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FOREWORD

Even though I am the autot, I can claim but a limited portion of the credit for
the present book. The idea for a publication containing the main body of my articles
on Basque arose in the mind of the distinguished editor of this seres, and his was
the sole responsibility for the selection of the items to be included.

As to the articles themselves, they could never have been written without the
enthusiastic cooperation of my numerous Basque friends and eager informants
through many years. Needless to say, they are not to be held responsible for any
errors or misconceptions that I may have allowed to invade my expositions.

The articles have been printed in chronological sequence of their publication, not
in every case identical to the order in which they were written. Apart from an
endeavour to remove the printing errors, some of which hindéred intelligibility, the
original text of the articles has been kept unchanged. At most, a few of the eatlier
papers have been supplied with additional footnotes, lettered rather than numbered,
and thus clearly marked as not being part of the original text.

Within these pages, considerable attention is paid to such topics as Focus and
Word Otrder, Relative Clauses, the Partitive Determiner, and Adnominal -&o, to
mention some recurrent themes in my investigations. It is all too obvious, however,
that this work cannot substitute in any way for a comprehensive Basque grammar.
Providing such a text is an arduous task I have been wrestling with for some time,
and which, Jaungoikoa lagnn, 1 hope to complete in due course.

I dedicate this book to my devoted wife, Vitginia de Rijk-Chan, whose unfailing
support during the throes of writing these essays provided sorely-needed encouragement.
Moreover, her judicious suggestions wetre instrumental in rendering the style of the
more recent English-language papers much mote palatable than it would have been had
I been left to my own resoutces.

Finally, it is a pleasure to acknowledge my debt to Dr. J. A. Lakatra, who has
been the most helpful editor any author could wish for. He very kindly shared the
burden of proofreading with me, and also helped me cope with Spanish idiom
whenever necessary. In short, without his dedicated efforts this book would not
have come into existence.

Amsterdam, december 1998
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COMPTE-RENDU*
Luis MICHELENA: Fonética bistérica vasca. (Publicaciones del Seminario Julio de Urguijo
de la Excma. Diputacién Provincial de Guiptzcoa), 455 pp. St. Sébastien 1961.

L’auteur de cette étude, directeur du Séminaire de Philologie Basque a St. Sébas-
tien, jouit d’'une réputation excellente solidement établic parmi les bascologues. De
nombreux atticles, des comptes-rendus et des notes sur une étonnante variété de su-
jets ont paru de sa main dans mainte revue linguistique, onomastique, euskarologi-
que, pyrénéenne, et jen passe. On connait trois autres livres du méme auteur, en
voici les tittes: Apellidos vascos (St. Sébastien, 2.2 édition; 1955), Historia de la hteratura
vasca (Madrid, Ed. Minotauro, 1960), Lenguas y protolengnas (Salamanque, 1963). L’ouv-
rage dont le titre figure en téte de ce compte-tendu présente une édition revue de sa
these de doctorat, soutenue le 26 janvier 1959 a la Faculté de Lettres de 'Université
de Madrid.

C’est un lieu commun que de dite que ce livie comble une lacune. Pourtant, telle
est Pexacte veérité. Avec un peu d’exagération on pourrait dire qu’il est incroyable
qu’on ait pu faire de la bascologie pendant presque tout un siécle sans disposer d’un
livte d’ensemble qui étudie les sons basques dans une perspective diachronique et
systématique.

Le célébre ouvrage de M. Henti Gavel: Eléments de phonétigne basque (Pasis, 1920),
qui a été le livre de chevet de toute une génération de bascologues, fait, il est vrai, la
part belle aux considérations historiques, mais, vieux de plus de quarante ans, il sou-
tiendrait fort mal la comparaison du présent ouvrage. Ceci 4 cause de plusieurs rai-
sons: d’abord, comme il ne pouvait en étre autrement, vu la date de sa parution, le
livte de Gavel se situe encore au stade préphonologique; puis, 4 ce que je crois, il
n’a pas suffisamment le sens du systéme, et, surtout, il renonce presque catégorique-
ment 4 remonter au deld de ce qui est immédiatement donné. Certes, je ne dis pas
que M. Gavel eiit pu faire mieux a I'époque ou il écrivait son livre, je dis qu’a 'heu-
re actuelle on a le droit d’étre plus exigeant.

A part un petit nombre d’étymologies, tout ce qu’il y a d’hypothétique dans le
Gavel se réduit 2 la question de savoit si certains changements phonétiques basques
sont dus ou non 4 une influence romane, et méme ici, M. Gavel se borne le plus

souvent 4 discuter les arguments pour et contre d’autrui, sans vouloir trancher la
question.

* Lingua 12 (1963), 320-334.
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Ceci on peut le prendre pour un compliment; ce serait a tort. Car, ce qui fait
avancer la science, ce n’est pas la seule découverte de faits nouveaux; ce qui entraine
le progtes, c’est bien, dans tous les domaines de la pensée scientifique, les tentatives
d’explication, les hypotheéses, qui, bien entendu, doivent garder la vertu de pouvoir
étre rattachées aux faits.

Pour en revenir 2 M. Michelena, au cours de son étude, il atrive 4 faire plusieurs
hypothéses d’un caractére assez général. Cependant, il ne se dissimule aucunement
Fimportance de exigence de vérifiabilité au sens large, 4 laquelle j’ai déja fait allu-
sion. Les quelques paragraphes de la préface du livre que je serai amené 2 citer dans
ce qui suit suffiront pout s’en assurer.

De quoi s’agit-il exactement dans le livre de M. Michelena? La réponse a cette
question c’est la citation suivante qui va nous l’apprendre. C’est un paragraphe im-
portant que je veux traduire in extenso parce quil explique, mieux que je ne saurais
le faire moi-méme, quel est le but précis de cette étude et quelle en est ludlité.

11 s’agit ici ... de contribuer 2 la reconstruction du protobasque. En d’autres ter-
mes, d’essayer d’indiquer la direction des changements phonétiques et de préciser
leurs conditions dans la mesure ou le permettent la divergence formelle de certains
signifiants basques et I’examen des modifications subies par les mots d’emprunt la-
tino-romans. C’est ainsi qu’on poutra ramener la forme de morphémes lexicaux et
grammaticaux a I'aspect le plus ancien que la comparaison permette d’atteindre, et
on pourra reconstruire également, de fagon aussi schématique que ce soit, le syste-
me phonologique du basque ancien. Ceci a un double objectif, 'un de caractére
théorique et 'autre de caractére pratique. Le fait de postuler des réalités hypothéti-

" ques qui se situent dans un passé imprécis et en somme assez récent, ne se justifie
que dans la mesure ou 'on peut expliquer a partir d’elles les faits modernes, en
supposant, bien entendu, une certaine régulatité dans évolution des sons. De plus,
et voici I'objectif pratique: si la reconstruction est cotrecte et si I'on a pris soin de
distinguer ce qui est certain de ce qui est plus ou moins probable, on aura obtenu
que la langue basque pourra &tre utilisée avec un moindre risque d’erreur dans la
comparaison avec d’autres langues. (FHT p. 11-12).

De ce que nous venons de lire, il s’ensuit que le titre du volume ne cotrespond
pas tout-a-fait au contenu. L’auteur s’en rend d’ailleurs trés bien compte: «tanto el
sustantivo como el adjetivo no resultan demasiado apropiados» nous dit-il 4 la page
11. JPai toutes les raisons de croite qu’il aurait préféré le titre de Fonologia diacrinica
vasca, et je me demande ce qui I'a empéché de le choisir. En tout cas, la raison qu’il
en donne lui-méme et que je ne veux pas répéter ici, ne m’a point convaincu, et
jespere qu’il voudra bien saisir hardiment la premiére occasion qui se présente pour
conférer a son ouvrage le nom qu’il mérite.

A la base de tout Poeuvte de M. Michelena, il y a une convictdon fondamentale
.qu'il expose dans les termes suivants: «A ma maniére de voir, on peut avancer au-
jourd’hui de deux fagons sur les résultats antérieurs: 1) en utilisant d’une maniere
plus exhaustive les documents disponibles; et 2) en faisant un usage plus conséquent
de la méthode comparativey. (FHV/, p. 13).

Et un peu plus loin: «J’ai déja suggéré que dans les essais précédents je rencontre
une certaine timidité dans Papplication de la méthode comparative. Il ne serait pas
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difficile de prouver que c’est 4 la personnalité géniale de Schuchardt que revient ici
la plus grande responsabilité: la critique des procédés des néogrammairiens nous est
parvenue avant que ceux-ci eussent pleinement fructifié. La reconstruction compara-
tive a beau n’étre qu’un jeu; tout jeu a ses régles et personne n’y trouverait le moin-
dre plaisir s’il pouvait le jouer 4 ses quatre volontés. Je me réfere évidemment 2 la
régularité des changements phonétiques, qu’il faut toujours maintenir comme pre-
mier postulat —avec les restrictions que P'expérience nous enseigne continuelle-
ment— aussi bien §’il s’agit de la langue basque que de toute autre. Si nous savons
avec certitude, pour citer un exemple, quune / basque ancienne s’est faite 7 a inter-
vocalique, nous ne pouvons supposer en aucune fagon que le basque commun
al(h)aba “fille” eiit une-/ ancienne. Ceci, d’autre part, est plus qu'un jeu. La recons-
truction comparative, y comptis la putre reconstruction interne, peut s’approcher
d’une réalité disparue, puisque, dans d’autres langues et dans le basque lui-méme,
nous voyons que de nouveaux témoignages confirment plus d’une fois la réalité de
formes postuléesy. (FHV/, p. 14-15).

De méme, 4 la page 20: «<Une reconstruction comparative n’est pas quelque cho-
se qui en principe ne puisse étre contrastée avec I’expérience. Ce qui est uniquement
nécessaire, c’est que les faits du passé arrivent d’une maniére ou d’une autre 4 se
transmettte jusqu’a nous». Quant 4 la position de l'auteur vis-d-vis de ce que nous
savons de I'ibérique d’une part, et la comparaison basco-caucasique de ’autre, com-
ment parait-elle dans son étude? Elle résulte clairement de la citation suivante: «Je
n’ai pas négligé de tenir compte des textes ibériques, bien que ce témoignage-la soit
rarement allégué. En effet, 'ibérique ne peut étre tenu aujourd’hui pour une langue
congénére au basque, ou peut-étre vaudrait-il mieux de dire qu'une telle parenté,
quelle existe ou non, n’a pu étre démontrée. Néanmoins, dans la mesure ou I’écritu-
re permet de le découvrir, I'ibérique, en tant que langue proche dans P’espace, sem-
ble avoir eu un systeme phonologique qui montte de cutieuses analogies avec celui
qu’on peut supposer pour le basque de cette époque. Les deux langues doivent avoir
eu également certains mots en commun, pour peu que la coincidence s’étende au
dehors des noms propres ibériques». (o.c., p. 18). Et il poursuit: «Par contre, je n’ai
pas fait entrer en considération les résultats de la comparaison basco-caucasique.
Ceci est di a des raisons méthodiques et non pas 4 un préjugé contre de telles ten-
tatives. A mon avis, les résultats de la reconstruction interne, pour douteux qu’ils
soient sous pas mal d’aspects, possédent actuellement un degré de probabilité fort
supérieur 4 celui que présentent les meilleurs fruits de la comparaison extra-basque.
11 parait deés lors que, jusqu’a nouvel ordre, celle-ci doit tenir bien présent les résul-
tats de celle-la, et non viceversa. Un jour, et il est désirable qu’il ne soit pas trés
loin, d’autres langues pourront peut-étre éclaircir ce qui dans le basque méme ne
trouve pas d’explicationn. (FHV/ p. 18).

Aux citations que nous venons de voir je n’éprouve gucre le besoin d’ajouter des
commentaires, car mon point de vue personnel semble bien coincider ici avec celui
de Tauteur. Ceci n’est plus le cas, cependant, pour le paragraphe suivant, également
tire de la préface. Il s’agit de ’action possible du sens sur I’évolution phonétique de
certains signifiants: «Il faudrait peut-étre justifier aussi le recours fréquent a I'expres-
sivité, qui, sous 'une ou lautre forme, apparait généralement dans des ouvrages de
ce genre. L’action occasionnelle du sens sur les éléments de la seconde articulation
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linguistique (cf. A. Martinet: “Asbitraire linguistique et double articulation”, Cabiers
Ferdinand de Sanssure 15 (1957), 105-116) est un fait amplement démontré, mais il est
impossible d’en marquer les limites, comme il atrive toujours lorsqu’intervient dans
nos considérations cette grandeur réfractaire a toute délimitation précise qu’est le
sens. En réalité, dans toute langue —et la nbtre ne constitue pas d’exception— il
reste toujours un ensemble de signifiants (que pour des raisons de principe nous ne
cesserons pas de concevoir comme marginaux, quel qu’en soit le nombre) qui ne
s’accommodent pas du cadre des correspondances régulieres, mais qui présentent
certaines caractéristiques formelles, en quelque sotte des régularités d’un autre type,
qui peuvent servir pour les différencier et les distinguem. (o.c., p. 21).

Ici quelques remarques s’imposent. Tout d’abord, je suis tenté de dire que le fait
méme que Pauteur se sente obligé de justifier son recours 4 I’expressivité dans les
termes que nous venons de lire, est déja une indication assez claire qu’il aurait bien
préféré pouvoir s’en passer. Aussi faut-il signaler que dans cet ouvrage-ci ce recours
a Pexpressivité est sensiblement moins fréquent que dans la plupart des autres tra-
vaux de bascologie. Toujours est-il quon le rencontre, 'exemple suivant étant assez
typique. Nous lisons a la page 254: «lLes occlusives fortes initiales se sont. perdues
régulicrement, sauf en quelques cas ou les protégeait le caractere expressif du terme:
khe, Refe), kei “fumée”, kbino, etc. “puanteur” (anc. *kemo), #(h)u “salive” et quelques
autresy.

A ce propos, il y a lieu de se demander quelles sont ici ces caractéristiques for-
melles auxquelles est fait appel a la page 21. 1l ne saurait s’agir évidemment de P'oc-
clusive initiale, puisque c’est la précisément le trait qui confére 4 ces mots leur ca-
ractére exceptionnel qu’l faut expliquer. Je ne peux qu’avouer que je ne vois pas
trés bien comment on peut patler 2 propos de ces exemples de la présence de ce
que Pauteur appelle «des régularités d’un autre type».

Davantage, je dois avouer une ignorance plus grave encore: je ne vois pas du
tout ce que M. Michelena pourrait bien entendre en général par I'expression mise
entre guillemets. Et malheureusement, il n’y a aucune page dans le livre qui puisse
m’aider 4 percer un peu ce mystere.

