causativo e(r)duz, e(r)dunzi), R
xanzi, zanzi. Pero frente a aezc, sautsi, salac. sauntsi (al parecer con ts antigua), hay R
xatxi, S (caus.) e(r)aitx(i), (au es probablemente secundario en algunos radicales
verbales). En Leig. se encuentra iautsi ‘bajado’ (Dechep. iaitsi); el causativo es en este
autor erauts(i) o eraits(i).

(H)ERH)AUSI? G, BN ‘mugir, ladrar’, BN, S ‘ladrido’, eusi V, ebiisi L “ladrido’.

Vid. zaus:.

HERAUSH eresu R, (b)eriisi S, iraus L, irausi AN, G, iausi salac., ia#si R, thausi BN, ifiausi salac.,
t#iaust R, trusi V, tnaus AN, burusi S, berause S ‘celo de la cerda’, berauts/berantx,
beraux BN ‘id.’, “verraco’.

Lafon RIEV 25,290 s. sefiala la procedencia de ersisi < erausi, por intermedio de
*ereusi > *eresisi. En el mismo sentido testimonia el R eresu < *ereusu < *ereusi.
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Vid. iiaus.

Bouda BAP 11, 201 quiere ver un causativo de *(t)sx# ‘fuego’, y compara con CO
*¢%” ‘fuego’ con derivados como darg. #c’-ar ‘caliente’, y CS mingr. lazo &v, georg.
c’v ‘arder’.

Cf. el anterior.

EWRBS cita variantes como herauts, berause, hiirdisi, etc., y cree que es un
causativo con infijo ~ra- de jaus- ‘Sprung’ cosa que no se ve clara ni mucho menos.

ERAUSKI L, R, salac., eranzki salac. ‘mamar’, L ‘ordenar la vaca valiéndose de un ternero’,
erautsi/eraotzi V ‘hacer mamar al ternero’, eraustu V ‘hacer mamar’.

De la dltima dice Azkue que es variante de eragotzi, que seria causativo de
egotzi; sin embargo mas bien hay que relacionarlo con eradosks, causativo de edosks,
que por el significado encaja perfectamente, o egoski, cuyo. causativo eragosk: puede
explicar las formas citadas, a las que podemos anadir R #roski.

Mich. FHV 259 ve un fenémeno de induccién en edoski/egoski ‘mamar’ (q.u.).

EWBS aunque remite a la comparacién con edos-, egos-, quiere derivar de
*e/iaits por jaits-, jeitsi ‘ordefiar’, con infijo causativo.

Cf. también eratx:®.

ERAUSLE ‘el que saca agua del pozo’, ‘el que baja un objeto’, erauspen ‘accién de sacar agua, de
. bajar un objeto’.

Cf. erautsi? AN, L, BN ‘sacar vino, sidra, por medio de canilla o espita’ y erausty
(v. infra).

ERAUSO G ‘hacer caer’, eraustu (Oih. ms.) ‘hacer descender’, ‘sacar’, V ‘hacer mamar’ (cf.
eranski); erantsi? BN ‘bajar’.

Ct. eretsi V, eretxi R ‘bajar’.

Vid. eratxi®.

ERAUTS, ERHAUTS v. errauts.
HERAUTS, HERAUTX BN ‘verraco’ (cf. herausi ‘celo de la cerda’).

Mich. Pirineos 10, 435 y TAV 19 cita a Sch. que compara con aquit. Heraus-,
irreprochable de forma y preferible por el sentido a su anterior comparacién con
erhauts, errauts ‘polvo, ceniza’.

EWBS pretende relacionarlo con lat. verrus, verrés jabali, verraco’ (enlazando
con erautsi, erauzi ‘saltar’, etc.) por tanto con cat. verrac, fr. verrat, esp. verraco, etc.
.

ERAUTSI' v. eratxi® y of. eretsi/eretxi.
ERAUTSE v. erausle.

ERHAUTSI BN, S ‘pulverizar, reducir a polvo’, S ‘maltratar a golpes’. v. errauts.

ERAUTZI v. eratxi®.

ERAUZI AN ‘hacer saltar’, (Ax.) ‘levantar testimonio’, G ‘reparar, remendar vestidos, calzado’,
‘herrar caballerias’, L, § ‘arruinar’, AN ‘desquiciar (cf. eranzi AN, G ‘id.”), arrancar’,

(Leig.) ‘prevaricar’, “trastonar’, L ‘varear irboles’ (cf. eratx:?). Para la primera acep-
cién v. erauntzi®.

No puede separarse este vocablo del anterior.

Causativo de jaxzi sin duda. Mich. Fuentes Azkue, 142 senala una falsa lectura,
eranci (eranzi).

ERAUZIMENDU (Leig.) “furor’.
EWBS lo pone en relacién con erautsi'.

ErRAZV, G ‘comodamente’, V ‘oportunamente’, R, salac. ‘poner al derecho un objeto vuelto’.
De erd®.

ERAZAGUTU V ‘revelar, hacer conocer’. Causativo de ezaguty.

ERAZAKI G, erazeki AN, G, irazaki (Har.), irazeki G ‘encender’.
Cf. iratzi AN “id.’.
Causativo de izek:. (Cf. no obstante irazegin/irazeii G ‘encender’).
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v. eratxek:.

La comparacién de Gabelentz 268 s. con tuar sok no tiene naturalmente ningin
interés.

ERAZARRI BN ‘amonestar’, ‘chubasco, aguacero, borrasca, tempestad’.
Pudiera pensarse en un causativo de ezarri, pero a ello se opone la semintica, lo
mismo que a la propuesta de VEys, que pensaba en jasarri.

ERrazI G, AN, S, arazi ‘obligar, hacer ejecutar’, erazo V ‘obligar’.

Azkue considera el segundo como variante de arazo (v. arazi'). Tovar acepta a
Holmer FLV 4, 27 que lo da como forma causativa de azi, de az- ‘grow’.

Lafon Systéme 1, 428 encuentra que el verbo de donde se derivan estos causati-
vos pervive en V, salac., R jazo ‘ocurrir’. Acaso ahi esti la raiz de donde (h)arotz
(aunque esto parece dudoso). .

Esta forma es distinta seguramente de erazle AN ‘herrador’, de facil derivacién.

Braun ITker 1, 215 analiza e-r4-z-i y compara con georg. ant. ¢/e/r-a ‘tamizar’

.

ERAZKI AN ‘ave’.
Variante de egazt: dice Azkue.
Mich. FHV 258 dice que cabe admitir una formacién con el sufijo -ks, cambiado
por disimilacién en ~ti(n) en (h)egazti(n).

ErAZKO V, G ‘conveniente, adecuado’. Cf. eraz.
]
ERAZKUNE V ‘adhesién, apegamiento’. Cf. eran(t)si.

ERAZLE AN ‘herrador’. (Mag. Dicc.: erauzle, eranzlari).
De eranzi G ‘herrar caballerias’.

ERAZO v. erazi.

ERHAZTATU L ‘barrer’ (Cf. erratz BN, V, G ‘escoba pequeiia’).

Acaso exista una relacién con isatz ‘retama’ y ‘escoba hecha de ésta’. Vid. erbatz
< s
escoba’.

ERAZTE ‘oportunidad, ocasién para hacer algo’.
Cf. eraz.

ERAZTEN V ‘binando la tierra’, eratzi ‘id.’.
Cf. el siguiente.

ERAZTU V, G “arreglar’, V ‘desgarrar’, ‘labrar las tierras a poco de segar el trigo’, R ‘impresio-
narse’. '
Parece que se trata de raices distintas llegadas a una homofonia. La primera
acepcién esti en relacién con eraz y era®.
La segunda y tercera pueden estar en conexidn con eratzi y erazten, o también
con eratxi.
Para la tltima cf. erasan’.

ERAZTUN AN, V, G, L, erbaztun BN, erbaztiin/ebaztiin S, eroztun V ‘sortija’, AN, G, R

‘herrén’, BN, salac. ‘eslabén’, R ‘asa de cesto’; ereztun V, R ‘anillo’.

Otras variantes: egaztun AN, elaztun V, G, eleztun V, evoztun V, erraztun L
(‘anilla grande de hierro’, ‘sostenes de madera que en cada extremo tiene la cincha’)
(qgl.t.), erreztun, extun salac. (‘eslabones de la cadena’), siztin S (‘anillo, anillo de
cadena’).

Az)kue lo relaciona con erbi ‘dedo’. Asi también Mich. FHV 329 y 331 sin
reservas (ébt en ehdztin < érbi en erbaztiin S).