Reste la question de déterminer la valeur explicative du recours a Pexpressivité. Si
Pon se contente de remarquer qu’il est impossible de marquer ses limites 4 cause de
son caractére sémantique, et si cette constatation doit servir ensuite de prétexte pour
inclure inconsidérément, sans aucune espéce d’argumentation, tout ce qui se présente
comme exception a la régle posée, il est bien clair que la valeur explicative se réduit
a zéro, qu’on ne peut plus parler d’explication. Tout se passe dans ce cas-la comme
si des phénomeénes qu’on n’est pas arrivé a expliquer sont imputés 4 ’action du
sens, pour la bonne raison que celui-ci parait avoir bon dos dans I’état contemporain
de la linguistique.

Dans le livte de M. Michelena —je I'ai déja dit et je tiens 4 le répéter ici— le re-
cours 4 Pexpressivité est extrémement rare et jamais essentiel. Mais la ou il se ren-
contre, et notamment 4 la page 254, le lecteur ne peut pas ne pas étre frappé par
Pabsence totale de toute argumentation précise, absence d’autant plus remarquable
quelle contraste nettement avec Pesprit général de ouvrage. Dans ces conditions-la,
jose demander §’il n’avait pas mieux valu de signaler tout simplement I'existence de
quelques exceptions inexpliquées pour le moment, afin de stimuler par 1a les efforts
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d’autres chercheurs, sans essayer de leur donner lillusion facile d’une explication qui
n’est quapparente. Bien plus que M. Michelena, c’est, il est vrai, M. Gavel qui a
abusé de ce recours a 'expressivité. Mais celui-ci du moins a-t-il pris la peine d’avan-
cer un argument précis en faveur du caractére expressif du mot &e: «Parmi les mots
de pute souche basque ou le £ initial peut s’expliquer par une intention onomatopéi-
que, on poutrait citer le mot A2 ou kbe, qui désigne la “fumée” (chose qui fait tous-
ser)n. (Eléments de phonétiqne basque, p. 368).

C’est peut-étre 4 dessein que cet argument-ci n’a pas été repris par M. Michelena.
En effet, il ne paralt pas tres satisfaisant, d’autant moins que le mot basque egf#/, qui
désigne la toux, semble bien ne trahir aucune «intention’ onomatopéique». Ce que je
regrette, c’est qu’aucun autre argument n’est offert a sa place.

Car, ce qui me semble digne d’attention, c’est que, méme dans ce domaine un
peu vague, il est possible de présenter des atguments qui sont indépendants d™une
intuition purement personnelle. Par exemple, il y a 'argument fourni par Iexistence
de paralléles tirés d’autres langues. Si 'on veut expliquer par I'action du sens la for-
me exceptionnelle disons du mot £&¢ «fumeéey, il faudrait montrer qu’il y a des exem-
ples qu’un mot signifiant «fumée» a eu un comportement diachronique particulier.
Bien siir, on pourra objecter que le phénomeéne en question, de méme qu’un tabou,
dépend entiérement de la structure socio-cultutelle de la communauté de sujets par-
lants, et qu'un sens trés «actiby dans telle communauté, peut étre parfaitement «inof-
fensif» dans telle autre. Sans doute, et c’est ce qui enléve a 'argument nommé toute
certitude mathématique. Strictement patlant, ni ’absence de paralléles ni leur présen-
ce ne prouve ten. Mais cela n’empéche pas que ’argument garde une certaine valeur
heuristique. J’aurai toujours plus de confiance dans une explication qui peut s’appu-
yer sur plusieurs faits paralléles, que dans une explication, si ingénieuse qu’elle soit,
pour laquelle il 0’y a pas d’autre exemple. '

Pour éviter tout malentendu, je résume ici ma position de la maniére suivante:
Bien que je recommende une extréme circonspection dans le maniement dun re-
cours qu’on dit sans limites, je ne nierai nullement la possibilité théotique quun sig-
nifiant fasse exception aux lois phonétiques i cause de son contenu sémantique.
Seulement, avant d’affirmer avec l'auteur que cela est le cas de tel ou tel signifiant, je
suis en droit d’exiger qu’il m’indique les raisons sur lesquelles se fonde sa convic-
tion. Et ces raisons fussent-elles d’ordre purement intuitif, qu’il faudrait encore, au-
tant que possible, expliciter cette intuition. A premiére vue, il est loin d’étre évident,
par exemple, qu'un mot tel que Az «fumée» ait bien ce caractére expressif que l'au-
teur a voulu lui préter.

Maintenant il est temps de jeter un coup d’oeil sur les principaux résultats de
Iétude.

Pour ce qui est du systéme vocalique (Chap. 1-8), la méthode comparative ne
permet pas de postuler pour le proto-basque un état sensiblement différent de celui
toujours en vigueur dans la majorité des variétés basques. Clest-a-dire, il y a un
systéme analogue a celui castillan moderne, a cinq phonémes /i, e, a, 0, u,/ et trois
degrés d’aperture. On peut méme énoncer de fagon plus positive que la méthode
comparative conduit 4 projeter le systéme vocalique actuel dans le proto-basque; a
l’exception peut-étre de certains détails de distrbution, notamment en ce qui concer-
ne les diphtongues.
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Si nous passons des voyelles aux consonnes (Chap. 9-19), je ne crains pas d’affir-
mer que le résultat le plus important de Pétude entiére, c’est sans doute la recons-
truction du systéme consonantique proto-basque. L’auteur est amené 4 restituer le
systéme suivant:

Consonnes fortes: —/t/ /w2l [t/ %/ /NS /L /RS
Consonnes douces:  /b/ /d/ /2/ /s/ /g/ /n/ 1V /1/,

en plus de /h/ et d’une ou de deux séries de phonémes palatalisés (p. ex. /s/, /1/,
/#/, /t/) qui servent a la formation de diminutifs. (Le lecteur doit tenir présent
que le /z/, aussi bien que le /s/, est une sifflante sourde; Cest par le point d’articu-
lation que le /z/ se différencie du /s/).

Ces deux séries principales forment une seule corrélation; le trait pertinent qui
uniformément les différencie étant Pintensité ou la tension articulatoire —ces deux
notions, inégales en théorie, se distinguent trés mal dans la pratique, comme Pa ob-
servé avec raison M. Martinet—. Ce systéme-ci présente de notables différences avec
celui du basque moderne. D’une part, dans n’importe quel dialecte basque contem-
porain, les phonémes /N/ et /L/ font radicalement défaur. Et dautre part, les
phonémes /m/ et /p/, aujourd’hui communs 4 tous les dialectes, n’auraient pas ap-
partenu au protobasque, bien qu’ils aient fait promptement leur entrée dans un
systéme postérieur. Quant a la nature de 'opposition entre les deux séries, on peut
remarquer ceci:

Dans la plupart des dialectes, 'opposition /R/ «> /t/ subsiste encore au-
jourd’hui comme une opposition d’intensité, le R étant plus énergique, ayant plus de
vibrations, que le 7. Il faut excepter 1) le souletin, qui ne connait plus quune seule
vibrante, le » doux ayant passé a 4 aprés diphtongue et s’étant amui partout ailleurs;
2) le bas-navarrais et quelques variétés labourdines ou Pintroduction du grasseyement a
altéré le caractére de opposition. L’opposition /z/ <> /tz/ de méme que /s/ <> /ts/
est celle quil y a entre une sifflante et son affriquée, et ou Paffriquée est d’une arti-
culation plus énergique que la sifflante correspondante. Cest poutquoi on peut con-
tinuer 4 voir ici, 4 la rigueur, une opposition d’intensité. A titre de curiosité, on peut
signaler que, dans la plupart des parlers biscayens, cette opposition a singulierement
changé d’aspect; C’est qu’il y 2 eu deux changements phonétiques en sens opposé: g > s
et #5 > £, Dans ces patlers, il ne reste donc qu’une seule opposition /s/ <> /tz/. Par
conséquent, ces deux termes se distinguent ici non seulement par Pocclusion de Iaf-
friquée, ou —si l'on veut— par ’énergie articulatoire, mais aussi bien par le point
darticulation.

Pour ce qui est des occlusives, aujourd’hui le trait pertinent qui distingue les
deux séries, c’est bien —semble-t-il dans toutes les régions du pays— la sonorité.
Cependant, dans un article intitulé «A Proto-European Consonant System and the
Pronunciation of Sumetiany, paru dans Studia Linguistica I, M. Nils M. Holmer sug-
gérait déja la possibilité que cet état de choses soit d’origine relativement récente:
«There is strong reason to think that in ancient times the consonant system of most
of the languages spoken in the same area was entirely different. Un peu plus tard,
dans un essai sur «la sonotisation des occlusives initiales en basque» M. André Maz-
tinet a postulé «un systéme consonantique primitif qui distinguait essentiellement en-
tre deux séries dont les caractéristiques en position de différenciation optima, étaient
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respectivement l'aspiration et son absence». (Word 6 (1950), pp. 226 ss., repris dans
PEconomie des changements phonétiques, Chap. XIIT).

En reconstruisant pour le proto-basque un systéme consonantique qui s’écarte .du
systéme actuel, M. Michelena a donc pu s’inspirer du précieux travail de M. Marti-
net, mais la ressemblance entre les deux théories n’est que trés partielle, et 'originali-
té du savant basque se montre autant dans les détails que dans ’ensemble de la re-
construction.

Dans les chapitres 12-17 lauteur a présenté un grand nombre d’arguments, de
natute trés variée, qui visent 2 démontrer la validité de sa reconstruction, notamment
en ce qui concerne P'absence de / p/ , /) et /m/, et la présence de /N/ et /L/.
Entreprendre de les résumer ici allongerait par trop ce compte-rendu, et je m’en dis-
pense d’autant plus volontiers que les spécialistes intéressés ont déja pu lire un résu-
mé fait par lauteur lui-méme, intitulé: «Las antiguas consonantes vascas» et paru
dans: Miscelinea Homenaje a André Martinet 1 (La Laguna, Canarias 1957), pp. 113-157.

Je dirai donc seulement que son argumentation m’a pleinement convaincu. Convain-
cu de quoi? De l'authenticité historique du systéme consonantique tel que M. Michelena
le décrit? Bien stir que non. Cela setait accorder 4 la méthode comparative un pouvoir
magique qu’elle n’a pas, et se méprendre sur le caractére de son enseignement. Déja le
fait, reconnu par l'auteur, que «nos méthodes de reconstruction comportent une forte
tendance a simplifier 4 outrance des situations complexes» (o.c., p. 202) suffirait 4 nous
mettre en garde contre 'optimisme un peu naif d’une telle affirmation. Rien n’empéche
en effet de supposet qu’il y ait eu des oppositions phonologiques anciennes qui se sont
perdues ensuite sans laisser de traces. Dans ce cas, le meilleur comparatiste est incapa-
ble de restituer quoi que ce soit, 2 moins que la comparaison extrabasque ne lui vienne
en aide, ce qui, pour le moment, ne semble guére probable.

Certes, ce serait pousser trop loin le scepticisme que de prétendre quune recons-
truction comme la présente se situe totalement en dehors de la réalité historique.
Une position semblable produit en plus Pinconvénient de dénier 4 cette reconstruc-
tion tout intérét pour la comparaison avec d’autres langues. Je me garderai bien de
préconiser un scepticisme aussi radical. Pourtant je ne me défends pas de croire qu’il
y a une distinction essentielle a faire entre un jugement existentiel, qui affirme la
présence d’un certain trait, et un jugement négatif proclamant que tel ou tel trait est
absent de ce qu'on se plait 4 nommer le proto-basque. Il est facile a voir que ces deux
catégories de jugements n’ont pas la méme portée historique. Quand le comparatiste
est amené 4 restituer une opposition perdue, disons une opposition /N/ «> /n/, on
peut se fier 4 ce que cela correspond bien, du moins dans une certaine mesure, 4
une realité historique. Voici le moment de rappeler que c’est précisément dans cette
direction que des resultats obtenus par la méthode comparative ont été maintes fois
confirmés par des découvertes ultérieures. D’autte patt, quand le comparatiste décre-
te ’absence, disons, de /m/ dans le proto-basque, cela veut dire en somme, qu’il
peut trés bien se passer d’un ancien phoneme nasal bilabial, qu’il n’a pas besoin d’en
supposer I’existence pour expliquer de maniére satisfaisante ensemble de faits sous
considération, ou méme, dans certains cas, que cette supposition poserait des diffi-
cultés plus ou moins malaisées a résoudre. Rien de plus.

Sur ce plan, on ne pourra guére espérer d’atteindre a la réalité historique; et je
doute assez qu’il nous faille y aspirer. Le linguiste a beau s’occuper de la diachronie,
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cela ne le fait pas historien. Entre le linguiste et I’historien de la langue il restera
toujours un décalage méthodique. Il y a ici une certaine différence d’orientation, que
I’exemple suivant peut laisser entrevoir.

Il n’est pas rare en linguistique diachronique qu’il y ait plusieurs. théories qui ren-
dent compte de tous les faits a expliquer. Alors, le linguiste choisira celle qui, d’'une
fagon générale, produit les explications les plus simples, simple dans un sens qui res-
te 4 €laborer. Rien ne garantit toutefois que celle-ld soit précisément la plus confor-
me 2 la réalité historique. Peut-étre méme, plus d’'un serait-il tenté de dire qu’ici
comme ailleurs, le plus simple, c’est bien le moins réel.

Pour reprendre maintenant notre point de départ, je dirai que ce dont je suis
convaincu, c’est de l'utilité pratique du schéma consonantique proto-basque, tel qu’il
a été reconstruit par M. Michelena. En effet, Ja théorie de cet auteur permet de ren-
dre compte, d’'une fagon on ne peut plus élégante, d’'un grand nombre de faits de
nature assez variée, dont plusieurs étaient demeurés jusqu’ici sans explication valable.
Parmi la multitude d’exemples qu’on poutrait citer, je ne choisirai qu'un seul, celui
qui est traité a la page 326 de I'ouvrage, et qui est des plus impressionnants:

Pour désigner «’hirondelle» il y a essentiellement deux types: enara (vatiantes: inha-
ra, ainhera, ifiare, afiari, etc)) et le type biscayen elze. Conformément aux lois établies au
cours de létude (-#- < -IN-, -~ < -L), la forme enara peut trés bien procéder d’'un plus
ancien */Nala. A cbté de cette forme-la, nous avons par une double métathése —pet-
mutation de la nasale et de la latérale, accompagnée d’un renversement de termes de
Popposition d’intensité articulatoire— la variante hypothétique *¢Lans, qui, en bisca-
yen, donne réguliérement elae. (cf. kampana > bisc. kampae, *gaztana > bisc. gagtar).

Je voudrais entamer maintenant une autre question, question moins importante
sans doute que ce qui précéde —du moins du point de vue de la reconstruction—
mais ayant encore un intérét considérable. Il s’agit de la dite sonorisation des occlu-
sives aprés / et #, dont on trouvera I'exposé aux paragraphes 9-10 du chapitre 18.
J’en cite I'alinéa qui suit:

Il y 2 deux maniéres d’interpréter ces faits. Le plus naturel semble de penser
qu’en basque on est arrivé a neutraliser Popposition sourde <> sonote aprés nasale
et / en sonorisant les occlusives sourdes dans cette position 2 une époque posté-
tieure 4 Pintroduction des premiers emprunts latins. Le roncalais et le souletin se-
raient alors des dialectes archaisants qui ont le mieux conservé ’ancien état de cho-
ses. Mais peut-&tre peut-on supposer également qu’il s’agissait d’'un type de langue
ou P'opposition demeurait suspendue dans ces contextes, dans lesquelles les occlusi-
ves se pronongaient uniformément sonores (ou douces). Dans cette hypothése, les
mots d’emprunt et les nouvelles formations, qui présentaient des groupes formeés
par une nasale ou une / suivies d’une occlusive, continueraient de s’adapter assez
longtemps au type normal, le roncalais et le souletin étant les dialectes qui les pre-
miers abandonnérent cette pratique. Cela veut dire évidemment que alfe et galte
p.ex. étaient des mots complexes qu’il faudrait analyser a/-% et galte, de méme que,
selon toute probabilité, jgante était jgan-te. (FH1/, p. 355).

Afin d’&tre tout-a-fait complet, I'auteur aurait pu rappeler une autre hypothése
encore, celle, émise par M. Sarothandy en 1913, suivant laquelle le «changement
phonétique» ## > nd, etc. aurait été commun 4 une région comprenant le pays bas-
que entier, le Béarn et une partie de la Gascogne. Les Gascons et les Béarnais au-
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raient plus tard rétabli la sourde sous I'influence d’un dialecte roman considéré com-
me plus académique, puis, ’étendu bilinguisme béarno-souletin a opéré le rétablisse-
ment dans un certain nombre de mots dans les dialectes basques les plus orientaux.
(Voir Gavel, o.c. § 111). ‘

Personnellement, je préfére la deuxieme hypothese qu’expose M. Michelena, mais
il faut avouer que jusqulici aucune «preuve décisive» (cf. Gavel, p. 260) n’a été dé-
couverte, et il est difficile qu'on en découvre jamais, 4 cause de I'absence de textes
souletins suffisamment anciens.

Il y 2 une question qui a souvent embarrassé les basquisants, c’est le probléme
délicat de I'accent. On ne peut pas reprocher a I'auteur de I'avoir contourné. C’est ce
quil n’a pas fait, il y préte au contraire beaucoup d’attention; deux longs chapitres y
sont consactés. Le chapitre 20 donne une description détaillée de ’accent moderne.
(Le terme «moderne» est a prendre dans un sens large, parmi les témoignages cités
figurent ceux de Zaldibia, de Marineo et de Leigarraga, qui sont tous du XVi-me
siecle.)

Le chapitre 21 qui conclut I'ouvrage, soutient I'hypothése que le proto-basque
—ou un basque ancien— connaissait un accent d’intensité automatique et fixe sur
la seconde syllabe du mot non-composé. Sans vouloir prendre ici position dans le
débat entre M. Michelena et M. Matrtinet, pour qui la syllabe initiale est «la position
privilégiée entre toutes», je suis d’avis quen tout cas I'interrelation positionnelle en-
tre 'accent dynamique et Iaspiration est a retenir.

L’essentiel de I'argumentation de M. Michelena est déja contenu dans son article
«A propos de I'accent basque» paru dans BSL 53 (1957-1958), 204-233, bien qu’il
. convienne de noter que le nouvel exposé présente pas mal d’additions inédites, no-
tamment les paragraphes 21.8-21.11.

Avant de terminer ce compte-rendu je voudrais ajouter encore quelques remat-
ques détachées, d’'mportance quelque peu secondaite.

p. 51: La dérivation du mot basque makila «baton» du pluriel latin bacilla est en-
tiérement convaincant, tant du point de vue sémantique que du point de vue de la
forme. Encore suis-je curieux de savoir si I'idée n’est jamais venue a personne de
ranger ce mot parmi les emprunts au hamito-sémitique. Il y a en effet I’hébreu
magqqel <biton» et ancien égyptien magira, idem, ce qui ne laisse pas d’étre une rare
coincidence.

p. 65: 11 est intéressant de remarquer qu’une forme wbulla «oignon» est déja attes-
tée dans le latin du soi-disant Plinius Valetianus {2,3}. Dans les Gloses (cf. DELL
I p. 114) il y a entre autres cbula et cjpulla, celui-ci pouvant Etre 'étymon direct du
basque £ipula. Dans ce cas, le passage ¢ > 7 dans cet exemple-ci serait déja latin.

P 186: Le mot #xiki dans le sens de «pewy, cité comme du roncalais d’Isaba, ap-
partient sans doute au roncalais commun. Je I'ai entendu plus d’une fois a Uztarroz,
p-ex. ardan ixiki, «peu de vinw, et il apparait également dans-la version roncalaise de
IEvangile selon St. Matthieu par P. Hualde Mayo de Vidangoz, p.ex. etz cer tsigni dra
erequin cansitandeinec (Mt. 7.14b). Dans Mt. 6.30 on lit: . . . fede chiquitaco guizonac . . ., ce
qui fait présumer que la différence entre Zsigui-et chigni est d’ordre purement graphique.
Il y a encote: aita lagoen umek ogi ixiki eta anitx bigio (les enfants de pére paresseux

peu de pain et beaucoup de vices), proverbe cité par Azkue, Particularidades del dialecto
roncalés, p. 261.
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p. 214: Le mot epher n’a’le sens de dlievren que dans lidiolecte particulier a P'au-
teur, partout ailleurs il signifie «perdrix». Il y a une forme labourdine epherds, citée
par Lhande, ce qui semble indiquer une origine béarnaise, 4 moins qu’il ne s’agisse la
d’un croisement entre une forme epher déja existante et le mot béarnais perdi(c).

- 246: Jignore si cela est un argument pour ou contre le caractére adventice de
I’aspiration initiale des pronoms démonstratifs, mais il est curieux de constater que
les formes a occlusive initiale (kaw, kori, kura, etc.; gaw, gori, gura, etc)) se trouvent
précisément la ou I'aspiration semble s’étre perdue le plus tot.

P 285 {§ 14.4(c)}: On pourrait ajouter une forme roncalaise enfzagir que y’ai en-
tendue a Uztarroz.

p. 371: Pourquoi refuser au chapitre 19 qui s’appelle: «El sistema consonantico
antiguoy le titre de «El sistema fonologico antiguoy, vu que le premier paragraphe de
ce chapitre donne un apercu du systéme vocalique proto-basque?

En outre, je désirerais que dans ce chapitre-ci ou a quelqu’autre endroit de I'ouv-
rage, I'auteur nous fournisse la liste complete des groupes consonantiques anciens. A
l'aide de l'information contenue dans le livie —notamment dans le chapitre 18— le
lecteur peut essayer, il est vrai, de dresser lui-méme cette liste, mais 'auteur aurait
di lui épargner cet effort, il me semble. Il faut croire d’ailleurs que cela lui aurait été
facile, car: «.. le basque ancien avait un systéme consonantique relativement simple.
Les phonemes étaient peu nombreux et leurs possibilités combinatoires trés rédui-
tes». (o.c. p. 375).

Je dois attirer encore I'attention sur un supplément contenant I'index des mots lati-
no-romans ainsi qu'une liste des noms aquitains et iberes cités au cours de I’étude. Ce
supplément utile, confectionné par ’helléniste Manuel Agud, a paru dans le B4P 18
(1962), 71-77. J’espere qu’il sera inclus dans une nouvelle édition du livre.

Finalement, je voudrais inclure ici une remarque de portée plus générale. Il est
un manque regrettable qui se fait douleureusement sentir dans tout 'ensemble des
¢tudes euskarologiques: c’est 'absence d’un Atlas Linguistique Basque.

La lecture de I'¢tude de M. Michelena m’a convaincu une fois de plus de la gra-
vité de cette lacune: il est certain que nous serions infiniment plus avancés, notam-
ment en phonétique historique, si nous étions mieux renseignés sur le cours exact
des isoglosses qui séparent les formes dialectales divergentes. Aussi avec joie jai ap-
ptis récemment que la préparation de I’Atlas si longtemps désiré vient de commen-
cet. J’espére que ce travail de géant continuera sans interruption aucune et qu’il sera
mené i bonne fin.

La coutume semble vouloir que le critique dénonce les erreurs typographiques et
autres imperfections du méme genre. J’ai été particuliérement minutieux a ce préten-
du devoir, néanmoins la récolte s’est révélée des plus pauvres. La vérité est que le
livre a été préparé avec un soin illimité, dont il faut féliciter Pauteur aussi bien que
Iéditeur. J’ai pris la peine de vérifier tous les renvois aux autres paragraphes du
méme ouvrage. Parmi plusieurs centaines de ces renvois il n’y avait que 7 d’etronés.
P.ex.: a la page 210 note 11, il y a un renvoi 4 la note 13 du paragraphe 5.8. 1l faut
lire: note 16. Du teste, on n’éprouve jamais de difficulté a retrouver I'endroit exact,
ce qui me dispense de mentionner les autres. Je remarquerai encore que la note 18
du chapitre 5, nommée aux pages 245 et 368, n’existe pas, elle a été incorporée au
texte du paragraphe 5.10.
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Quant aux fautes d’impression proprement dites, j’en ai compté 5, et je ne crois
pas quil y en ait beaucoup plus. C’est un nombre on ne peut plus infime, surtout
pour un ouvrage d’une telle envergure. Il 0’y en a que deux qui méritent d’étre con-
signées ici: a la page 103 (§ 4.9b) au lieu de «vizc. gaih lire: «vizc. gah, et au milieu
de la page 266, au lieu de «b < b lire: «f < by.

Il va sans dire qu’on pourrait s’étendre encore longuement sur un livre aussi ri-
che en idées qu’en matériaux. Mais forcément, il faut bien renoncer a &tre complet,
dés quil s’agit d’'une étude aussi monumentale, et je serais heureux si ce compte-ren-
du, tout insuffisant qu’il est sous beaucoup d’aspects, pouvait au moins servir 2 mo-
tiver la conviction qui est la mienne et que je résumerai dans la conclusion suivante:

Ce livre-ci est destiné 4 faire époque; il constitue un instrument scientifique ab-
soliment indispensable a4 tout bascologue digne de ce nom; davantage, il ne doit
manquer désormais sur la table de travail d’aucun basquisant sérieux.






IS BASQUE AN S.0.V. LANGUAGE »*

«El euskara..., sin pisotear ley alguna de la naturaleza, tiene construc-
cién contratia a la de otras lenguasy R. M. de Azkue, Gramdtica edskara,
Bilbao 1891, p. 348)

Let us agree to call “major constituents” of a sentence, the subject S, the object
O, and the verb V of that sentence. In some rare cases, linguists differ in their
judgments about the applicability of these labels, but on the whole there is sufficient
consensus among grammarians to watrant the use of these terms with no necessity
of going into lengthy justifications each time they are applied. I do not mean to say
that a thorough examination of the concepts “subject” and “object” would be
useless —Fillmore’s paper The case for case contains a wealth of rather intriguing
observations—, but only that our operational acquaintance with these concepts
allows us to make use of them freely in most of our linguistic work.

Where the three major constituents are phonologically realized as independent
elements in a sentence, it makes sense to investigate the linear order in which they
are allowed to occur in a particular language. Doing so, we find notable differences
between languages. Some languages allow one order only. Thus, English has the
fixed order S.V.O. Deviation from this order is possible, but only in special cases,
arising from inversion and topicalization processes taking place at a rather late point
in the grammar. Japanese has the invariable order S.O.V. The same is true for the
group of Dravidian languages (such as Tamil, Malayalam, Telugu and Kannada). In
these languages there seem to be no syntactic processes that alterate the S.O.V.
order under any circumstances.

An interesting situation obtains for German and Dutch, where the otder is
S.V.O. in main clauses, but S.O.V. in all other clauses. Different ordets may stll
arise from secondary processes, just like in English. Many languages, however, do
not seem to impose any severe restrictions on the order in which the mejor
constituents can appear in a sentence.

Among generative grammarians these are known as “scrambling” languages.
Some Indo-European languages are of this type: Sanskrit, Greek, Latin and Russian,
among others. And so are many Non-Indo-Eutopean languages, e.g., most of the
Uto-Aztecan languages, Walbiti, Dyirbal and many other languages in Australia and
Polynesia. There is considerable disagteement among linguists as to what the correct
way is to handle this so-called free word order theoretically. Curry, Hiz and Staal

* FLV'1-3 (1969), 319-351.
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have argued that grammatical relations have nothing to do with linear order. If
Deep Structure is defined as the level at which grammatical relations are stated, it
stands to reason that linear order is not propetly part of Deep Structure. From this
point of view, then, scrambling languages are simpler than languages with fixed
(surface) order, since the latter have a less general ordering principle than the
former. For an elaboration of this view, see J. F. Staal: Word Order in Sanskrit and
Universal Grammar. On the other hand, if we assume with Lakoff, McCawley and
Ross that order is a property of deep structures (or of semantic representations),
then free order languages are more complex than fixed order languages in that they
contain an extra “scrambling” mechanism to effect the desired permutations of
constituents.

The choice between the two theories should be an empitical matter. If we want
to defend the view that order is relevant to Deep Structure, even in free order
languages, there are at least two lines of argument that we could pursue:

1. Internal Arguments

Such arguments purport to show that the grammar of the scrambling language we
are considering would gain in simplicity for one reason or another, if we assume
some particular fixed order of constituents in its deep structures, and then derive the
various surface orders from this basic order by appropriate syntactic transformations.

2. Typological Arguments

These are arguments of the following form:

P.1. All known S.0.V. languages have property O.
P.2. No known language with a fixed order other than S.0.V. has property 0.
P.3. Scrambling language X has property oL

Therefore, X is an S.O.V. language in Deep Structure.