Bouda en los Zusatze a Sch. da un buen paralelo seméntico: finl. sorm: ‘dedo’,
sormus ‘anillo’ (Cf. 8axtuloc/Saxtihov).

(54]



MATERIALES PARA UN DICCIONARIO ETIMOLOGICO DE LA LENGUA VASCA (X) 309

Uhl. RIEV 3, 196 cree que el dltimo elemento es -dun, y se pregunta si puede
ser de *erhi-erts-dun (remitiendo a VEys), o si acaso se trata de una palabra ex-
tranjera.

Bouda BAP 11, 207 cree descubrir en la segunda parte la raiz de #stai ‘aro’
(q.u.).

Parece mis bien un geminado semintico: er(s) + atz + dun ‘sujeta dedo’ (?).

Acaso de erbhi g extun, tiztin (0 alguna forma similar), lit. ‘aro o anillo de dedo’.

Sin interés Gabelentz 25, 45, 63 y 190 s. al comparar cab. Sayadem3, eg. yatam
‘anillo’.

Cf. eraztunatz, erbaztun-erbi S ‘dedo anular’.

ERHAZUN (de erarzun, como eritarzun) ‘enfermedad’.

De eri! + un sufijo (cf. eritasun).

ERBAI V ‘carga de pescado que se lleva en narrias’, erbaiero V, ‘carretero que conducia una
' q
carga de pescado’.

ERBAIL L ‘débil, efimero’, AN ‘paralitico’, erbal AN, V, G, berbal BN, S “flaco, débil’,
‘paralitico’, erbali AN d.’, erbel AN ‘débil’, erpil BN, L ‘flaco, no fuerte’. Cf.
ervemail, errebil.

ELBAR AN, V “débil, tullido’ (q.u.).

Cf. argal, con el cual retine estas formas Sch. Lit.f.rom.u.germ.Phil. (1893), 8,
que propone una forma primitiva *arrebol (da una forma herbol que debe de ser
errata), la cual procederia de un bearn. *arreble, de ant. occit. freble, frebol. Uhl.
ZRPh 27, 626 criticaba como audaz esta etimologia de Sch. (afiade otras formas,
como BN erpbil ‘pilido, marchito, débil’, BN ergel/elger ‘tonto’). Se inclina a pensar
que las formas primitivas tenian g y no .

Ya VEys se preguntaba si erbal era variante de argal.

A la enimologia cauc. de Bouda BKE 99, rbils, Ibili blando’, opone HVogt NTS
17, 544 que en esa lengua la forma primitiva no tiene r- inicial (que se debe a
disimilacién), sino que es lbili.

Gabelentz 66, 75 y 204 une erbal, herbail con argal intentando aproximar a cab.
ermal ‘pobre’.

EWBS pretende reconstruir una forma *ferbal por *frebal, para buscar el origen
en el prov. J?revol, freul, freble, feble, acumulando también cat. y esp. feble, etc., y
llegar con ello al lat. flebilis (1).

ERBARREN V ‘barrio, parte baja de una poblacién’. (Mig. Dicc.: elbarren).
El primer elemento puede ser erri, como se deduce de la variante erribarren V,
G. El segundo sin duda barren pie, extremo’. (Cf., no obstante, barrio, y Coromi-
nas 1, 413 s. en lo relativo a esta palabra esp.).
ERBATZ V, G ‘aresta, puas del lino’, V ‘brizna de lefia’, ‘plumilla, pluma pequefia de ave’.
Vid. arbasta.
EWBS disparatado proponiendo esp. rebusca.

ERBEL v. erbail.

ERBERA V, erbere AN ‘ribera, tierra baja’.

Como propone Mich. FHV 164 puede ser un compuesto de (b)erri y be(he)ra,
be(e)ra ‘bajo’ o un continuador de G, V erribera, de romanico ribera (remite a Gavel
RIEV 12, 193).

ERBESTE V, G ‘tierra extrana’, erbesteko ‘extranjero’, erbestetasun ‘destierro’, erbestetu ‘des-
terrar’.
Derivados de erri + beste. (Cf. Mich. FHV 125).
ERBI ‘liebre’.
Holmer BAP 6, 405 compara airl. erb ‘cabra, venado, corzo’, isl. jarp: ‘perdiz’,
con vaga semantica, que se explicaria por relaciones precélticas. Mich. Pas.Leng. 144
compara con airl. beirp ‘dama, cabra’, de *erbhi (IEW 326).
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Wolfel 138 compara con lat. lepus (de origen de sustrato, segiin se cree general-
mente), y en el mismo sentido se ha expresado en carta Berger (Diciembre de 1956), el
cual supone que el masiliota lebéris representaria algo asi como *elberi, que con
haplologia daria erbi (?). Para Hubschmid Thes.Praerom. 2, 124 también debe ser
emparentado con el masaliota y con lat. lepus (sigue a Alesio 1. Congr.Stor.Calabr.,
Cosenza 1954, 12.

Charencey RIEV 4, 509 emparenta con esp. liebre, bearn. lebe, etc.

Lafon RIEV 24, 168 propone georg. rb- ‘correr’; a esta opinién se adhiere Bouda
BuK 119 y BAP 12, 267.

EWBS supone origen mediterrineo, y reconstruye *lerbi por *leberi, sigue a
Wélfel y cita también el masiliota, aparte de alb. Pepur, Peper, etc., y atin alude de
lejos al 4r. arnab, arnib ‘liebre’, al hebr. y acad., todo, como se ve, mis que
problemitico.

ERBIL AN ‘mazo para pulverizar terrones de los campos’, ‘formén, instrumento de carpinteria’.
(Ct. erpil V ‘terrén’).

ERBI-LO salac. ‘suefio ligero’. De erbi + o (lit. ‘suefio de liebre’).

ERBINDORI ‘comadreja’. (Vid. erbiniude).

Azkue atribuye a Duvoisin esta forma que Sch. ZRPb 36, 165, 167 y n. 3
considera variante de erbifinde, aunque en una cancién popular suletina erbindoli(a)
parece designar el ‘armino’, o mis bien su piel.

El mismo autor ZRPh 34, 215 descubre en -indori, acaso la misma significacién
‘ama, aya’ que en #iude. Lo mismo Grande Zumdrraga 6, 85.

Para variantes y distribucidén v. Agud-Michelena ASJU 2, 77 s.

EWBS deriva erbin- de prov. ermin(i), afr. erme, ermine, esp. armiso, ital.
ermellino, del aaa. harmo + dori, ap6cope del lat. vulgar *putorius, lat. pitor ‘hedor,
fetidez’ (1).

ERBINO (Pouvr.) ‘gazapo, lebrato’. De erbi.

ERBINUDE V, G, erbifiure G, erbiunide/ermiunide AN, erbifiura G, erbindori (Duv.) (q.u.),
ergunedia (Land.), ergonei G, erguniri AN, ergaifinde (A1L.), ergunide, arminderi/ar-
munderi aezc. ‘comadreja’.

Compuesto, en apariencia, de erb: ‘liebre’ e iiude/unide ‘nodriza’. En la forma
erguneds, el final puede ser una metitesis de #nide.

Aunque algunas variantes se apartan en cuanto a la forma, no son irreductibles al
prototipo.

Para Sch. ZRPb 36, 169 el aezc. arminder: resultaria sin dificultad de un bearn.
*erminhére < *herminella, es decir, de un lat. (miss) armenius, armenia.

No habria dificultad en explicar erbi- < ermi- no sélo por etimologia popular,
sino también por disimilacién de nasalidad.

Sin embargo, Mich. FLV 2, 129 ss. rechaza todo esto y propone *erdi-unide
‘nodriza de parto’. En #nide esti el suf. -(k)ide, equivalente al sentido de com(mater),
o mid- en ingl. midwife ‘partera’. Como radical verbal erdi significa ‘parir, dar a luz’
(«nodriza del parto»).

Vid. sobre el particular Agud-Michelena ASJU 2, 73-75.
ERBI-OILLAR ‘abubilla’ (ave moifiuda), (‘upupa epops’). Cf. argi-oillar G, AN ‘id.".
ERBIOIN AN ‘pie de liebre, trébol de sembrados’.

Es el mismo nombre culto de la ‘plantago lagopus L.’, esp. pie de liebre, fr. pied
de lievre, lat. leporis pes (Bertoldi Arch.Rom. 18, 225).

ERBIOTA V ‘argoma’. De erbi + ota/ote.
ERBI-UNIDE v. erbifiude.

ERBURUKO L ‘ufiero’ (inflamacién de la raiz de la ufa).
De er(h)i' + buru y el sufijo -ko.
ERDAI v. ardaz.
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ERDAIL V “fisura o hueco producido en montes o pehascos’.
© ¢Acaso de erdi?
ERDAINATU (Oih. ms.) ‘recortar, cercenar’,

La primera parte es quizi erds.

Sin interés la comparacién de Gabelentz 256 s. con cab. u#rrem.

Cf. gardairiatu S ‘hacer ranura en las tablas, ensamblar’.

ERDAITZA v. (h)endaitz.

ERDAL- variante de erdera en los derivados.

ERDAMU V ‘mal gusto del tocino rancio’. Cf. gardams V id.’.

ERDARA G, AN, L, BN, R, S, erdera V, G ‘al modo extranjero’, ‘lengua no vasca’, ‘lengua
castellana’.

Mich. FHV 245 admite en la palabra la existencia de un sufijo -ara (similar a
-(k)ara), que se encuentra también en euskara ‘lengua vasca’.

Tovar BAP 10, 141 ss. y Eusk. y Par. 135 ss. lo considera derivado adverbial de
erdi ‘medio’, propiamente ‘hablar a medias’. (Acepta esta explicacién Mich. «Lengua
vasca», Guipuzcoa, 196). Semanticamente la expresién puede compararse al gr. Bap;
Bagoc, lat. balbus, babulus, ingl. baby, al nombre nemec, propiamente, ‘mudo’,
que dan los eslavos a los germanos, o a las formas mden ‘mudo’, menn ‘tartamudo’,
que aplicaban los irlandeses para designar a los de lengua extraia. En esp. decimos
media lengua ‘pronunciar imperfectamente, impedimento de la lengua’; un nifo se
dice que habla con su ‘media lengua’.

Girate Gernika EJ 1, 536 creia que erdera seria derivado de *erd-u-ra ‘a modo
de los allegados o advenedizos’.

Humboldt Prim.Pobl. 73 dice que es compuesto de ara (que expresa, segin él,
que algo ocurre con relacién a alguna cosa) y erria “tierra, pais’, mis una d eufénica
intercalada; en realidad ‘lengua del pais’, pero referida a Espana y Francia (!), (VEys
lo da con criticas); es decir que erd- seria igual a erri.

Karst Essai sur lorigine des basques se remonta al «etnénimo prearmenio Zok-
erén o Ezokh-erén», y cre que eskuara proviene de esuk-ara, hipbtesis que entra en
el terreno de la mas desbordada fantasia.

Gabelentz 77 y 170 s. tampoco resuelve nada el comparar con tuar. end ‘otro’.

EWBS pretende derivar de erde ‘baba, saliva’, y un sufijo -ara («Die fremde
Sprache wird als geiferndes Zischeln gewertet», dice). Sin valor también Mukarov-
sky, Mitteil. Anthrop.Ges.Wien 95, 71 comparando mande neerg y nyeryg, y otras
lenguas africanas.

ERDE v. eldar.
ERDEINU (Oih. ms.) ‘disgusto’, (Duv. ms.) ‘desprecio’.

Los romanistas parecen estar de acuerdo en su procedencia del esp. desdén (o
del originario *disdignu): asi Sch. BuR 30, M.-L. RIEV 15, 220, Rohlfs RIEV 24,
334, CGuis. 36 (dice: «recuerda al esp. desdén»), Corominas FLV 5, 172 y
Top.Hesp. 2, 317.

Mich. FHV 294 dice «de la misma familia romance procede vizc. destasia, des-
daifia (q.u.) y destaifia, ‘pulla, desdén’».

EWBS c?;riva del esp. desderiar (y otras formas romdnicas), del lat. vulgar *dis-
dignare.

ERDEN v. ediren.

ERDENSARI R, salac. ‘remuneracién de un hallazgo’. Del anterior + sari.
ERDERA v. erdara.

ERDETSI (Or.) v. andietsi (Mich. FHV 341).

ERDETXI v. erdietsi.

ERDEZU de erde.

ERDI ‘medio, centro’, ‘mitad’, N, G, L, R, S se usa en los derivados y en ciertas locuciones para
significar ‘parto, parir’ (Azkue).
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La semejanza con scr. ardha- ‘parte, lado, mitad’ (cf. Pokorny JEW 333) ha
sido sefialada por Uhl. Anthropos 35-36, 20, y luego por Lewy KI.Schriften 48 n. 3,
quien también alega cherem. 6rdoZ ‘lado’.

Mich. Pas.leng. 142 desconfia de esta comparacidn, y de lit. ardyti ‘separar’. En
Pirineos 10, 438 menciona aquit. Erditse d(eo), que con Erdenius, Erdescus los com-
para Sch. con vasco erdi, pero dejé las terminaciones sin explicar.

Bouda EJ 3, 330 y BAP 16, 39 lo compara (como ya antes Tromb. Orig. 128)
con a-rt-e (q.u.), y en BuK 119 y Hom.Urg. 3, 219 lo habia derivado de georg.,
mingr., lazo 7t ‘dividir’. (También podrian tener relacién artasi/artazi ‘tijeras’, arta-
za ‘instrumento de herrero’ ?). Con georg. ker3 ‘mitad’ compara Kintana, Tker 1,
266.

Otros parecidos: Tromb. Lc. propone lazo guer, kuerdi ‘medio, mitad’; Laho-
vary Rev.Acad.B.Letras (1949), 236 compara palabras que significan ‘dos’ (drav.
occ. erady, tamul irandu, svano ervi, georg. ori-, y hasta arm. erkx) lo que seminti-
camente no es admisible.

Giacomino Relazioni 7 menciona copto 6/i ‘hendir’, y Gabelentz 89 y 100 s. el
tuar. aril ‘medio’.

Para la otra acepci6n, Tovar senald el paralelismo de erdi con erditu y erdi-izan
‘parir’, con lat. pars y parere (arc. parire) (para la ecuacidn erdi(tu) = parere (de

onde *par-tis), v. Pariente Emerita); pero Mich. BAP 24, 18 lo extiende a erdietsi y
remite a lat.: bona bene parta, obsequinm ainicos ueritas odium parit (DELL s.u.
pario). En Leig. ertze “parir’, como derivado de erd;, ya lo dio Lafon Systéme 1,91 y
394 y 2, 146 (que recoge Mich. FHV 126). (Cf. también FHV 341).

EWRBS, aunque ha%la de origen incierto, pretende reconstruir una forma *mer-
di, del lat. méridie. En la segunda acepcién quiere derivar de un *erdin por haunrdiin
de baur ‘nino’ y suf. -dun (1). Berger Indo-Iran Journ. 3, 33 quiere ver un prefijo el-
burush. alt- ‘dos’.

ErDIA (Oih.) ‘la mujer parida’, erdi-aldi, -berri, -bitu': ver el anterior, segunda acepcién.
ERDIATU v. erdiratu.
ERDIBITU? V ‘conmover’. Cf. erdiratu.

Sin duda de erd:.

ERDIDIKI G ‘entreabrir’. De erdi.

ERDIETSI/ERDETXI/ERDITSI/ERDITXI AN ‘alcanzado, obtenido’: v. ardietsi y erdi.

E. Levy, KI. Schriften, 1961, 529 (y RIEV 24, 446) intento la conexién de
ardietsi con ardi ‘oveja’ (cf. ganado/ganar). Debe ser abandonada, segiin Mich. BAP
24,17 y FLV 2,131, que se inclina en favor de erdi + etsi. Tovar senal6 el paral. de
erdi ‘medio, mitad’ y erditu ‘parir’ con lat. pars, parere (arc. parire), pero hay que
extenderlo a ardi etsi. Mich. reconoce errada su equiparacién de erdiets: de formas
occid., sin -d-, como V jaretsi, G iritsi ‘alcanzado’.

Mis simple fonét. partir de un compuesto con 1. elemento jarei ‘librar’, V
jaramon ‘prestar atencidn’, de emon ‘dar’, etc. Posible origen romanico. (Cf. tam-
bién erbinude).

ERDIGOR V ‘sordera ligera’ (lit. ‘media sordera’: erdi + gor).
ERDIRATU V, L, BN, S ‘henderse, agrietarse’, (“afliccién’), ‘colocar en medio’, AN, G, L, R,
salac. ‘partirse de dolor’, erdiatu S ‘cascar, henderse’, erditu ‘hendidura’, ‘parir’.

Es un derivado claro de erdi, por tanté es imposible la relacién que intenta
establecer con lat. findere GDiego Dial. 212.