We should notice that the plausibility of the conclusion depends not only on the
size of the class of known languages, but also on the nature of the property used in
the argument: 0L must be a reasonably natural property. To see this, let us take O to
be the property of being either an S.O.V. language or a scrambling language. For
this o then, P. 1. and P.2. hold, and any old scrambling language satisfies P.3. Yet,
the thesis that any scrambling language is an S.O.V. language in Deep Structure,
does not seem to gain any plausibility by this argument.

A typological argument for a particular language X becomes much stronger if
instead of a single property O, we can find a whole set of seemingly unrelated
properties O, Oy, ... O, each of them satisfying P.1., P.2. and P.3., and such that
P.4. if a language Y has any of the properties O, OL,, ... O, then it has all of them.
(Hetre too, the properties considered must all be “natural”.)

It is easy to see where the force of this argument derives from. The invariable
coexistence of the properties O, O.,, ... O, as required by P.4. is a fact demanding



DE LINGUA VASCONUM 15

explanation. The hypothesis that 0,-0l,, ... 0, are all consequences of a Deep
Sttuctute S.O.V. otder provides such an explanation. But then, language X too,
which has these properties, must be an S.O.V. language in Deep Structure.

In our present state of ignorance, where reliable syntactic information is available
for a mere handful of languages, typological arguments deserve only limited credit.
But even if these arguments do not catty as much conviction as we would like them
to, thete is no need to ignore them altogether: they can serve, at the very least, as a
useful guideline for further research.

The foregoing considerations have indicated what types of arguments could be
used in an endeavour to solve the problem of how constituent order is related to
Deep Structure. What we need most now are data from a variety of languages from
which to actually construct such arguments. To the extent that we fail in this task,
the thesis that order is foreign to Deep Structure will have gained force, the more
so as, particularly in the case of free-order languages, the burden of proof must rest
with those who claim that order does indeed play a role in Deep Structure. Let us
therefore probe the testimony of Basque, and see what this language has to offer in
the way of evidence pertaining to this issue.

While it is true that the value of a statistical approach to syntax is highly
questionable, some statistical information can provide as good an introduction as
any to a discussion of constituent order in Basque. In otder to study the relative
frequency of the various orders in Surface Structure, I have singled out three
samples of text.

Sample I consists of folktales. During the period 1920-1936 a team of (mostly)
native ethnologists under the able ditection of Don José Miguel de Barandiaran
gathered folktales and other ethnologic material from the rural Basque population in
Guipazcoa and Vizcaya. The material was originally made available in the form of
loose leaflets, called Eusko-Folklore, which were sent out to subscribers as soon as
they appeared. It has now been collected unchanged in four volumes under the title
El mundo en la mente popular vasca, 1, 11, 111, IV (Coleccién Auflamendi, N.° s. 12, 18,
27, 49, San Sebastiin 1960-62). The material of sample I consists of the whole
contents of volume III, with the exception of Ukabiltxo (pp. 88-93) and Santa
Jenobeba’ren bizitza (pp. 143-173), which are in verse and therefore less suitable for
our purposes. These folktales have been chosen because they were written down
just like the informants told them, with —rare fact—no normative preoccupations
whatsoever. Chances are therefore that they represent a genuine narrative style,
though perhaps of a somewhat archaic charactet.

Sample II consists of a number of short plays written by the contemporary
Guiptzcoan author Nemesio Echaniz, and published in Euskal-Antzerkiak (Kuliska
Sorta 27-28, Itxaropena, Zarauz 1958: pp. 7-132).

Sample III consists of the stories Mateo Falcone (translated from Mérimée’s
French) and Oillasko Iturri by the same author, and included in the book Euskal
Abntzerkiak mentioned above (pp. 135-159).

Since we are interested in the order of major constituents under normal
conditions, only very few sentences in the sample are relevant to our purpose.
Interrogative and negative sentences may show special properties with regard to
word order (as will be explained later on in this paper), and hence should be treated
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separately. We have also left out instances of reduced clauses, i. e. sentences not con-
taining a finite verb form. Furthermore, it is necessary that the major constituents S,
O and V all be realized as independent words or word groups in the sentence. Since
both subject and object personal pronouns regularly delete when unstressed, this
condition throws out a large part of the material. Again, constituent order may be
different if the subject or the object is sentential in nature. Such cases have been left
out, but we have admitted the few utterances in which the subject or the object is
modified by a relative clause. Direct quotations dependent on a verb of saying have
not been considered as an object of that verb. Consideting these as objects would
lead to recognizing the order O.V.S. in English, as in: “Do you feel any better now?”
asked the doctor. Indirect quotations are already excluded because of the general
restriction against sentential complements.
The results of the count are:

Sample: I 7 yiig Sum
Total of sent. counted 209 183 67 459
S.0O.V. 138 80 41 259
S.V.0. 48 67 21 136
O.VS. 11 17 3 31
O.S.V. 5 13 i 19
V.S.0. 6 4 1 11
V.0O.S. 1 2 0 3

Taking percentages we get:

Sample: I I III Average
S.0.V. 66 44 61 57
SV.O 23 37 31 30
O.VS. 5 9 5 6
OS.V. 2,5 7 1,5 4
V.S.0. 3 2 1,5 2,5
V.0.S. 0,5 1 0 0,5

Without attaching too much weight to these figures, we can make the following
observations:

1. All six possible permutations actually occur in the material, although V.O.S. is
very rare and is found only three times in the entire corpus.

2. Six out of seven utterances have the subject precede both the verb and the
object (In sample II, it is only four out of five).

The grammarian Ignacio M. de Echaide betrays his not being a native speaker of
Basque when he recommends the order O.S.V. (frequency 1:25) as the most elegant:
«..desde el punto de vista de la elegancia, el orden no puede ser indiferente, y aun
cuando se debe estudiar en cada caso particular el mas conveniente, se puede
aconsejar como tregla general, el siguiente: paciente - agente - verbo, Ejs.: Ogiya nik
jaten det = El pan yo como (yo como el -pan), N7 etorizen naiz = yo vengo (Ignacio
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M. Echaide, Sintaxis del idioma euskaro, San Sebastian 1912, p. 93). Cf. his confession
in the prologue: «.luchando con el inconveniente de ser novicio en la materia, pues
hace pocos aflos que aprendi6 el vascuence» (p. 6).

3. Examples where the object starts the utterance are considerably more frequent
(50 against 14) than those where it is the verb which comes first.

4. Sample II, which consist of dialogues, shows a mote even disttbution of the
different orders than the other two samples. In other words, sample II shows the
greatest stylistic variety. In the other two samples the order S.O.V. is more frequent
than all the others taken together In sample II, S.O.V. is only slightly more frequent than
SV.O. As samples II and ITI have the same author, the difference between them can be
correlated with that between dialogue and narration.

5. In all the samples the order S.O.V. is predominant.

The reactions of native speakers confirm the conclusions reached above. All of
the following sentences are considered fully acceptable. With argo “yesterday”,
txistulari batek “a flute-player” (ergative case), bost txerri “five pig” (absolutive case), #
zituen “(he) killed (them)”, Legagpi'n “in Legazpia”, we have:

1. Atzo il zituen bost txerri txistulari batek Legazpi'n. (V.O.S))
2. Atzo bost txerri il zituen txistulari batek Legazpi'n. (O.V.S.)
3. Atzo il zituen txistulari batek bost txerri Legazpi’n. (V.S.0.)
4. Atzo txistulari batek bost txerri il zituen Legazpi’n. (S.0.V.)
5. Atzo bost txerri txistulari batek il zituen Legazpi'n. (O.8.V.)
6. Atzo txistulati batek il zituen bost txetri Legazpi’n. (S.V.O.)

When asked which one of these sentences they like best, native Guipuzcoan
informants show a strong preference for one of the six. However, their judgments
differ as to which one. Most speakers prefer 4 (S.0.V.), but 2 (O.V.S)) and 6 (S.V.O))
also find their supporters.

Notice that in sentences 1-6 we have used indefinite noun phrases rather than
definite ones: “Yesterday a flute-player killed five pigs in Legazpia”. This was done
on purpose. Right Dislocation and Left Dislocation (for these notions see Haj Ross,

Constraints on Variables in Syntax) are processes found in many languages. E.g, in
English, we have:

This man, I have never seen him before.
He never did much good anyway, that brother of yours.

In English, the pronouns remain behind, but in Basque pronouns are usually
deleted. When we, therefore, find a noun phrase in the initial or in the final position
of a sentence, we will not always know in Basque whether it came to be there by
Dislocation or not. Thus, in investigating constituent order in Basque, it is advisable
to use indefinite noun phrases, which cannot be dislocated, or else to make sure
that the sentence boundaries are duly boarded off with adverbs.

Cf. in English:

That paper, I lent it to Bill yesterday.
Yesterday I lent that paper to Bill.
But not: *Yesterday, this paper, I lent it to Bill
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So far, we have seen that all six constituent orders are possible, and that the
S.O.V. order is statistically predominant and preferred by most, though not all,
speakers of Guipuzcoan Basque. Assuming now the most frequent order to be the
unmarked one, and the unmarked otrder to be that order that preserves best the
order in Deep Structure, we may take this predominance as an argument for an
S.0.V. order in Deep Structure. However, the existence of obligatoty syntactic
transformations makes any such argument extremely weak. It is quite conceivable
that the preference for the S.O.V. order is merely a matter of Surface Structure and
has nothing to do with Deep Structure at all. Therefore, we will now set out to find
better evidence for an undetlying S.0.V. order.

Greenberg’s Universals and Basque

In appendix III of his paper “Some Universals of Grammar with Particular
Reference to the Order of Meaningful Elements”, J. H. Greenberg presents a list of
linguistic universals. Three of the 45 universals are concerned with languages with
“dominant” S.0.V. order, and Basque obeys all three. This is not too surprising,
really, since Basque was included in the sample of thirty languages Greenberg used
to arrive at his generalizations. Greenberg accordingly classifies it as “type IIT”, that
is, a language with the “dominant order” S.O.V. The relevant universals are:

4. With overwhelmingly greater than chance frequency, languages with normal
S.O.V. order are postpositional.

12. If a language has dominant order V.S.0. in declarative sentences, it
always puts interrogative words or phrases first in interrogative word questions;
if it has dominant order S.O.V. in declarative sentences, there is never such an
invariant rule.

16. In languages with dominant order V.5.0., an inflected auxiliary always
precedes the main verb. In languages with dominant order S.0.V., an inflected
auxiliary always follows the main verb.

Ad. 4. There are no prepositions in Basque; syntactic relations are signalled
by postpositions. This is true for all Basque dialects.

Ad. 12. There is no obligation in Basque to put Wh-words at the front of the
sentence. No doubt under the influence of the neighbouring Romance languages,
such words are, in fact, frequently preposed. Yet, all of the following are perfectly
natural Basque sentences, with the interrogative pronouns sor “who”, zer “what”,
nun “where”, noiz “when”, nola “how’:

Euria egingo zuenik nork uste izan bear zuen?
(“Who would have thought that it was going to rain?”)

Mutil orrek zer egin bear digu?
(“What will that boy do to us?”)

Botilla auek zertan dauzkazu emen?
(“What do you keep these bottles here for?”)

Arkitzeko garairik onena noiz izango da?
(“When will be the best time to find him?”)
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Atzo lapur ori nun ikusi zenduen?
(“Where did you see that thief yesterday?”)

Berti ori orren ixillik nola euki dute?
(“How have they kept this news so secret?”)

According to Haj Ross’s theory of universal constraints on movement trans-
formations, the absence of a Wh-preposing rule can also be inferred from the fact

that it is possible to question a constituent inside a conjoined noun phrase, as well
as one inside a relative clause:

Atzo aita ta nor joan ziran Donostira?
(“Yesterday father and who went to San Sebastian?™)

Betrogei ta zenbat urte dituzu?
(“You are forty and how many years old?”)

Zure aitak txapela ta zer geiago galdu zituen Bayona’n?
(“Your father lost his beret and what else in Bayonne?”)

In these sentences, it is not possible to prepose the questioned constituent. We
do not have, e.g.:

*Zer geiago zure aitak txapela ta galdu zituen Bayona’n?
*Zer geiago galdu zituen zute aitak txapela ta Bayona’n?

Out of a co-ordinate structure, it is only possible to question the last conjunct,
not the others:

*Atzo nor ta aita joan ziran Donostira?
(“*Yesterday who and father went to San Sebastian?”’)

*Atzo aita ta nor ta aitona joan ziran Donostira? ‘
(“*Yesterday father and who and grandfather went to San Sebastian?”)

An explanation for this may be found in a Surface Structure Constraint having
to do with foous, which will be discussed later on.

The following examples show questioning inside relative clauses:

Norekin zijoan neskatxa ikusi zenduen?
(“You saw the girl who went with whom?”)

Noren adiskide dan neskatxa ikusi dezu?
(“You have seen the gitl who is whose friend?”)

Nola jantzita zegoen apaiza ikusi dezu?
(“You have seen a priest who was dressed how?”)

Norekin ezkondua zan emakumea maite zuen mutilla etorri da?
(“The boy has come who loved the woman who was martied to whom?”)

Nor il zuen gaizkilleari lagundu zion apaiza arrapatu dute?
(“They have caught the priest who helped the gangster who killed whom?”)
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Sentences like the above are especially appropriate as echo questions. But, unlike
their English translations, the Basque sentences are not restricted to that function.

Ad. 16. In Guipuzcoan Basque the auxiliary always follows the main verb, with the
important exception of negative and emphatically positive sentences. We have e.g.:

joan zifiaten : you (plural) went.
joango ziflateke  : you (plural) would go.
Never: *zifiaten joan, *zifiateke joango.
But: Etzifiaten joan  : you (plural) did not go. (Negation ez.)

Etzifiateke joango : you (plural) would not go.
And not:  *joan etziflaten, *oango etzifiateke.

The emphatic affirmative particle b2 has the same property as the negative ez Ba
da joan: He has gone. Not: *Joan ba da.

This affitmative bz #s different from the bz of conditionals; the conditional prefix
ba does not influence word-order:

Joan bada, ez dute arkituko (“If he has gone, they won’t find him.”)

When the auxiliary follows the main verb, only a small number of particles can
be intercalated between the two:

Joan omen ziflan : They say that you went. (You reportedly went.)
Joan edo da ~: He must have gone. (It is likely.)

Joan al da? : Has he gone?

Joan ote dar? : Has he perhaps gone?

Joan baita (from bait + da) : He has indeed gone. (“For he has gone”.)

But whenever the auxiliaty precedes the main verb, it can be separated from it
by any amount of intervening material.