ERDISKAILL S, erdiskal S, R ‘cosecha regular’.
El primer elemento es sin duda erd:.
ERDITSVERDITXI v. erdietsi.
ERDITSU G, AN, R, S ‘cegato’.
De erdi + itsu “ciego’.
ERDITU v. erdirata.
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ERDIZKATU AN, L, BN, S ‘partir por la mitad’. De erdi.

ERDIZOLATU R ‘echar medias suelas’. De erdi + zola. El origen del segundo elemento es
claramente romanico: cf. prov. sola, gasc. sole, cast. suela, astur. sola (REW 8064 y
GDiego Dicc.Etimol. 6205). ’

ERDIZOZTU/ERDI 1ZOZTU AN ‘garapifiar’. El segundo elemento, de izotz.

ERDIZPESTA(TU) R, S ‘(echar) medias suelas’.
De erdi, naturalmente. En cuanto al segundo elemento, es evidente su relacién
con peta(t)xatu, de petatxo-petatxu-petatzu ‘remiendo’ (cf. navarro petacho, petoche,
cast. pedazo, de lat. lpittacium; en prov. pedasar, petasar ‘remendar’: REW 6547 y
GDiego Dicc.Etimol. 5071).

HerDO L, BN, S ‘anublo, rofia’ (enfermedades de plantas), erdoi AN, G, erdoil AN, L, BN, S,
R, erdélla S ‘rona de las plantas’, ‘herrumbre’, V mer. ordei (ordeitn ‘mohoso’), con
asimilacién ordoi (G Renteria), (Leig. herdoilla, que Sch. Intr. XC s. supone tomado
del gasc. arroudilbo, lo que tropieza con dificultades fonéticas, como apunta Mich.
FHYV 84); Lh. da también erdoE Para FEW 10, 431 es préstamo del gasc.

Si se admitiese el cambio 77 > rd, parece que podria tratarse de un derivado con

rétesis vocilica del ant. prov. roil, rol, fr. dial. rouzl, del lat. robigo (b. lat. rubicu-

wm), como proponia Charencey BSL 16 (58), CDXX1V. .

Chaho, como nos transmite VEys también pensaba en el origen lat., en un
ferrugilla. :

Sin embargo, cf., supra Mich.

Absurda la comparacién de Gabelentz 38 y 210 s. con tuar. irtai “sucio’.

EWBS en su empefio de reducir al lat., reconstruye una forma *rodil que
pretende comparar con lat. rutilus.

ERDOTS S ‘aseado’, ‘laborioso’, erdosk: S ‘aseadamente’.

Bouda EJ 3, 118 compara lerdotz “activo, alerta’ (pero la forma falta en Azkue).

EWBS para la segunda acepcién parte de erdo-,-que considera apécope de esp.
alerto ‘aufmerksam, wachsam’ (remite a port. alerta, fr. alerte) del ital. erto, de lat.
érectus, todo lo cual transcribimos a titulo de mera curiosidad.

ERDU v. heldu'.

ERDZETIK S ‘desde el parto’. De erdi (acepcién ‘parir, parto’).

ERe! G, AN, L, BN, R, S ‘también’, ‘tampoco’ (en frase negativa), ‘tu, de ti’.

VEys indica que acaso se trata del propio bere, al cual remite también Azkue.
Mich. FHV 253 sefiala claramente su procedencia de bere, y remite al comiin bere
‘suus’.

El proceso de conversién de un antiguo posesivo en particula afirmativa de
acfuerzo seria parecido al del gr. 7ot ‘ciertamente’, que en su origen no era sino el dat.

e 2. pers.

Lafon EJ 3, 345 compara circ. occid. re ‘y, asi que’, dargva, ag. y tab. ra ‘y’
enclitica. EE 20, 237 anota que rumanche eir significa ‘también’.

EWBS le atribuye origen africano y compara bereb. -ara, -ar de *ad-ra, con otras
elucubraciones que no vienen al caso.

ERE? variante de ara ‘helecho’, segiin LMendizabal BIAEV 4, 31 (es de suponer que se trata de
ira/ire).

-ERE G, L, BN, S aplicado a los interrogativos denota cierta universalidad y equivale al prefijo
-edo (dice Azkue); S indica término de un periodo.

¢Acaso es el mismo ere'?

EREA v. eral.

EREARO AN,bL (Leig.), eveyaro, ereillero AN, eraiero L “junio’, (RS 330) ereyaro ‘sazén de
sembrar’.

Segin Mich. FHV 176 n. en ereillero parece que [j] se ha reforzado en [1°].

Como sefialan LMendizabal BAP 7, 224 y Mich. l.c., de erein ‘sembrar’. Ya en
RS de 1596 aparece con esa significacion, segiin se ha dicho (cf. Uhl. RIEV 3, 11).
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El segundo elemento es (h)aro® ‘sazén, etc.’.
Astarloa Apol. 386 dice que es de ere “suavisimo’ y aro ‘temple’. Esto desorientd
a Hervis BAP 3, 345 quien dice que ere debe de significar ‘sembrar’ y aroa ‘sazén’,
por lo que explica, ‘siembra sazonada o madura’.
~ Nada tiene que ver con erre ‘quemar, etc.’, como pretende EWBS. Igualmente
disparatado Griera ZRPh 47, 107 derivando de reiz (?), con idea de labrar la tierra
O3
EREDENDU v. eradendu.
EREDOSKI, por eradoski: causativo de edosk:; eredoskitzaile ‘nodriza’.
EREDU V, L, (Oih.) ‘norma, modelo’, V ‘porcién correspondiente’, ‘proporcion’; ereduan V,
eredura L ‘segin, conforme, al tenor de’.
Como dice Azkue, en V se emplea la forma contracta edu.
Sin duda de era? (q.u.). Mich. FLV 4, 88 cita a Oih., que dice que eredura es lo
mismo que araura. )
EWBS cita como variante de erregu, y relaciona disparatadamente un gall. régoa
‘regla’ y esp. arreglo con eredu. (Agud Elementos 144).
EREGA, EREGA(T)U V ‘mimar’, eregatzaille ‘adulador’, eregu V ‘mimo’, ‘cémodamente’.
EREGI V ‘edificar, levantar, construir’. v. eraik.
EREGIN! variante de eragin (q.u.). Causativo de egin.
EREGIN? variante de erein ‘sembrar’ (eregintzale salac. ‘sembrador’).
EREGOTXI v. eragotsi.
EREI AN ‘circulacién’, ‘chorro de leche que sale de la ubre’, ereindura BN, R, salac. ‘id.’. Cf.
erandura.
EWRBS quiere relacionar con eraitsi (de jaitzi/jeitsi S ‘ordenar’), lo cual es mas
que discutible.
EREIARO, EREILLERO V. erearo.
EREIKI v. eraik/eraiki'.
EREIN N, V, G ‘sembrar’, V ‘gastar dinero’, ‘divulgar, esparcir noticias’, erain V, AN, erbain
BN, L ‘sembrar’, erinz AN, R, salac. ‘id.’, ereki AN ‘id.’, eregin salac. ‘id.’.
No es aceptable la derivacién de lat. serere que proponen GDiego Dial. 207 y
CGuis. 65. Uhl. Gernika-EJ 1, 575 cree reconocer una raiz -rei- con r suave.
Bouda BAP 12, 276 quiere descubrir una raiz *r(e) que considera idéntica al
avar L’ ‘sembrar’, infinitivo -eL’ze. Mukarovsky Mitteil. 1, 141 y GLECS 10, 182
compara hausa iri y somali inin ‘sembrar’. Este mismo aproxima la palabra a ere:
(que acaso sea errata del autor por era ‘modo’, aunque seminticamente es mis que
dudoso). .
EWBS remite a erain y pretende explicarlo de egin con el infijo causativo ~ra-
.
EREINOTZ/ERINOTZ V, eriontz V ‘laurel’.
LMendizabal BIAEYV 4, 31 da también la forma erefio; compara con aro ‘hele-
cho’, araitz/aritz ‘roble’, lo cual resulta inadmisible.
Cf. ereinuntza (ms. Lond.) ‘laurel comin’; ereinuntztxo (ms. Lond.) ‘matapo-
llos, laureola hembra’ (Bot.).
EREINSIEREINZI R ‘peinar’, evenxi R ‘peinar lana’, irezi ‘peinar’ (no esti en Azkue).
Bouda BAP 12, 265 analiza una raiz *re-(1)z con preverbio factitivo, cuya vocal
a > e ante la palatal siguiente. Luego compara con circ. £ ‘peinar’, con su derivado
ma-Ze ‘peine’, lo que ya resulta mas problematico.
EREKARRI (Leig.) ‘cobrar, exigir’, ‘conducir’.
Causativo de ekarri.
EREMAN v. eraman.
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M? JosE OLAZIREGI, “Focalization: theoretical approach to and some uses in the
Basque narrative literature”

JOSE I. HUALDE - TXOMIN SAGARZAZU, “Acentos del Bidasoa: Hondarribia”
MARI JOSE KEREJETA, “Ohienart Silvain Povreauren hiztegian”

SABINO AGUIRRE GANDARIAS, “La oficialidad del euskera en procesos postmedie-
vales (con documentos inéditos)”



«Julio Urkixo» Euskal Filologi Mintegiaren Aldizkariaren Gebigarriak
Anejos del Anuario del Seminario de Filologia Vasca «Julio de Urquijo»
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Publications of «Julio de Urquijo» Seminar of Basque Philology

El Seminario «Julio de Urquijo». Antecedentes y constitucion, 1955.

JOSE MARIA LACARRA, Vasconia medieval. Historia y filologia, 1957.
MANUEL AGUD - LUlS MICHELENA, N. Landuccio, Dictionarinm Lin-
guae Cantabricae (1562), 1958. 2.a edicién con indice inverso vascuence-cas-
tellano, (en preparacién).

Luis MICHELENA, Fonética historica vasca, 1961, 19772, 1985, 1990.

NILS N. HOLMER, El idioma vasco hablado. Un estudio de dialectologia
vasca, 1964. (Segunda impresidn en preparacién).

LUIS VILLASANTE, Fr. Pedro A. de Afiibarro, Gramatica vascongada, 1970.
CANDIDO 1ZAGUIRRE, El vocabulario vasco de Arinzazu-Ofiate y zonas
colindantes [ed. L. Villasante], 1971. (Segunda impresién en preparacién).
Papers from the Basque Linguistics Seminar. University of Nevada. Sum-
mer 1972, 1974.

JULIEN VINSON, Essai d’une bibliographie de la langue basque. Con las
anotaciones del ejemplar de Julio de Urquijo, 1984.

LUIs MICHELENA, Sobre historia de la lengna vasca [ed. J. A. Lakarra con
la colaboracién de M2 T. Echenique y B. Urgell], 1988. .
Luis MICHELENA - IBON SARASOLA, Textos arcaicos vascos. Contribucion al
estudio y edicion de textos antiguos vascos, 1989.

HUGO SCHUCHARDT, Introduccion a las obras de Leizarraga. Sobre el mo-
do de disponer la reimpresion, en particular sobre las erratas y variantes en el
texto de Leizarraga [traduccidn de I. Ruiz Arzalluz - J. M. Vélez Latorre],
1989. ’
MANUEL AGUD - ANTONIO TOVAR, Diccionario etimolégico vasco. 1. A-
Ardui, 1989. ‘
JOSEBA A. LAKARRA (ed.), Memoriae L. Mitxelena Magistri Sacrum, 1991.
BENAT OYHARCABAL, La pastorale souletine: édition critigue de «Charle-
magne», 1990.

RICARDO GOMEZ-JOSEBA A. LAKARRA (arg.), Euskalaritzaren historiaz I:
XVI-XIX. mendeak, 1991.

RICARDO GOMEZ-JOSEBA A. LAKARRA (arg.), Euskalaritzaren bistoriaz 11:
XIX-XX. mendeak, prestatzen.

JOSEBA A. LAKARRA, Martin Harrieten hiztegia (1741). Prestatzen.
MANUEL AGUD - ANTONIO TOVAR, Diccionario etimolégico vasco, 11. Ar-
dun-Beuden, 1990.

Luis MICHELENA, Lenguas y protolenguas, 1990.

ARENE GARAMENDI, El teatro popular vasco, (Semidtica de la repre-
sentacion), 1991.

LAszLO K. MARACZ, Asymmetries in Hungarian, 1991

N. G. H. DEEN, Glossaria duo vasco islandica. GIDOR BILBAO-ren itzul-
Ei?,lglgliir eta hitz aurkibide berria eta JOSE I. HUALDE-ren azterketa bate-

MANUEL AGUD - ANTONIO TOVAR, Diccionario etimolégico vasco. 11L. Beu-
le-Egileor, Babarraso-Bazur, 1991.



ASJU-REN AZKEN ALEETAKO AURKIBIDEAK
INDICES DE LOS ULTIMOS NUMEROS DEL ASJU
INDEX OF LATEST ISSUES OF ASJU

XX-1, 1986: 1-322. J. M. SATRUSTEGUI, Luzaideko Echeverriaren Dotrinari oharrak. J. A. LAKARRA,
xvI. mendeko bizkaierazko errefrauez: I. Garibairen bildumak. L. M. ONEDERRA, From automatic assi-
milation to sound symbolism. B. URGELL, Egiaren Kantaz: | testua eta iruzkinak. J. ALBERDI LARIZGOI-
TIA, Euskarazko tratamenduen ikuspegia: I. Historia apur bat. I. SARASOLA, Larramendiren eraginaz eta
. J. GRANJA PASCUAL, Julien Vinson, el euskera y una polémica del Xix. J. IRURETAGOYENA, Juan José
Vicente Oteiza [zuzquiza. J. A. LAKARRA, Bertso bizkaitarrez gehixeago. K. BIGUR], Koordinazioaren
zenbait alderdi Duhalderen Meditazioneak gei premiatsuenen gainean liburuan. A. GLZ. DE LANGARE

ca, Dos notaas sobre el euskera en Alava en el siglo x1x. L. MICHELENA, Contra Lekobide. Liburu
berriak/Reserias.

XX-2, 1986: 325-604. G. REBUSCHI, Théorie du liage, diachronie et énonciation: sur les anaphores
possesives du Basque. P. URrgizu, Euskara XVI-XVIL mendeetako zenbait idazle atzerritarrengan.
K. HALE, On nonconfigurational structures. P. SALABURU, La teoria del ligamiento en la lengua vasca.
E. KNORR, Maurice Harriet-en hiztegiaz. J. ALBERDI LARIZGOITIA, Alokutibotasuna eta tratamenduak
euskaraz: I1. Markinaldeko kasua. J. KORTAZAR, Jon Etxaide: kontaketa errealistaren hasierak. E. KNORR,

" Betolatzaren zenbait berri. ]. GORROCHATEGUL, Sobre Lengua e historia: Comentarios de lingiifstica dia-

crénica, vasca y paleohispénica. J. A. LAKARRA, Burgosko 1747ko dotrina: 1. Testua eta oharrak. Liburu
berriak/Resefias.

XX-3, 1986: 605-921. K. HALE & J. KEYSER, Some Transitivity Alternations in English. J. A. LAKA-
RRA, Bizkaiera zaharra euskalkien artean. G. REBUSCHI, Pour une répresentation syntaxique duale: struc-
ture syntagmatique et structure lexical en basque. I. LaXA, Euskal Izkindeako aditza. (hiperbizkaieraren
historiaz 1m). A. EGUzKITZA, The Syntax of Focus. J. M. SATRUSTEG], Luzaideko euskara Nikolas Polit
zenaren izkribuetan. E. KNORR, De re bibliographica. Le répertoire de mss. sur la langue et la littérature
basques de la Bibliothéque Nationale de Paris. P. SALABURU, Baztango euskalkiaz: Elizondoko doktrina
bat. J. JUARISTL, El Cantar de Beotibar, ;un romance noticiero vasco?. B. URGELL, Prai Bartolomeren
hiztegiaz zertxobait: L. M. Mujikaren “Exskal Errijetaco Olgueeta... obraren azterketa fonetikoa”ren in-
guruan. J. I. HUALDE, Tone and Stress in Basque: A Preliminary Study. M. IGARTUA, Leizarragaren -ra
eta -raten erabilerari buruz. Liburu berriak/Reserias. English summaries of non English language papers
published in the 1986 issues.

XXI-1, 1987: 318.]. LAVERNE MASAYESVA & K. HALE, Argument obviation and switch-reference in
Hopi. I. LAXA, Sabino Arana Goiri eta hiperbizkaiera (hiperbizkaieraren historiaz ). I. Ruiz ARZA-
LLUZ, El metro en las traducciones de los clésicos latinos al euskara. 1. Metros dactilicos y yambo-trocai-
cos. J. M. SATRUSTEG], Zugarramurdiko euskararen lekukoak XIX. mendean. J. ABAITUA, An LFG Parser
for Basque (1). X. MENDIGUREN, E/ Borracho Burladoko euskararen azterketa (1764). 1. PAGOLA, Resu-
rreccién M.? de Azkueren dotrina argitaragabea. B. URGELL, Afiibarroren idazlanak: 1. Nekea Arindurik.