Lk. 15.4 “What man of you, having a hundred sheep, if he has lost one of them,
does not leave the ninety-nine in the wilderness, and go after the one which is lost,
until he finds it.”” This has been translated into Guiptzcoan (Lau ebanjelioak, Aran-
tazu’ko prailleck egifia) as “Zuetako ifiork eun ardi baditu, eta oietako bat galdu, nor
erziflateke larogeita emeretziak eremuan utzita galdutakoaren billa, atkitu bitartean, joango?”

That is, between the negative auxiliary esgifiateke and the main verb joango, we find
inserted: Jarogeita emeretziak eremman wizita galdutakoaren billa, arkitu bitartean, “having
left the ninety-nine in the wilderness looking for the lost one until he finds it”.®

There is some reason to suppose that in deep structutes the auxiliary always
follows the main verb, even in negative sentences. We have:

joan da : he has gone.

joan baita : for he has gone.

joan dala ikusita : seeing that he has gone.
ez da joan : he hasn’t gone.

ezpaita joan : for he has not gone.

eztala joan ikusita : seeing that he has not gone.

% This example is by no means excessive. A much longer insert between a negated auxiliary and the
corresponding participle is found in MEIG VI, p. 58, lines 14 ff.
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But we also find: joan eztala ikusita: seeing that he has not gone. E.g. Yon Etxaide
(Joanak joan): ... bete semeak ezer eramtzuten efiola ikusita,... “...seeing that his son did
not answer him anything,...” (p. 165).

The following sentence occurs in Lopez Mendizabal’s Mannal de conversacion and is
found acceptable by native speakers:

Ara non dezuten gaur etorriko ergala ziozuten gizona!

(“There you have the man whom you said that would not come today!”)

Generally, when the complementizer suffix -/z has been added to a negative
auxiliary, it may, as a matter of free variation, either precede or follow the main
verb. Thus, the following two sentences (with the main verb #rabagi “to earn”) are
equally acceptable to native speakers:

Ez duela dirurik irabaziko argi dago.
Dirurik irabaziko ez duela argi dago.

(“It is clear (argi dago) that he won'’t earn (irabaziko e dunela) any money (dirurik).”)

The auxiliary must follow the main verb, even in negative sentences, in the
following cases:

1. In finality clauses: joan ez dedin, “lest he go” and not: *ez dedin joan.
2. In conditionals: joan ez bada : if he has not gone.
iltzen ez bada ere : even if he does not die.

Not: *ez bada joan, *ez bada iltzen ere.*d

3. When the auxiliary has a suffix other than -/ added to it, contemporary
Guiptzcoan usage shows considerable variety. Quite a few speakets preserve
what seems to be the original system: an auxiliary with 2 suffix other than -/
(e.g. -lako “because”, -nean “when”, -neko “as soon as”) follows the main verb,
in positive and negative sentences alike. Thus we have:

Aspalditik ez da etorri.
(“He has not come for a long time.”)

But:  Aspalditik etorti ez dalako, ez dakigu bete berti.
(“As he has not come for a long time, we don’t know how he is doing.”)

Yet, a lot of Guipizcoan speakers also allow such auxiliary forms befotre the
main verb. They accept also: Aspaiditik e dalako etorri, e3 dakign bere bervi.

However, the first sentence, with its auxiliary postposed, is preferred by virtually
all speakers. For those speakers who accept such forms at all, the extent to which
preposed auxiliaries are acceptable in negative sentences may depend on the

33) This claim holds true for Biscayan Basque only. In all other dialects 2 negative auxiliary may precede

the main verb also in conditional clauses. Some examples are:

Gaxoa ez bada sendatzen, medikuak du ettua. (Labayen, TOE 1, 375)
If the patient does not recover, it is the doctor’s fault.

Berehala ez baduzue alde egiten, ... (Garate, Jgurri, 74)
If you do not leave at once, ...

Ez baduzu jaten, ez zara haundituko. (Satrustegi, Ekaitza, 192)
If you do not eat, you will not grow up.
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particular suffix used. As Azkue already noticed (Gramitica edskara, § 772), there are
speakers who allow auxiliaries with the suffix -lko (“because”) to occur before the
main verb in negative sentences, but not with the suffix -nean (“when”).

Here we will adopt the system according to which an auxiliary with a suffix
other than -/z obligatorily follows the main verb. This is the system of the older
texts in all dialects (excluding, of coutse, poetty and songs), it is still the system in
force for many speakers of Guiptizcoan, and it is the system recommended by
contemporary grammarians (See, e.g., Umandi, Gramitica vasca, lesson 29).

The question now is how to account for this system. The facts are handled quite
naturally if we assume that the auxiliary always follows the main verb (i. e., the

participle) in Deep Structure, and that there is an Awx-Movement transformation,
roughly to be described as follows:

X — Y — Participle — {Neg.} (Particle) Aux —
1 2 3 Emp 4 1423

Particles are those mentioned before: bait, al, omen, ote, edo.

Thus we have: Eg det ikusi, egpaita etorri (“1 have not seen him, for he has not
come”) by applying Aux-Movement to both clauses. But we have only: Eforvi ez dalako
e det ikusi (“1 have not seen him, because he has not come”) and not: *Eg dalako
etorri eg det ikasi, since any node that dominates Neg (Particle) Aux will also dominate
lako, and hence the Structural Description of Aux-Movement is not satisfied.

The semantic difference and similarity between Basque bait- and -/ako has a close
parallel in English and German: English for vs because, German denn vs weil. And it is
interesting to note that the latter words in German show a completely different
syntactic behaviout, in very much the same way as bai- and -Jako do in Basque. We
know that, in German, a clause introduced by wei/ has the constituent order of
subordinate clauses, whereas a clause introduced by denn always has the constituent
order of a main clause. E.g.:

Weil er schon sebr gut weiss was er tut, kinnen Sie ibn rubig gehen lassen. (“Because he

knows quite well what he is doing, you can safely let him go.”).

Not: *Weil er weiss schon sehr gut was er tut, kinnen Sie ihn rubig geben lassen.

But:  Sie kinnen ibn rubig gehen lassen, denn er weiss schon sebr gut was er tut. (“You can
safely let him go, for he knows quite well what he is doing.”).

Not: *Sie kinnen ihn rubig gehen lassen, denn er schon sehr gut weiss was er tat.

As we have seen, in Basque the particle bai#- does not block Aux-Movement, but
the suffix -Jzko does. Should one take the analogy between the German facts and
the Basque facts setiously, then it would mean that wei/ blocks Inversion and dewn
does not. That would imply that the underlying order in German is S.0.V,, and that
the order in main clauses is brought about by an Inversion transformation.

Unlike -/ako the suffix -/z does not block Aux-Movement. One way of
accounting for this is to say that -/ is stuck in by a late postcyclic rule. Another
possibility is that -/ is Chomsky-adjoined to the Aux, and hence does not destroy
the Structural Description of Aux-Movement. Notice, however, that for this suffix
Aux-Movement is optional, not obligatory, as it is when there is no suffix.
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Finally, finality clauses do not undergo Aux-Movement for the same reason as
-lako clauses don’t: joan dedin (“in order for him to go”, “that he may go”) has a now
archaic vatiant joan dedintzas, with the same suffix -fzaf that expresses destination in
noun phrases: nere adtarentzat “for my father”. Moteover, as L. Michelena has reminded
me, in the Suletin dialect the rule that deletes -fzar also works for noun phrases: ene
attaren, “for my father”. Therefore, joan eg dedin being detived from joan eg dedintzat, it
fails the Structural Description of Aux-Movement in the same way that joan eg dalako
does, provided, of course, the rule of -sza+Deletion follows Aux-Movement.

We have noted that whenever the auxiliary follows the participle, the two form a
close syntactic unit, since only a handful of particles can be inserted between them.
It is therefore natural to assume that a single node, say V (or perhaps VP)
dominates both the participle and the auxiliary. From our use of the variable Y in
the formulation of Aux-Movement, it follows that after its application, Aux (in-
corporating Neg and an optional particle) will be directly dominated by S. A pre-
posed auxiliaty, therefore, will behave like a sentence constituent, and will thus have
more freedom than when still dominated by V.

This system governing the relative order of auxiliary and main verb, as just
described, will be referred to as “the standard system”. This standard system is
adhered to quite closely in contemporary Guiptzcoan and Bizcayan texts. We also
find it, with a few occasional deviations, in the older texts of all dialects. Leigarraga’s
New Testament Version (1571) and Axular’s Gero observe it very faithfully. Larra-
mendi (1690-1766), the author of the first published Basque grammar (E/ imposible
vencido. Arte de la lengua bascongada, Salamanca 1729) also follows the standard system,
which he partially describes in Part II, Chapter IV, § 2 of his grammar.® It is a
curious fact that the prolific writer Cardaberaz (1703-1770) does not follow the standard
system at all, even though he was a contemporary and almost fellow-villager of
Larramendi. Cardaberaz was born in Hernani, only 6 kms. to the notth of Andoain,
where Larramendi was born. Cardaberaz has the auxiliary consistently following the
main verb, even when it has the negative prefix ¢g-. In his book Euskeraren berri onak
(1761), there is only one example of a preposed auxiliary:

..“guk gure Jaungoiko guzien Aita maiteagatik ta animen salbazioagatik,
zer ez degu egin bear?” (... what don’t wé have to do for the love of our
God, father of all, and the salvation of souls?).

But there are 15 examples where the auxiliary follows the main verb in a
negative sentence against the standard system. E.g. in Section IV of Chapter IX: ...
ta gang omik egingo ey dwte (.. and they won’t do anything good.”). In accordance
with the standard system it should have been: ... #2 ey dute gaug onik egingo, ox: e dute
6gingo gaug, onik, ot AgAIN: ... Iz gauz onik e dute egingo.

Thus, it seems that although Cardaberaz knows the rule of Aux-Movement, he
prefers not to apply it.

b) Even in this work, however, there are instances of the non-standard word order: guigonic aguer! exti

®. 9.
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L. Michelena has informed me that a few other Guiptizcoan writers of the 18%
and 19% century, such as J. A. Ubillos (1707-1780) and F. 1. Lardizabal (1806-1855)
show the same peculiarity as Cardaberaz does. E.g., in Lardizabal’s Testamentu berriko
kondaira edo historia (Tolosa, 1855), we read sentences like: ... eta antxume bat egundafio
eman e didazn... (Chapter V, § 13) (“.. and you have never given me even a kid...”).
Compare Lan ehanjelioak, Luc. 15-29: eta antxume bat ere. eg didagn fioiz eman...

Also: ..baflan inor aurreratu etitzayon galdetzera :Zu nor zera? (Chapter IX, § 8)
(“... but nobody approached him to ask “Who atre you?’.”) ... eta Tomas ageri etzan
(Ibid)) (“... and Thomas did not appear.”) However, in Lardizabal such deviations
are much less frequent than in Cardaberaz: in a great majority of instances the rule
of Aux-Movement is applied in accordance with the standard system.

In even more recent times, the grammarian Lopez-Mendizabal professes a
preference for leaving the auxiliary behind in negative sentences; «Si la oracidén es
negativa pueden invertirse» (i.e. the auxiliary and the patticiple) poniendo el eg pot
delante: eg da etorri, pero jamas da ey etorri. En general, en estas oraciones se coloca
ptimero el nombre verbal, después la negacién y por wltimo la flexion: etori ez da.
(Mannal de conversacion, 4.ed., p. 354. First published, 1908).

Yet, Lopez-Mendizabal does not put his own recomendation into practice. In his
long section Didlogos (pp. 166-221) there are only four examples of negative
auxiliaries left behind, but there ate an overwhelming number of preposed ones.
Here are the exceptional instances:

Ogei urte oraindik izango ez da au egiten asi zirala. (p. 183).
“It is not yet twenty yeats ago that they started to build this.”

Izen ot inotk ezagutzen ez du. (p. 214). “Nobody knows that name.”

Ta onela emango ez diote bada? (p. 216).
“And so they won’t give it to him, then?”

Nere lanak uzten ez didate. (p. 218). “My work does not let me (do it).”
Cf. still, on p. 157: Zergatik erantzuten ez dezu? “Why don’t you answer?”

All Guiptzcoan informants I have asked shudder from such sentences and co-
rrect them instantly according to the standard system. Moreover, apart from the few
counter-examples above, Lopez-Mendizabal’s own practice also agrees with it. Now,
as we have seen, Cardaberaz does not follow the standard system. But the way he
deviates from it provides no argument against our hypothesis that in the underlying
structure the auxiliary always follows the main verb. In fact, he brings to the surface
those forms which we have postulated as underlying structures, and thus provides
strong evidence for the correctness of our hypothesis.

This is not so, however, for the state of affairs in present-day Labourdin, Low-
Navarrese and Souletin. Here older texts have the standard system, and the gram-
marian Pierre Laffite still describes it as valid in his Grammaire basque (Navarro-labonrdin
littéraire), first ed. 1944, Bayonne. (Cf. his sections 109-119).

Yet, in contemporaty writings in those dialects, the auxiliary quite often precedes
the main verb, in positive as well as in negative sentences. Laffite remarks: “Excep-
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tonnellement, un mot peut €tre mis en relief par Pinversion du bloc verbal: Aitak du
anrdiki: Cest le pére qui I'a jeté. Aitak untzia du anrdiki: Cest le vase que le pére a jeté.
Ici le relief est trés accusé, meme violent; et pour le traduire, le francais c'est gue est
obligatoire.” (op. cit. § 117.5.).

Lafitte’s remark probably fits an older usage; in many modern texts sentences
with inversion and sentences without it occur in almost even proportion, and no
particular effect of emphasis or contrast is perceptible in most of the sentences
which have a positive auxiliary preceding the main verb. For example, in the book

Mari Gorri by M.J. Minaberry, we find numerous instances of inversion without any
semantic value:

Bainan, orai, zahartzen ari zela gwen senditzen. (p. 6)
But, now, he felt that he was growing old.

Ondo hetako laborariak /ren artetan haraino joaten. @7
The farmers of that area went there from time to time.

The following example, also from page 7, is especially noteworthy; first because
it shows inversion and the lack of it under exactly the same conditions, and, second,
because inversion takes place despite the presence of the suffix -lukosz (Guipuzcoan
-lako), that, in the standard system does not even allow inversion (Le. Aux-Movement)
in negative sentences.

Ekartzen zituzten hornidura zonbait, milesker erraiteko han bizi ziren serorer,
heien othoitzen medioz uzta ona egin gutelakorz, edo ondo hetako izpiritu gach-
toak girelakorz ibes joan.

They brought some provisions, to thank (lit. to say thousand-thanks) the
sisters who lived there, because by virtue of their prayers, they had made a good
harvest, or the evil spirits of that area had fled away.

Compare: uzta ona egin zutelakotz (“because they had made a good hatvest”)
and: izpiritu gachtoak zirelakotz ihes joan (“because the evil spitits had fled away.”).

If such texts really reflect the spoken language —which P. Laffite denies— then
there is no evidence here as to what the position of the auxiliary is in Deep
Structure. But, as we have seen, the testimony of older writers indicate that the
modern system —or lack of system— is an innovation. For Guiptzcoan and
Bizcayan, however, the standard system is still in full force.

Summarizing, Guiptzcoan and Bizcayan obey all three generalizations of
Greenberg’s about S.0.V. languages (they are postpositional, there is no obligatory
Wh-preposing, the auxiliary follows the main verb). This fact can be taken as a
typological argument of the strong form: we have three seemingly untelated propetties
that always go together and which appear to be characteristic of S.O.V. languages.

Looking for internal arguments

Can we find any internal arguments for Basque being an S.O.V. language? A
natural place to hunt for one is the structure of the relative clause.
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All Basque dialects show relative clauses of the following form:

Aitak irakurri nai du amak erre duen liburua.

Father wants to read the book that mother has burned.

Cf. Aitak irakurri nai du liburua : Father wants to read the book.
Amak etre du libutua : Mother has burned the book.

Aitak ezagutzen du angia irabasi duen basertitarra.

Father knows the peasant who has won the case.

Cf. Aitak ezagutzen du basetritarra  : Father knows the peasant.
Baserritarrak auzia irabazi du : The peasant has won the case.

Aitak il nai du matillak egurra eman dion txakurra.
Father wants to kill the dog that the boy has given the bone to.

Cf. Aitak il nai du txakurra : Father wants to kill the dog.
Mutillak txakurrari ezurra eman dio : The boy has given the bone to the dog.

Lendabigikoz, ikusi gindudan baratzera joan nai det.
I want to go to the garden whete I saw you for the first time.

Cf. Baratzera joan nai det : I want to go to the garden.
Lendabizikoz ikusi zindudan baratzean : I saw you for the first time in the
garden.

Jaio geranak ilko gera.: We who are born will die.

Cf. Jaio gera : We are born.
Ilko gera : We will die.

The examples show that a sentence with a finite verb can be used as a pre-
nominal modifier, provided it is linked to the head noun by the relativizer -x.

Henri Gavel (Grammaire basque, p. 8-9) considers relative clauses as really being
genitive constructions; i. e., he considers the relation between a relative clause and
its head noun as identical to that between a genitive and the noun that it modifies.
Semantically, this view seems quite plausible.

We have:

gizonak irakurti duen liburua (the book that the man has read), cf.

gizonak liburua irakurri du (the man has read the book),
just like we have: gizonaren liburua (the man’s book).

Syntactically, the constructions are similar in that in both cases the modifier
obligatorily precedes the head, is linked to it by a postposition and does not admit
anything intercalated between the two parts of the construction. Thus: (with gesr ‘today’).

Gaur erre det gizonaren liburua. (Today I have burned the man’s book.)
Also: Erre det gaur gizonaren liburua. Erre det gizonaren liburua gaur.
But not: *Erre det gizonaren gaur liburua.
Likewise: ~ Gaur erre det gizonak irakurti duen liburua.

(Today I have burned the book that the man has read)

Erre det gaur gizonak irakurri duen liburua.

Erre det gizonak irakurri duen liburua gaur.
But: *Erre det gizonak irakurri duen gaur liburua.
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In several well-known languages (e.g. Chinese and Japanese) the same formative
that functions as a genitive marker also accompanies relative clauses. In Basque,
however, all that can be said is that the relative marker is very similar to the genitive
marker. Although various authors have identified them (e.g. I. Omaechevatria,
Euskera, p. 11: da 7 de ‘zuek jaten dezute-N ogia’ es la misma que la de ‘gure
amare-N ogia’; por la que puede traducirse: el pan DE vosotros comeis.»), doing so
creates serious phonological difficuldes. To see that this is so, let us try to determine
the undetlying representation of the genitive suffix.

With the noun bioy (heatt), lan (wotk), mendi (mountain), ama (mother) we have:

Indetermined Determined Determined Plural
I I III
Nominative biotz biotza ~ biotzak
Genitive biotzen biotzaren biotzen
Nominative lan lana lanak
Genitive lanen lanaren lanen
Nominative mendi mendia mendiak
Genitive mendiren mendiaren mendien
Nominative ama ama amak
Genitive amaren amaren amen

We have not indicated here the y-sound, which some dialects insert between 7
and a low vowel, giving mendjya and mendiyen instead of mendia and mendien.

Faced with these forme, bascologists have talked about a euphonic 7 Let us,
accordingly, define “euphonic” as meaning “inserted by a phonological rule at a
morpheme boundary”.

Van Eys asserts that the 7 is euphonic in the first column, but that in column II
r is not euphonic, but part of the underlying form of the article, which is really ar
and not just 2. To support this, he cites the ergative form of the demonstrative arek,
generally considered as the origin of the definite article. The atgument, however, is
circular. The form arek consists of a stem followed by the ergative suffix, and the
status of the 7 is no more clear here than in column II. The nominative form of the
demonstrative is « in Bizcayan, without 7 and, suppletively, # in Guiptizcoan (Cf.
W. J. Van Eys, Grammaire comparée des dialectes basqnes, Paris 1879).

A. Campibn criticizes Van Eys for treating the r differently in column I and
column II, and claims that 7 is euphonic in both cases: «La aglutinacion del sufijjo
EN al nombre definido por el articulo o al tema nominal terminado en vocal, da
origen a un choque de vocales que se evita por la intercalaciéon de r eufénicax
(Arturo Campibn, Gramdtica de los cuatro dialectos literarios de la lengna euskara, Tolosa,
1884, p. 200).

Arotgarena (Grammaire basque, Bayonne 1951, § 22.3) also takes Campion’s view
that 7 is euphonic in all cases.

Henri Gavel, like Schuchardt, sides with Van Eys: (About -ar-): “L’origine de cet
élément n’est pas douteuse: il ne faut y voir, suivant une hypothése de Van Eys, que
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le radical de 'un des démonstratifs euskariens” (Henrti Gavel, Grammaire basque,
Bayonne 1929, page 51). Unlike Van Eys, however, he explains the r in column I
not as merely euphonic, but as created by analogy on column IIL

Luis Michelena (FHV p. 336, note 17) provides a case where analogy is cleatly
responsible for an intervocalic 7 In Guiptzcoan, the word exn (hundred) is added to
numerals ending on a vowel by means of an intetvening 7 i (three), Jan (four), sei
(six), gazpi (seven), gortzi (eight), bederatzd (nine), give srurenn, laureun, seireun, gagpirenn,
gorezirenn, bederatzirenn. From the evidence of other dialects we know that 7r# and /ax,
but not the others, used to end in -~ Thus, iruresun and laureun have kept their
original 7, while the other forms have acquired it by analogy.

But these two are the only cases of a euphonic -~ After a high vowel, the
normal euphonic segment, if there is one, is a glide that agrees in gravity with the
preceding vowel (cf. Mendiyen, burnben, where b spells »). Therefore it is not possible
to have a general rule that inserts -~ between vowels at a morpheme boundary. We
then have the choice between making the 7 part of the underlying form of the first
or of the second morpheme. Making it part of the first morpheme would entail that
all nouns ending in a vowel would really end in -» (See Column I). But the definite
form of mendi is not *mendira but mendify)a. Moreover, in modern Guiptzcoan, a
final -» would be tensed rather than dropped: nor (who), #ori (to whom).

The only remaining solution is, therefore, to consider r as part of the second
morpheme: the undetlying form of esn is reun; with (weak) r being dropped by a
general rule when it is word-initial or follows a consonant, thus accounting for the
fact that no word in Basque starts with - By the same token, the underlying form
of the genitive suffix is -ren. The derivation of columns I and II is then
straightforward, using the rule that drops 7 after all consonants, including even r
itself (mor+ren gives moren, not moren). Initial clusters of a stop consonant + 7
occurting in numerous Romance loanwords, can be considered as involving 7, not 7.

To derive the genitive forms of column III, we start from biotg-ag-ren, (stem
+art.+plur.tgen.) giving us first biosgagen. Now how do we get rid of the inter-
vocalic g?

In the system of verb forms we have: dek: “you (masc) have it”; den: “you (fem)
have it”; but: diat “I have it for you (masc) and difiaz: “I have it for you (fem), and
many similar cases involving second person masculine and feminine forms. That is,
we have an independently motivated rule that deletes intervocalic g. This rule is
probably restricted to affixes, since in stems there are numerous instances of
intervocalic g. Applying this rule to biotgagen we get biotzaen, which simplifies to
biotzen by an equally independently motivated rule. Note the form amen, where even
the a belonging to the stem has disappeared (underlying form ama-a-g-ren).

The final devoicing rule, which we need to derive the nominative plural forms, is
also independently motivated: notice e.g. the alternations: 4## “he has it for me” and
didazn “you have it for me” or det “I have it” and dedalako “because I have it” with
the suffix -/ako.

Thus we have atgued that the facts are best handled if we assume that the
underlying form of the genitive suffix 7s -7en. If the Van Eys-Gavel theory is correct,
the older stage of the suffix was -en, and a form like biotg-ar-en came to be re-
analysed as biotz-a-ren, thus causing *mendien to change to mendiren.
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Let us now try to determine the underlying form of the relativizer. We have:

Gizonak artoa ekarri du (“the man has brought the corn”) and:
Artoa ekarri duen gizona (“the man who has brought the corn”).
Gizona etorri zan (“the man came”).

Etorri zan gizona (“the man who came”).

The only natural way of accounting for the fact that the relativizer shows up as
zero if and only if the verb form to which it is added ends in -#, is to say that the
undetlying form of the relativizer is -z

Then the ¢ of duen must be part of the stem rather than of the suffix, so that we
need a vowel truncaton rule to get the simple form du This way, we have an
explanation for the fact that the same vowel shows up with all three suffixes that
can be added directly to finite verb forms (“lz, -n, -#is). Thus in Northern Guipazcoa
(Beterri) we have: from du: duela duena and dueiio (obs.) and in Southern Guiptzcoa
(Goietri) from du: duala, duana and duasio (obs). In Guiptzcoa da gives dala, but in all
areas Bast of Guiptizcoa we have the alternation: da, dela, dena, defio. Again the same
vowel for all three suffixes. The alternation itself now becomes very easy to handle:
da has as its underlying form dae, with the ¢ dropping by vowel truncation; but with
a suffix added the vowel truncation rule cannot apply and we get den, dela, desto by
the rule reducing 4¢ to ¢ mentioned before. For Guipuzcoan and Bizcayan the
underlying form is simply daa. (Michelena indeed detives den from daen historically,
but analyses the latter —wrongly, I think— as dz + en rather than as dae + #; cf.
FHV, p. 117). To get degu “you have it” and its relative form degun, we can set up
an underlying form degus, or pethaps more simply, restrict the application of the
vowel truncation rule to low vowels, as it seems to be needed for 2 and ¢ only.

Notice furthermore the alternation 4iz ““he has it for me’ and didagu you have it
for me”, which we can now analyse as d + i+ da + & and 4 + i + da + gu From
these forms we will get the correct outputs if we assume that Vowel Truncation
precedes Final Devoicing. '

In conclusion, the underlying form of the relativizer is -» and that of the genitive
suffix is -ren. Note that the difference does not depend on our decision to consider 7
part of the genitive suffix; even if we take its older form -en, we still cannot identify
it with the relativizer -x.

After this excursion into Basque phonology, let us return to the syntax of
relative clauses. A distinction can be made between two kinds of relative clauses:
proper relative clauses and pseudo-relative clauses. In the former, the deep structure
of the relative clause contains a nominal element coreferential to the head noun.
(We can leave aside here the question as to whether this element is a full noun, a
pronoun or something like an index). This element obligatorily disappears in the
course of the derivation.

Pseudo-relative clauses are relative clauses whose deep structure does not con-
tain an element coreferential to the head noun. They can be formed only on a rather
small class of nouns, a class of nouns which have interesting verb-like proper-

ties. Consider e.g. the noun bildur “fear” as opposed to a noun like mai “table”.
We have:
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maia naiz “1 am (the)table” mai bat naig “I am one table”.

But: *bildurra naizy *bildur bat naig.
bildur naiz: “1 am afraid”. But *mai naiz.

1a. Norbaitek bizia kenduko ote didan bildur naiz.

1b. I am afraid that someone will take my life.

2a. Norbaitek bizia kenduko ote didan bildurrak erotuko nau.
2b. The fear that someone will take my life will drive me crazy.

In the English sentence 2b. #hat is a complementizer like the #baz in 1b., as
shown by the fact that it cannot be omitted nor substituted for by which, as relative
pronouns can. In Basque, the construction of la. is related to that of 2a.; in both
cases we find the relativizer -# and not the complementizer -/z. Furthermore, as in
relative clauses, the negative auxiliary does not get preposed: a variant form of la.,
with an expletive negative is: Bildur naig norbaitek bigia kenduko ez ote didan.

It thus seems that some types of sentential complements in English are
expressed in Basque by relative clauses, of the type we have called pseudorelative
clauses. It might therefore be inaccurate to say that in Basque the noun bildur is
derived from a verb, as has been claimed for the English noun fesr. Cf. also the
following genitive construction:

Ba-du nere biotzak zure otzaren bildurra.

“My heart is afraid of your coldness” (Lit. My heart has the fear of your
coldness).

Apart from the special character of the head noun, pseudo-relative clauses can
be distinguished from proper relative clauses by the optional presence in the former,
but not in the latter, of the modal particle oz (“perhaps, by any chance”). We find it
in all kinds of questions (yes-no, Wh, direct and indirect), in some pseudo-relatives
(depending on the head noun), but not in proper relatives.

Let us now return to the order of constituents. After consulting numerous
informants, I have arrived at this conclusion: In relative clauses, both the orders
S.0.V. and O.S.V. atre possible, and the choice between them in each particular
situation is governed by the same principles (involving focss, see next section) that
apply to independent clauses.

3a. Oso ederra zan Patxi’k Miren lenengoz ikusi zuen baratza.

b.  Oso edetra zan Miren Patxi’k lenengoz ikusi zuen baratza.
(“The gatden in which Patxi saw Miten for the first time was very beau-
tiful.””)