1. SEGUROLA, Notas de toponimia amezcoana. J. A. LAKARRA, Burgosko 1747ko dotrina: 11. Facsimilea
eta hiztegia.

XXI-2, 1987: 321-658.]. ORTIZ DE URBINA, Operator movement and verb second phenomena in
Basque. B. URGELL, Esku-liburnaren grafi aldaketak (1802-1821). I. RuIZ ARZALLUZ, El metro en las tra-
ducciones de los cldsicos latinos al euskara. It. Los metros eolios. 1. LAKA, Bizkaiko Aldundiaren euska-
razko katedra (hiperbizkaieraren historiaz 1). J. I. HUALDE & J. ORTIZ DE URBINA, Restructuring with
ari. P. SALABURU, Baztango euskalkiaz: Elizondoko beste doktrina bat. M. ETXEBARRIA, Iniciacién a la
fonética actstica. J. A. LAKARRA, oikiako dotrina (1759). J. ABAITUA, An LFG parser for basque (1.

K. Cm> ABASOLO, Euskal erlatibo motak. J. J. GRANJA PASCUAL, La critica etimolégica de Julio Cejador.
Liburu berriak/Resefias.

XXI-3, 1987: 661-968.]. GORROCHATEGUI, Andrés de Poza y el euskera. B. URGELL, Esku-liburua-
ren hiztegi aldaketak: 1. Mailebuak. I. RUiz ARZALLUZ, Notas sobre algunas traducciones vascas del Nue-
vo Testamento. I. LaKA, Manuel Arriandiaga. Euskal aditza Bizkai, Gipuzko, Lapurdi ta Zuberoko
izkerantzetan garbiturikoa. J. A. LAKARRA, Lécluse-ren euskal gramatika. (Euskalaritzaren historiarako



lanabesak 1). ]. JUARISTI, La balada vasca de la muchacha ciervo. K. Zuazo, Euskaldunek euskalkienga-
nako izan dituzten jarrerez. J. GORROCHATEGUY, Vasco-Céltica. Liburu berriak/Reserias.

XXII-1, 1988: 1-331. M. AGUD, In memoriam Luis Michelena. ARGITARATZAILEAREN TXOKOA:
“Ekin eta Jarrai”. B. URGELL, Afiibarroren idazlanak 1: Lora Sorta Espirituala (1803). B. OYHARCABAL,
Operatzaile isila euskarazko perpaus erlatiboetan. J. A. LAKARRA ETA B. URGELL, Lécluse-ren Hiztegia.
Euskalaritzaren historiarako lanabesak 1. B. HURCH ETA M. L. ONEDERRA, Azterketa fonologikoaren
inguruko gogoetak: Fonema. G. REBUSCHI, Defining the three binding domains of Basque. K. Zuazo,
Orixeren mendeurrenean. M. AGUD Y A. TOVAR, Materiales para un Diccionario Etimolégico de la Len-
gua Vasca (1. J. I. HUALDE, Case assignment in Basque. Libury berriak/Reseiias/Reviews.

XXII-2, 1988: 343-695. I. LAKA, Configurational heads in inflectional morphology: the structure of
the inflected forms in Basque. J. I. HUALDE, On Basque Affricates. M.* G. ARTOLA CORNU, Jean-Baptis-
te Camoussarry (1815-1842). Una primera aproximacién a su vida y asu obra. J. HARITSCHELHAR,
Recueils manuscrits de chansons basques. J. A. MUJIKA, Particulas modales de la flexién verbal.
J. A. LAKARRA ETA B. URGELL, Plauto Bascongadoren eztabaida: testu-bilduma. I. Ruiz ArzaL1Uz, Ca-
talogo de las traducciones vascas de obras latinas de la Antigiiedad. K. Zuazo, El verbo regular bascon-
gado del dialecto vizcaino_gramatikaren ekarriez. J. A. LAKARRA ETA B. URGELL, ASJU (1954-1987)
Auvrkibideak/Indices/Index. M. AGUD Y A. TOVAR, Materiales para un Diccionario Etimolégico de la
Lengua Vasca (1. R. P. G. DE RJK, How reliable and comprehensive is the DGV?

XXII-3, 1988-3: 701-1037. B. OYHARGABAL, La Pastorale Souletine. Edition critique de Charle-
magne. B. HURCH, Is Basque a syllable-timed language?. G. REBUSCHI, Note sur les pronoms dits “in-~
tensifs” du basque. M. AGUD Y A. TOVAR, Materiales para un Diccionario Etimolégico de la Lengua
Vasca (111). J. I. HUALDE, A theory of pitch-accent, with particular attention to Basque. H. SCHUCHARDT,
Introduccién a las obras de Leizarraga. Bibliografia erabilienaren laburdura gomendatuak/Abreviaturas
bibliograficas recomendadas/Recommended bibliographical abbreviations.

XXXIII-1, 1989: 354. K. ZUAZO, Arabako Euskara. J. R. ZUBIAUR, Garibai hizkuntzalari. B. OYHAR-
CABAL, Les travaux de grammaire basque avant Larramendi (1729). I. LAKA, Astarloaren hizkuntzalari-
tzaz. 1. SARASOLA, Van Eysen gramatika-lanak. B. HURCH, Raices de la fonologia: pensadores
preestructuralistas. L. ONEDERRA, Euskal fonologiazko berriak 1900 arte. M. AGUD Y A. TOVAR, Mate-
riales para un Diccionario Etimolégico de la Lengua Vasca (1v). B. OYHARCABAL, La Pastorale Souletine.
Edition critique de Charlemagne (1i). ]. I. HUALDE, Acentos vizcainos. J. ORTIZ DE URBINA, Konfi-
gurazionalitateaz (L. Maricz P. MUYSKEN. Configurationality. The Typhology of Asymmetries).

XXXIII-2, 1989: 355-676. R. GOMEZ, Bonaparte Printzearen inguruko hizkuntz eztabaidak.
J. OrTiz DE URBINA, Dislocaciones verbales en estructuras de polaridad. J. ALBERDI LARIZGOITIA, Obar
batzuk euskal deklinabidearen historiografiarako. J. LLISTERRI, Los sistemas vocilicos: Tipologia, uni-
versales y explicacién fonética. A. LAKARRA ANDRINUA, Gogoetak XVIIL. mendeko euskalaritzaren ingu-
ruan. M. AGUD Y A. TOVAR, Materiales para un Diccionario Etimolégico de la Lengua Vasca (V).
B. OYHARGABAL, La Pastorale Souletune. Edition critique de Charlemagne (111). K. ZUAZO, Zubereraren
sailkapenerako. J. I. HUALDE, Fonologia léxica y postléxica, con especial referencia a la lengua vasca.
J. A. LAKARRA, Bai, Pecatu da Liberalgueriya.

XXXIHI-3, 1989: 677-990. L. A. SAEZ, Borrado/Forma Légica: Comparativas con complemento nulo
en espafiol y en euskera. F. ONDARRA, Nafarroako Bertitzaranan aurkitutako eukal testuak. K. HORST
SCHMIDT, Principios y problemas de etimologia kartvélica. J. ALBERDI LARIZGOITIA, Euskararen Morfo-
logiazko Ikerketak (1900-1936). H. GUITER, Elementos de cronologia fonética del vascuence. 1. CAMINO,
Argitasun zenbait Aezkoako dotrinei buruz. J. I. HUALDE, Otro acento vizcaino: Getxo. B. OYHAR-
CABAL, La Pastorale Souletine. Edition critique de Charlemagne (Iv). M. AGUD Y A. TOVAR, Materiales

para un Diccionario Etimolégico de la Lengua Vasca (V1). Liburu berriak / Resefias / Reviews.
J. A. LAXARRA, Cocinan icasteco liburua.



EGILEENTZAKO OHARRAK

ASJU-n nazioarteko zientzi elkarteetan ohizko diren hizkuntzetan idatziriko euskal linguistika eta filo-
logiazko lanak (edo eremu ezberdin edo zabalago bati atxikiak izanik ere euskalaritzarako interesgarri izan dai-
tezkeenak) onartzen dira. Orijinalak bidal bekizkio Joseba Andoni Lakarrari, Euskal Filologia Saila, Filologia
eta Geografi-Historia Fakultatea, Marqués de Urquijo K. z/g., 01006, Gasteiz.