4a. Lapurra da amak ditua eman dion gizon ofi.

b. Lapurra da dirua amak eman dion gizon oti.
(“That man, to whom mother has given the money, is a thief.””)

5a. Besteren batek emaztea ostuko ote zion bildurrez bizi zan.
b. Emaztea besteren batek ostuko ote zion bildurrez bizi zan.
(“He lived in the fear that somebody else would steal his wife from him.”)



DE LINGUA VASCONUM .31

In 3a,b we have a resttictive relative clause on the noun barafy “garden”. In 4ab a
non-restrictive relative clause has been added to the noun phrase gizon ori “that man”,
In 52,b we have a pseudo-relative clause on the noun bildur “fear”. In all these cases
the a-sentences and the 4-sentences are considered fully acceptable by my informants.

If the facts about relative clauses do not provide evidence for choosing between
S.0.V. and O.S.V,, do they at least support the contention that Basque is a
verb-final language? Let us look into this carefully.

We have seen that in relative clauses the verb always comes last. It is the
element to which the relativizer is attached. Relative clause formation, therefore, is
easier to state if we assume that the verb is always final in deep structures.
Otherwise, we need a special rule of verb-postposing, to apply to a verb inside a
relative clause, before or after the relativizer has been added to it.

This argument, which is already quite weak, completely evaporates in view of the
following considerations: It is cleatly not enough that the verb is final in deep
structures, we have still got to make sure that it stays there. Inside the S of the
structure

NP
/ N\

S
/ TN\
XYV

NP

all sorts of movement transformations can apply. In accordance with Haj Ross’s
Complex Noun Phrase Constraint nothing can move out of this S, but trans-
formations can change the relative order of its constituents. In particular, we must
ensure that no adverb gets placed aftet the vetb of the relative clause (in main clauses
adverbs often end sentences in Basque), and also that the V-node itself does not move,
e.g. by Aux-Movement, a process often obligatory in main clauses.

Notice that the same problem arises in English relative clauses too. The present
theory does not seem to block the generation of the non-sentence:

*Yesterday Mr Arrue found the gitl last week who disappeared.

from Yesterday Mr Arrue found the girl who disappeared last week. by the post-cyclic rule

of Adverb Preposing which could apply to the advetb /last week without lifting it out
of the relative clause.

Thus, we need a mechanism to ensure that the verb stays in final position. Once
we have got that, however, why cannot we use this same mechanism to get it there
in the first place?r One method would be to make all relevant movement trans-
formations optional, and then use an output condition (as devised by D. Petlmutter)
to reject the wrong orders. It is then quite clear that any arbitrary order in Deep
Structure will do just as well as any other; indeed there is then no reason to assume
any fixed order in deep structures at all.

Therefore, it is far from obvious that the structure of the relative clause in
Basque supports the verb-final theory. All we can say is that it does not contradict
it. More generally, the same can be said for all the facts adduced in this article. They
are consistent with an underlying S.O.V. order, but they do not, strictly speaking,
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require it. It is to be hoped that a study of the sentential complement system, with
its various processes of subject and object raising, will provide more substantial
evidence for or against the verb-final character of Basque. Such a study, however, is
yet to be carried out.

Surface Structure Constituent Order and Focus

I will conclude this article with a remark about order in Surface Structure.

With the exception of Nils M. Holmer’s study £/ idioma vasco hablado, all Basque
grammars are pedagogical grammars. Many of those do not talk at all about the order of
sentence constituents. Since the order is to some extent free, authors of such books may
well feel that students will be understood by Basques, no matter what order they put
their constituents in, and so do not deem it necessary to elabotase on the issue. Their
silence may also be due to the heavy concentration on morphology and the
corresponding lack of interest in syntax which traditional Basque grammars are guilty of.

However, there are a few laudable exceptions. The first to discuss the order of
constituents in the sentence were R. M. de Azkue (Euskal-izkindea, Gramitica vasca, Bilbao
1891, § 773-789) and, independenty, M. de Lekuona (Lz métrica vasca, Vitotia, 1918).
The epochmaking studies of S. de Altube contain the most detailed treatment of the
question: De sintaxis enskérica, 1920 and Erderismos, 1929. The point is also discussed
in: Zamartipa, Gramitica vasca, pp. 15-17. P. Lafitte: Grammaire basque, § 112-120,
Umandi: Gramadtica vasca, lesson 3 and lesson 28.

These authors invariably point out the following fact: in order to construct a Basque
sentence propetly, you have to know what is «el elemento inquirido» or «la palabra
dominantey. Cf. Umandi, Gramdtica vasca, pp. 25-26: «REGLA: “Elemento inquirido™: La
palabra o palabras que expresan la idea principal de la frase (aquello por lo que, explicita
o implicitamente, se pregunta) van colocadas inmediatamente delante del verbo.

This is extremely interesting. There is nothing similar in the Romance languages,
nor are there any grounds of logic or universal grammar® on which to expect
anything like this to be the case. This observation, then represents a genuine insight
of Basque grammarians into the workings of their language.

It is worthwhile to try to explain this matter in some mote detail. To translate
the English sentence “Grandfather will come tomorrow” we have to know whether
it is intended as an answer to the question:

Biar nor etorriko da? (of: Nor etorriko da biar?) “Who will come tomorrow?”
or as an answer to the question:

Noiz etorriko da aitona? (or: Aitona noiz etorriko dar) “When will grandfather
come?”

In the first case we will have: Biar aitona etorriko da.

And in the second: _Aztona biar etorriko da.

9 After the connection between focus of attention and word order had been investigated in more
and more languages, it became clear that a preverbal focus position is by no means rare in the languages
of the world. Hungatian, e.g., presents a system very similar to that of Basque.
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For ease of discussion, we will now define the term “focus position”. In positive
sentences, the position immediately preceding the whole verbal complex will be
called “focus position”. Some verb-object combinations behave like a single verb:

Lapur orri biar bizia kenduko diote. ~ “They will kill that rogue tomorrow.”

Bizia kendu “to take away the life” behaves as a single verb “kill”, rather than as

a verb-object combination. Therefore, biar, “tomorrow” is in focus position here, not
bigia ‘the life””. Compare this with:

Ditua ez ezik, bizia ere kenduko digute.
“They will take not only our money but also our lives”, where bigia is in focus.

In negative sentences, the .position immediately following the conjugated verb
form (generally the auxiliary) will be called “focus position”.d

Lapur orti ez diote biar bizia kenduko, gaur baizik.
“They won’t kill that rogue tomorrow, but today.”

Biar “tomotrow” here occupies the focus position. Or, take the following example
from Euskal-Antzerkiak, p. 46:

Jauntxo oiek alkarrekin asarre badabiltz, ez gaitzatela gu beren auzitan nastu.

“If these gentry are at loggerheads with each other, let them not mix us up in
their affairs.”

Here the pronoun gz (us) has not been deleted because of its contrastive value
and occupies focus position. As a term of semantic analysis, focus can be defined
roughly as that part of the comment of (the semantic representation of) a sentence
that the speaker wishes to put in contrast with other alternatives. This contrast can
be explicit or implicit.

The following exchange (Ewuskal-Antgerkiak, p. 33) gives an example of explicit
contrast:

Milia ¢ Aita galdu nuan, bafian ama billatu zidan zeruak.
Santxa  : Bta nik gizona galdu ta alaba arkitu nuan, Jaunari eskerrak.
Milia : I lost my father, but heaven found me a mothet.

Samtxa  : And I, T lost a husband and found a daughter, thanks to the Lord.

In Milia’s utterance, aita and ama are in focus position in their respective clauses, and
they ate also semantically focus. The rule is that whenever there is a semantic focus, it
must be in focus position. Thus, although Galds #uan aita, “1 lost my father” and Zermak
billatn dan ama “Heaven found me a mothet” are good sentences, their combination

*Galdu nuan aita, bafian zeruak billatu zidan ama.

is not, because of the contradiction between focus position and semantic focus.

9 The idea of a postverbal focus site in negative clauses was bortowed from Lafitte’s Grammaire bas-
g#e. My later essay “Focus and Quasifocus in Basque Negative Clauses” (in this volume) was written to
correct this misconception.
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Likewise, in Santxa’s reply (note the indeletable pronoun #i& thete) gizona and
alaba (husband-daughter) are in focus position and also semantically focus.
Another example is (Father talking to mother):

Ta zuk emango diozu zukua ta nik babarrunak. (Euskal-Antzerkiak).
“And you will give him soup and I beans.”

The point of this sentence is not that the child will eat both soup and beans, but
rather that both father and mother will be involved in feeding the child. Therefore
zak and ik are focussed on, not gwkua and babarrunak. There is not always a contrast
in parallel sentences. There may ot may not be one in:

Otz onek zarrak il eta gazteak maxkaldu egiten ditu. (Euskal-Anizgerkiak, 80).
“This cold kills the old and weakens the young.”

But there certainly is none in:

Egunak gaba ta goizak arratsaldea zekarrek gurpil eroan. (Euskal-Antzerkiak, 107).
“The day brings the night and the motning the afternoon on the crazy wheel.”

Here there is no semantic focus.

Contrast is implicit when a sentence is conceived as an answer to a specific
Wh-question. Then, that constituent that corresponds to the Wh-word in the question
is semantic focus. This is borne out by the fact that in positive Wh-questions, the
Wh-word is always in focus position. E.g.:

Zer dio Santxa andreak? : What does Mrs. Santxa say? and
Ta kondeak zer dio? : And what does the count say?
We never find: *Zet Santxa andreak dio?

not: *Santxa andreak dio zer?

This may also be the reason why a sentence like:

*Atzo nor ta aita joan ziran Donostira?
“Yesterday who and father went to San Sebastian?”

is ungrammatical. The question word #or “who” has to precede immediately the
vetb joan giran “(they) went”.

Atzo aita ta not joan ziran Donostira?
“Yesterday father and who went to San Sebastian?”

Here again we have to bear in mind that a word group consisting of a verb
and something else may behave like a single unit. In the following example, due to
M. de Lekuona, the question word noig “when” does not immediately precede the
verb:

Noiz zerutik jetsi zan Jesus?  “When did Jesus come down from heaven?”

Here gerutik jetsi “come down from heaven” is considered a single unit, and the
Wh-wotd noiz is indeed in focus position. In negative questions, however, the Wh-
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-word is not in focus position.? For it to be there, it would have to follow the aux-
iliary, which a Wh-word in Basque is never allowed to do:

Nor ikusi nai dezu? “Whom do you want to see?”
Nor ez dezu ikusi nai? “Whom do you not want to see?”

And not: *Ez dezu nor ikusi nai?
This order is impossible in a question, although it would be all right in an answer:
Ez det Nixon lendakaria ikusi nai  “I don’t want to see President Nixon”,

where “President Nixon™ occupies the focus position. Now, not all sentences can be
conceived of as answers to specific Wh-questions. The sentence “The fat boy started
to kiss the tall gitl as soon as Sue left”, is not necessarily an answer to either

1. Who started to kiss the tall gitl as soon as Sue left?

2. Whom did the fat boy start to kiss as soon as Sue left?

3. When did the fat boy start to kiss the tall girl?

4. What did the fat boy do to the tall gitl as soon as Sue left?

It is more likely to be an answer to:
5. What did the fat boy do?  or even to: 6. What happened?

In such cases no particular constituent is being focussed on. There are even
sentences that can hardly be conceived of as answer to a Wh-question at all:

Thete ate no roses without thotns.
You cannot make an omelette without breaking eggs.

Therefore, although in Basque the focus must always be in focus position, we
cannot reverse this statement and assert that whatever happens to be in focus
position must be semantically focus. There may be no focus at all in the sentence.

In a passage of the story Pasxi ermentarie (See: El mundo en la mente popular vasca,
III, pp. 44-49) a devil is looking through the key hole of the door of hell to see if it
is really Patxi the smith who is standing there. Thereon, Patxi pulls the devil’s eye
out with his roasting spit. Then, another devil puts his ear on the key hole in order
to try to recognize Patxi’s voice. Patxi, then, pulls this devil’s ear off with his tongs.
The first extraction is described as:

Patxik burruntzikifi begie ati ementzion.
(ie., Patxi’k burruntziarekin begia atera omen zion.)
“Patxi pulled, reportedly, his eye out with his roasting spit.”

Here begie “the eye” is in focus position. The second extraction is described as:

Patxik tenazakin atd ementzion belarrie.
(i.e., Patxi’k tenazaekin atera omen zion belarria.)
“Patxi pulled, reportedly, his ear out with the tongs.”

) The reason being, of course, that focus position was wrongly defined. In negative clauses too, focus is
located prevetbally, as claimed in my “Focus and Quasifocus in Basque Negative Clauses” (in this volume).
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Here tenazikin ‘with the tongs” is in focus position. Yet, semantically, it is clearly
not the case that “the eye” is focussed on in the first sentence, and the instrument
“the tongs” in the second. Rather, there is no focus at all, and both sentences are to
be conceived as answers to the question:

What happened (after the devil had put his eye on the key hole)? or, possibly, to:
What did Patxi do (after the devil had put his eye on the key hole)? These two
sentences show the existence of syntactic permutation rules (or a scrambling process)
with no semantic relevance. The same point is also illustrated by the following example,
taken from another story of the same collection: Lan anai umegurizak (op. cit. p. 113) in
which four brothers try their luck in the wotld. We read:

Batek topau eban astronomo bat.  “One met an astronomer.”

And later:
Bigarrenak sastre bat topau eban.  “The second met a tailor.”

In the first sentence, the subject basek is in focus positon, but in the second the
object sastre bat is. The circumstances in the story are exactly the same in both cases;
there can be no difference in semantic focus between the two sentences. They are
both, therefore, without a semantic focus, and yet show a difference in constituent
order.

Such examples, I think, show that it would be unwise to have syntactic rules of
ordering referring to focus. The same orders of constituents seem to be possible
whether or not focus is present.

It is also clear that there can be no phrase structure rule of the form (1): VC —
FOC + V. Any sentence constituent (including even the verb itself) can be focussed
upon, and case-marking is independent of whether a constituent is in focus or not.
The only way to save rule (1) is to restrict FOC to a dummy element, to be filled in
later by one of the other constituents of the sentence. But, as Chomsky has pointed
out, such a soluton is just a notational variant of a system which allows inter-
pretative rules to apply to Surface Structure. For Basque, indeed, all we need seems
to be a tule to the effect that focus can only be assigned to a constituent in focus
position.