ASJU-ra igorritako artikuluak zuzendariak izendaturiko bi aztertzaileri (gutxienez) emango zaizkio, on-
doren haien iruzkinak kontutan izanik atera edo ez erabakitzen delarik; erabakia ahalik eta azkarrenik gaztiga-
tuko zaie egileei. Artikulua argitaratzeko onartzekotan, aurkitutako oztopo, akats edo aldabeharren zerrenda
ere emango zaie. Egileck beren lanen lehendabiziko inprenta frogak jasoko dituzte berriz bihurtu behar duten
orijinalarekin; ahalik eta zehazkienik zuzendu beharko dituzte, egiteko honetarako lau egunetako epea dutela-
rik eskuratzen dituztenetik. Argitaratutako lanen egileei ASJU-ko zenbakiaren ale bana.eta beren lanen 25 (10
liburu irazkinak badira) emango zaizkie, gehiago nahi izanez gero kostu prezioan agin ditzaketelarik.

Ez da inongo murrizketarik orijinalen luzeraz, baina ez dute izango berez behar bainoago; lanek zeha-
tzak eta argiak beharko dute izan. Berariazko abegia egingo zaie ohar laburrei, batez ere dagoeneko argitaratu
beste lanen bat kritikatzen edo garatzen dutenean.

Orijinalen hasieran egilearen/egileen zuzenbide eta telefonoa ezarriko da eta biko espazioan, orrialde
bakarrean, eta zeinnahi argitasun edo zuzenketarako albo guztietan zuriune zabalekin idatzirik aurkeztuko dira
lanak. Orrialdeak eta (lanaren amaieran ezarriko diren) oin-oharrak segidako zerrendan zenbatuko dira. Lana-
ren hiru kopia aurkeztuko dira, eta hajekin batera 5-20 lerrotako laburpena. Aurkeztu baino lehen zuzen bedi
ahalik eta hobekienik orijinala, inprenta hutsak gutxitzeko; orobat, fotografia, karta, grafiko, taula, irudi, etab.,
emanez gero, izan bitez kalitaterik handienekoak gardentasunik gal ez dezaten. Oro zenbatuko da eta ezagutze-
ko oin-perpaus laburra erantsiko zaie, testuan ere nontsu jarri behar diren argiro markatuz. Adibideak zenbatu
egingo dira: (1), (2)a, (2)b, etab.; testuan aipatzerakoan egin bedi era honetan: (2a), (2b), (2a, b), (4d-h), etab.
Inprentan ohizko ez den zeinnahi zeinu, letra edo diakritikoren azalpen argia ezarriko da lehendabiziko agerral-
diaren testu aldameneko zuriunean.

Testua honako arauok beteaz aurkeztuko da: aipu luzeak ahapaldi berezian joango dira, sartuta, hasiera
eta amairera komatxorik gabe, letra borobilean; aipu laburrak, borobilean halaber, testuan bertan eta komatxo
bikoitzen artean ("..." edo “...”"). Komatxo bakunak (’...”) adierak eda hitz solteen itzulpenak emateko baliatuko
dira. Metalinguistikoki erabilitako edota artikulua idazteko erabili den hizkuntzaz landako hitzak letra etzanean
ezarriko dira.

Liburu eta aldizkarien izenei letra etzana (azpimarra orijinalean) dagokie, eta komatxoak artikuluenei.
Aldizkarien zenbaki, urte eta orrialdeak eta liburuen argitaletxe eta edizio (ez inprimatze) tokia emango dira.
Hala agitzen denean zehaztuko da berrinprimaketa, berrargitalpena edo itzulpena den. Aipuetarako erabil bedi,
ahal den neurrian, urte-egile sistima, urte bereko egile baten lan bat baino gehiago aipatu bada a, b... hurrenke-
ran bereizten direla: adib. (Vinson 1897a, 35-38), (ikus Lacombe 1924, Azkue 1923-25, Uhlenbeck 1947).
Amaierako bibliografiarik ez bada, eman bitez bibliografi zehaztasunak oro soilik lehendabiziko agerraldian,
ondorengoetan bakarrik egilearen deitura eta titulu laburtna, op. cit. eta ibidem-ak saihestuaz: adib. Guerra,
Cantares, 22-24. Bibliografia ere biko espazioan idatziko da, formato honi atxikiaz:

Mitxelena, K., 1950b, “La aspiraci6n intervocélica”, BAP 6, 443- 449, Berrarg. bere Sobre historia de

la lengua ASJU-ren Gehigarriak 10, Donostia 1988, 1, 191-202.

—, 1981a, “Lengua comin y dialectos vascos”, ASJU 15, 291-313. Berrarg. bere Palabras y Textos,

EHU/UPV, Vitoria-Gasteiz 1987, pp. 35-55.

Ortiz de Urbina, J., 1989, Some parameters in the grammar of Basque, Foris, Dordrecht.

de Rijk, R. P., 1985, “Un verbe méconnu”, In J. L. Melena (ed), Symbolae Ludovico Mitxelena Septua-

genario Oblatae, EHU/UPV, Vitoria-Gasteiz, II, 921-935.

Sarasola, L., 1986, “Larramendiren eraginaz eta”, ASJU 20, 1, 203-216.

Bibliografi laburduretarako erabil bedi ASJU 22 (3), 1988an argitaratu “Laburduren zerrenda”; beste fi-
lologiaren batekoak direnean lot bekizkie egileak haietan haizu direnei. Beharrezko izanik egileak bestelakorik
ere.erabili ahalko du, beren balioa lehendabiziko agerraldian a;alduaz.

Ordenagailuaz baliatzen diren egileck WordStar eta Word Perfect programak (Word eta McWrite Ma-

cintosh-ean) erabil bitzate; disketarekin batera goian aipatutako baldintzak betezen dituzten 3 kopia paperezta-
tu bidaliko dituzte.



INFORMACION PARA LOS AUTORES

Se admitirén articulos sobre lingiiistica y filologia vasca y campos més generales relacionados o de inte-
rés para la vascologia, escritos en los idiomas utilizados por la comunidad cientifica internacional. Los origina-
les se enviardn a Joseba Andoni Lakarra, Dpto. de Filologia Vasca, Fac. de Filologia y Geografia e Historia, c/
Marqués de Urquijo, s-n., Vitoria- Gasteiz.

Los articulos recibidos en ASJU se someten al menos a dos revisores designados por el director deci-
diéndose su aceptacion o no para la publicacién en funcién del informe de los mismos; se comunicari tal deci-
sién a los autores en el plazo de tiempo més breve posible. En caso de aceptarse el articulo, se enviar4 a los
autores la lista de objeciones o cambios necesarios. Los autores recibiran las primeras pruebas de sus trabajos
(que deberan devolver conjuntamente con el original) para cuya correccién dispondrén de un plazo no superior
a cuatro dias desde su recepci6n. Los autores recibirdn un ejemplar del ASJU y 25 separatas de sus articulos
(10 en caso de reseiias), pudiendo encargar otras adicionales que les serén facturadas a precio de coste.

No existe ninguna restriccién sobre la longitud méxima de los originales pero éstos no deben ser més
largos de lo necesario; los autores han de ser concisos y claros. Se daré preferencia a notas breves, particular-
mente cuando hagan referencia, criticdndolos o elabordndolos, a articulos publicados con anterioridad.

Los originales, al comienzo de los cuales se hard constar Ia direcci6n y teléfono del(os) autor(es), se
presentarén escritos a doble espacio y por.una sola cara -incluidas notas- , con margenes amplios para posibles
correcciones y aclaraciones. Las péginas irdn numeradas correlativamente, asi como las notas, las cuales irdn
en hojas aparte al final del articulo. Los manuscritos se presentarén por triplicado ¢ irdn acompaiiados de un re-
sumen de 5 a 20 lineas de extensi6n. Se recomienda que el original sea minuciosamente corregido antes de su
presentacién para evitar en lo posible las erratas, y que fotografias, cuadros, mapas, gréficos, tablas, figuras,
etc., sean de la mejor calidad posible para evitar pérdidas de detalle en la reproduccién; todos ellos.irdn nume-

" rados y llevaran un breve pie o leyenda para su identificacidn; se indicard asimismo el lugar aproximado de co-
locacién en el texto. Los ejemplos irdn numerados: (1), (2)a, (2)b, etc.; al referirse a los mismos en el texto se
usar4 el formato (2a), (2b), (2,a b), (4d-h), etc. Se dard una clara descripcion de cualquier simbolo, caricter, o
marca diacritica poco usual en un margen en su-primera aparicion.

El texto se presentard de acuerdo con las siguientes normas: las citas largas irén en texto sangrado, sin
comillas a su inicio y final, en letra redonda; las citas breves, también en redonda, irdn entre comillas dobles
(“” 0*“"). Se utilizar4n los 4pices (* *) para denotar acepciones o traducciones de términos aislados. Los tér-
minos utilizados metalingiiisticamente o en lengua distinta a aquella en la cual est4 redactado el texto irdn en
cursiva (subrayados en el original). )

Los titulos de libros y revistas irén en cursiva (subrayados en ¢l original) y los de los articulos entre co-
millas. Se indicar4 el n% afio y piginas correspondientes de las revistas, y editorial y lugar de edicién de los li-
bros; en su caso se indicaré si se cita de una reimpresion, reedicién o traduccién. Usese en la medida de lo
posible el sistema autor-afio para las citas, p.e. (Lafitte 1967a, 35-38), (véase Schuchardt 1900, Azkue 1923-
25, 1935). En su defecto, se dar4n datos bibliograficos completos sélo en la primera ocasién, limitdndose en las
siguientes a sefialar el apellido del autor y el titulo abreviado, evitando op. cit. e ibidem: Altuna, Versificacién,
Pp. 43-57. La bibliografia ird también a doble espacio, ajustindose al siguiente formato:

Mitxelena, K., 1950b, “La aspiracién intervocilica”, BAP 6, 443- 449. Reproducido en su Sobre histo-

ria de la lengua vasca, Anejos ASJU N° 10, Donostia 1988, I, 191-202.

—, 1981a, “Lengua comiin y dialectos vascos”, ASJU 15, 291-313. Reproducido en su Palabras y Tex-

tos, EHU/UPV, Vitoria-Gasteiz 1987, pp. 35-55.

Ortiz de Urbina, J., 1989, Some parameters in the grammar of Basque, Foris, Dordrecht.

de Rijk, R. P, 1985, “Un verbe méconnu”, In J. L. Melena (ed), Symbolae Ludovico Mitxelena Septua-

genario Oblatae, EHU/UPV, Vitoria-Gasteiz, II, 921-935.

Sarasola, L., 1986, “Larramendiren eraginaz eta”, ASJU 20, 1, 203-216.

Para las abreviaturas de fuentes primarias o secundarias se recurrira al “Indice de abreviaturas” publica-
do en ASJU 22(3), 1988; cuando correspondan a otrs filologias se atendr4n los autores a las normas vigentes
en las mismas. En caso nécesario el autor utilizard otras adicionales cuyo valor explicara en la primera apari-
cién de las mismas.

Los autores que envien sus trabajos en diskete de ordenador deberan utilizar programas WordStar y Word
Perfect (Word o McWrite si se trata de Macintosh). Acompaiiarédn al diskete 3 copias del articulo, en papel y
en las condiciones arriba citadas.



INFORMATION FOR AUTHORS

Papers on Basque linguistics and philology, and more general fields related with or of interest to Basque
studies, will be accepted, written in the languages most used by the international scientific community. Origi-
nals should be sent to editor, Joseba Andoni Lakarra, Dp. of Basqué Philology, Filologia eta Geografi Historia
Fakultatea, Marqués de Urquijo Kalea, z/g, 01006, Vitoria-Gasteiz. -

Papers received by ASJU will be submitted to at least two supervisors designated by the director; deci-
sion on the publication will be communicated to the author(s) within the shortest possible time. Should a paper
be accepted, a list of objetions or changes deemed necessary will be sent to the author(s). The authors will re-
ceive the first proofs of their works (which they must return together with the original) and will have a period
of no more than four days to correct them from the moment of their receipt. The authors will receive a copy of
ASJU and 25 offprints of their papers (10 in the case of reviews). Further additional offprints can be ordered,
and payed at cost price.

There is no restriction as to the maximum length of the originals, but should nor be longer Lhan neces-
sary; the authors must be concise and clear. Preference will be given to short notes, especialy when they refer
to, criticizing or ¢laborating on, previously published papers.

The originals, at the beginning of which the address and telephone number(s) of the authors(s) must be
stated, will be double-space typed and on one side of the sheet only -this also appliest to the notes. Wide mar-
gins for possible corrections or clarifications are required. The pages will be numbered serially as well as the
notes, which be presented on separate pages at the end of the paper. The manuscripts will be presented in tripli-
cate and will be accompanied by an abstract of 5 to 20 lines in length. It is recommended that the paper be ca-
refully corrected before presentation to avoid possible errors, and that photographs, pictures, maps, graphs,
tables, figures, etc. be of the best possible quality to avoid loss indetail in reproduction; they will all be numbe-
red and will have a short footnote or key for identification; lekwise, their approximate situation in the text will
also be indicated. The examples will be numbered: (1), (2b), (2a, b), (4d-h) etc. will be used. A clear descrip-
tion of any non usual symbols, characters or diacritics will be given in the margin on their first occurrence.

The text will be presented in accordance with the following rules: long quotations will be indented, wit-
hout inverted commas at the beéginning and end of the text, in rounded print; short quotations, also in rounded
print, will be presented between double inverted commas (" “ or ” ). The apexes (’ *) will be used to denote
translations of isolated terms. Terms used metalinguistically or m a language different to that of the text will be
in italics (underlined on the original).

The titles of books and journals will be in italics-and those of papers between inverted commas. The
no., year and corresponding pages of the journals and publisher’s name and place of edition of the books will
be given; where relevant, it will be stated whether the quotation is from a reprint, reedition or traslation. Where
possible use the author-year system for quotation, e.g. (Lafitte 1976a, 35-38), (see Schuchardt 1900, Azkue
1923-25, 1935). Where this is not possible, the complete bibliographical data will be given only on the first oc-
currence, limiting any subsequent mentions to noting the surname of the author and the abbreviated title,
avoiding op cit. and ibidem: Altuna, Versificacién, pp. 43-57. The blbllography will also be double- spaced,,
with the followmg format:

Mitxelena, K., 1950b, “La aspiraci6n intervocdlica”, BAP 6, 443- 449. Reed in Sobre historia de la len-

gua vasca, Supplements of ASJU N2 10, Donostia 1988 1, 191-202.

—, 1981a, “Lengua comin y dialectos vascos”, ASJU 15, 291-313. Reed in Palabras y Textos,

UPV/EHU Vitoria-Gasteiz 1987, pp. 35-55.

Ortiz de Urbina, J., 1989, Some parameters in the grammar of Basque, Foris, Dordrecht.

de Rijk, R. P., 1985, “Un verbe méconnu”, In J. L. Melena (ed), Symbolae Ludovico Mitxelena Septua-

genario Oblatae, EHU/UPV, Vitoria-Gasteiz, IT, 921-935.

Sarasola, I., 1986, “Larramendiren eraginaz eta”, ASJU 20, 1, 203-216.

For abbreviations of secondary sources the “Abreviation Index” published in ASJU 22(3), 1988, must
be used; regarding other philologies the authors will honour the norins existing in the same. Should it be neces-

sary the author(s) will use other abbreviations the value of which will be explamed in the first occurrence of
the same.

Authors sending their wor*. on diskette should use the WordStar and Word Perfect or McWrite and

Word if it is a Macintosh. Threc nyped of the paper will be submited with the diskette in the above-mentioned
conditions.



ANUARIO DEL SEMINARIO DE FILOLOGIA VASCA

“JULIO DE URQUIJO”

Internauonal Journal of Basque Linguistics and P}nlology

ASJU, xxv-1, 1991

Aunrkibidea/Sumario / Index

-~

MARI JOSE OLAZIREGL, Fokalizazioa: hurbilpen teorikoa eta zenbait
aplikapen euskal narratiban

ITZIAR LAKA, Negation in Syntax: On the Nature of Functional Cate- -

gories and Projections . . ...t

~JOsE IGNACIO HUALDE -"TXOMIN SAGARZAZU, Accntos del Bidasoa:
Hondarribia . .oov it it iiiiie et e eeeniananas

LAszLO MARACZ, Asymmetries in Hungarian (Fnal) ...iiiriiiiiiens,

MANUEL AGUD - ANTONIO TOVAR, Materiales para un diccionario eti-
moldgico de la lengua vasca (X)

ISSN: 0582 - 6152

Orria
Pigina

65

139
153

255



	1 Olaziregi_1991[ASJU25_1]

	2 Laka_1991[ASJU25_1]

	3 Hualde&Sagarzazu_1991[ASJU25_1]

	4 Marácz_1991[ASJU25_1]

	5 Agud&Tovar_1991[ASJU25_1]

	6 Hurrengo zenbakietan_1991[ASJU25_1]

	7 Gehigarriak_1991[ASJU25_1]

	8 Azken aleetako aurkibideak_1991[ASJU25_1]