Thus, focus, important as it is in determining whether a particular sentence in
Basque, with its particular order of elements, is approprate to a particular situation,
seems to play no role at all in the deeper levels of syntax. While the order of
constituents in Surface Structure is in part determined by focus, as stated in the
principle of Sutface Structure Interpretation enunciated above, the issue of the order
of constituents in Deep Structure remains, as yet, completely open.~1

1 T am greatly indebted to Prof. Dr. Kenneth Hale (Massachusetts Institute of Technology) for the
many clarifying discussions I have had with him during the past year, to Prof. Dr. Luis Michelena
(University of Salamanca) for his most valuable comments on a first draft of this article, to Prof. E.
Wayles Browne for his genetal help and encouragement, and to numerous informants and friends all
over Guiplizcoa, without whose astonishing patience this article could not have been written.
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Appendix

Two mote arguments can be offered here in favour of an underlying S.O.V.
order. It must be left to the reader to judge of their strength.

1. In most, if not all, types of reduced clauses, that is clauses without a finite verb
form, the verb must be final. In particulat, the object has to precede its verb:

Orain sagarra jan bear du. “Now he has to eat the apple.”
*Orain jan sagarra bear du.

Gaur milla duro irabazi nai ditu.
“Today he wants to earn 1000 duros.”
*Gaur irabazi milla duro nai ditu.

Cascabel’ek Urtain botatzeak atritzen nau.
“It surprises me that Cascabel beats Utrtain.”
*Cascabel’ek botatzeak Urtain arritzen nau,

Atzo arriak jasotzera beartu zuen amona.
“Yesterday he forced grandmother to lift stones.”
*Atzo jasotzera arriak beartu zuen amona.

Pello asi zan Miren jotzen! “Pello started to beat Mary!”
*Pello asi zan jotzen Miren!

Ez zait damutu liburu au idatzia. “T don’t regret having written this book.”
*Ez zait damutu idatzia liburu au.

Ura pena euskera ez jakinal “What a pity not to know Basque!”
*Ura pena ez jakina euskeral

2. The constraints on pronominalization in Basque ate very much the same as

in English and many other languages. Thus we have, with berari referring to
Patxi:

Patxi’k nausiak berari milla duro ematea nai du.

“Patxi wants the boss to give him 1000 duros.”

but not: (if berak refers to Patxi)
*Berak nausiak Patxiri milla duro ematea nai du.

We have under the same conditions:
Nausiak berari milla duro ematea nai du Patxi’k and not:
*Nausiak Patxi’ri milla duro ematea nai du berak.

To explain this, we must assume that the O.V.S. otrder is brought about by a
subject-postposing transformation, following pronominalization, that takes the
subject from before the object and puts it after the verb. Thus at the stage of
derivation where pronominalization applies, the order must be S.O.V.






VOWEL INTERACTION IN BIZCAYAN BASQUE*!

Many varieties of Basque have rules affecting vowel sequences. The central
importance of these rules for the functioning of the language is clear from the fact
that the definite article is 4, used as a postclitic to nominal stems, many of which
end in a vowel. These rules, therefore, determine to a large extent the physiognomy
of the different varieties of Basque. A thorough study of them will have to await the
appearance of a linguistic atlas, so urgently needed for practically all aspects of
Basque studies. Sad to say, the political conditions ate, at present, hardly favorable
to its preparation. Yet, thanks to the pioneering work of Prince Louis Lucien
Bonaparte more than a century ago and taking into account the data provided by
the efforts of more recent scholars,? an outline of the main facts can be given. Such
an outline will be presented below with the aim of encouraging further studies in
the field, and showing at the same time the importance of Generative Phonology
with its concept of ordered rules (developed by Noam Chomsky and Mozris Halle)
for Basque dialectology. The Bizcayan dialect area, the area west of the Deva river, is
particularly intetesting for our purposes, and will thus claim most of our attention.

Basque has a five vowel system:® j, ¢, 4, 9, #, with, apparently, no distinctions of
tenseness or length. The Suletin dialect and some neighbouring varieties of Low-
Navarrese have acquited a sixth vowel # but this has happened nowhere near the
atea we are considering here.*

* FLV'II-5 (1970), 149-167.

! As on so may occasions, I have greatly benefitted from the helpful comments of Prof. Dr. Luis
Michelena, who kindly read a first version of this atticle and provided a great deal of pertinent
information and expert advice. I am very grateful to Dr. Ambrosio Zatarain for his most generous
assistance in contacting reliable informants. I want to thank also Prof. E. Wayles Browne, whose
insightful suggestions lead to considerable improvements. In a more general and pervasive way, I am
thoroughly indebted to my teachers of Generative Phonology, Professors Dr. Noam Chomsky, Dr.
Morttis Halle and Dr. Paul Kiparsky (Massachusetts Institute of Technology).

2 In patticular, Azkue (1926), Ormaetxea (1925) and Michelena: Fonética histérica vasca (to be
abbreviated henceforth as FHV). After a first draft of this article had been written, I also read the
valuable contribution Apuntes vigeainos by N. M. Holmer and V. A. de Holmer, where I found several
data of great interest and relevance.

3 See: FHV, Chapter L.

4 See: René Lafon: “Sur la voyelle # en basque”. BSLP 57 (1962), 83-102. And also: FHV; § 1.5,
page 51 ff.
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We will use a system of binary features as designad by Roman Jakobson, Mortis
Halle and Noam Chomsky to characterize classes of vowels. High vowels ate said to
be +4i, low vowels are said to be —4i Back vowels are callad +back, front vowels
are called —back. Rounded vowels are +round, unrounded vowels are —round.

We thus have for Basque the following table:

a 0 e i u (%)
bi - - - + + +
back + + - — + _
ronnd - + - - + +

V" will be used as an informal designation of the class of vowels, and may be
substituted for by the conjunction of the featutes +syllabic and —consonantal.

We will now list the rules first, and then discuss their interrelations. Only the
first rule, which we will call Rag, is common to the whole area; local varieties differ
as to which of the other rules opérate. Using the notational conventions of
Generative Phonology, the first rule can be written as follows:

174 128
Raa: — hi - — back — + — hi
— round — round
+ back

In wotds: low unrounded vowels (i.e.: 4 ¢ are fronted before a low unrounded
back vowel (L.e.: @), thatis: a + 2 = ¢ a
The rule accounts for alternations such as:

alaba bat:  “‘one daughter” alabea: “the daughter”
neska bat:  “one girl” neskea: “the girl”
eleixa bat:  “one church” eleixea: “the church”>
erreka bat:  “one brook” errekea: “the brook”
isera bat: “one sheet” iserea: “the sheet”

In many localities of the Bizcayan dialect area the rule has exactly the form given
above. In other localities of the same atea, however, the rule has been simplified in
that the feature -round no longer appears in the environment of the rule. The result
is 2 more general rule, which we will call Rao.

v | 24
Rao: — b - — back — + — bi
— round ' + back

5 x denotes the same sound as the digraph sh in English, and #x is the corresponding affricate,
spelled ¢4 in English.
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In wotds: low unrounded vowels (i.e.: 4, ¢ are fronted before a low back vowel

(e g o), thatis,a + a = ¢z and a + 0 —> ¢ 0. This gives rise to alternations of the
following type:

alaba bat:  “‘one daughter” alabe ori: “that daughter”
neska bat:  “one gitl” neske orveke:  “that gitl” (erg case)

If we try to delimit geographically the Rao area against the Raa atea, no clear pictute
seems to atise. Ofiate has Rag, but Placencia has Rap. Aulestia has Rao, but Elanchove
and Marquina have Raa For the latter town, we can cite Moguel, Pern Abarca (in the
second dialogue: #k #renga ori “that braid”) and Rollo, The Basque Dialect of Marguina,
whete we real: efixa orren barruan “in the intetiot of that church” (page 8T).

Mugica has Ras, for in two local folktales we notice the form elixi orj, derived
from *elixa ori by means of rule Ray, followed by a rule Rez to be discussed later on.
These folktales can be found in Barandiaran II, page 11 and 26.

For the valley of Arratia, the forms alabe onek and alaba onek “this daughter” (erg.
case sing.) are equally acceptable according to Father Lino Aquesolo (oral com-
munication). This means that whereas the otiginal rule Raz is always obligatory, the
simplified rule Ras can be optional.

In Barandiaran 111, we find some folktales taken down in Dima, a town belonging
to Atratia. The same informant, Claudio Pujana, uses forms where Rao has applied
and forms where it has not. On page 116, alabe ori occurs, but on page 138 alaba
orrek. On the same page, we find both neske orrek and neska orrek. On page 139 we
find again alaba orrek.

For Ceanuti, which is also in the valley of Atratia, we find only forms where Rao
has not applied: elixa ori and isera ori (Barandiaran II, page 22 and 57).

In some localities the combination 2 + ¢ never occurs, so that Raesz is indis-
tinguishable from Rao. This happens, for instance, in Baquio, a town about 10 kms.
west of Bermeo, in which the demonstrative pronouns always precede the noun
instead of following it: o7 alabie, “that daughter”.

Of course, this small amount of data does not permit to draw any final con-
clusions. But we do get the impression that rule Rao shows a scattered distribution,
that is, it does not form a connected sub-area inside the Raa atea. If this impression
is borne out by further observations, it confirms Kipatsky’s view to the effect that
rule simplification is a spontaneous process that will arise independently 'in different
points of the same dialect area. (See Kiparsky 1968).

I have put an obligatory morpheme boundary (+) in the environment of rule
Raa. This is to prevent it from applying to stems containing an z + & sequence.
Such stems are extremely rare in Bizcayan. An example is gwar “old”, which may
simplify to a7, but never turns into gearn

The cotrectness of this procedure, however, is open to question. In nearly all of
Bizcaya,® we find the alternation: gera, “you are”, garean, “that you are” (relative

6 As to the exceptions, Azkue mentions them in the following terms: «Al ir a consultar de nuevo al pue-
blo para tedactar el Flexionatio del dialecto vizcaino, vi que en varios pueblos territorialmente gipuzkoanos
y algtin alabés, como también hacia Plencia, dice el pueblo garals, garals, diralas. (Azkue 1926: 35).
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clause) and gureals, “that you are”, (verbal complement). Likewise: gars, “we are”,
garean, gareala; dira, “‘they are”, direan, direala. The Guipuzcoan dialect shows no
alternation: gera, geran, Yerala; gera, geran, gerala; dira, diran, dirala.

As I have established elsewhere (De Rijk 1969), there is in Basque a rule of
Vowel Truncation, and the underlying form of the relativizer and complementizer
suffix are -z and -/a, respectively. The alternations above are then explained as
follows: gara from underlying zaraa by Vowel Truncation; garean, gareals, from
underlying garaa + n, garaa + Ja by rule Raa. Guipuzcoan does not have rule Raa,
and so we get geran, gerala from geraa + n, geraa + la by Vowel simplification.

Yet, in the form garaa + /a, where we need rule Raa to apply, the two &’ ate not
separated by any morpheme boundary.

Several tentative solutions come to mind. We may try one of the two proposals
discussed by Nancy Woo in a slightly different context: retention of an intervocalic
b in the synchronic phonology, or, introduction of a distinction between 4z and za
(with the second « non-syllabic), rule Rzz applying only to the latter combination
(cf. Woo 1968). We might also conceive of a proposal to the effect that rules like
Raa never apply unless they create alternations. Since, at present, I have no criteria
for prefering one possibility above the others, I must leave this question open.

Rule Raaz is subject to various other restrictions; e. g. it does not apply to
compounds: #eba “brother” and arreba “sister” combine into nebarrebak “siblings”,
but not into *uebearrebak.

Details may vary from locality to locality: with the suffix -zg0 “more”, an
informant from Placencia accepts both ogperago and ogpereago, derived from the
adjective ogpera, “sensitive to cold”, an informant from Vergara, 6 kms. south of
Placencia, only has a form of the latter type: ogperian, whereas in most regions (in
Marquina for instance) rule Rza does not apply to the suffix -4go.

Common to the whole area is a curious morphological condition, whose raison-
d’étre T do not claim to understand. As Prince L. L. Bonaparte already noticed
(Bonaparte 1862: 29), Raz does not apply to the forms of the plural, even though,
there too, the definite atticle # can be suffixed to a stem ending in 2 Note the
following paradigms:

SINGULAR
sagar bat “one apple” alaba bat “one daughter”
Sagarra “the apple” alabea “the daugther”
Sagarrafk “the apple” (erg.) alabeak “the daughter” (erg.)
sagarrari “to the apple” alabeari “to the daughter”

PLURAL

sagar batzuk  “a few apples” alaba batzuk  “‘a few daughters”
sagarrak “the apples” alabak “the daughters”
Sagarrak “the apples” (erg.) alabak “the daugthers” (erg.)
sagarrai “to the apples” alabai “to the daughters”

The forms alabak, “the daughters” (etg.) and alabai, “to the daughters” result
from alaba + a + k and alaba + a + i by Vowel simplification. In a few Southern
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regions (e. g., Arechavaleta, Orozco, Llodio) Vowel simplification does not take
place and we find alabaak and alabaai (cf. Ormaetxea 1925).

Notice, in particular, that the ending -e& triggers Raa when it represents
ARTICLE + ERGATIVE, but not when it represents ARTICLE + PLURAL. I can find no
phonological motivation for this difference in behaviour. Nils Holmer has detected
an interesting difference in accentuation between the singular and the plural forms
of nouns: gigdnak “the man” (erg) versus gizomak “the men”, auntzik “the goat”
(etg.) versus duntzak “the goats” (cf. Holmer, § 9.9-9.13).

Yes, it is not at all clear whether, and if so, how, this is connected with the
application of rule Raa.

Even mote mysterious is the fact that Raa does not apply to the locative
(inessive) case in the singular.? We have:

etxe bat:  “one house” etxea:  “the house” etxean:  “in the house”
gona bat:  “one skirt” gonea:  “‘the skirt” gonan:  “in the skirt”
anka bat:  “one leg” ankea:  “‘the leg” ankan:  “in the leg”

The forms we would expect *gomean and *amkean do not exist anywhere (cf.
Azkue 1926: 34).

Note, finally, that rule Raz represents a process of dissimilation, which, like most
dissimilations in Basque,” is regressive. This means that the articulation of a pre-
ceding sound is modified by that of a following one. The contrary is true of assim-
ilation, which, in Basque, is practically always progtessive; this being one of the most
salient differences between the phonology of Basque and that of the neighbouting
Romance languages. (See Holmer, § 6.13).9

Our next rule, Ry, can be written as follows:

— syl |4 v
Riy: %) - — cons + hi —_— e
— back — back

7 Liquids form a notorious exception to this generalization about dissimilation being always
regressive. From an original *zrk-ar (he-him, according to C. C. Uhlenbeck) we find the following forms:
alkar (Sul.), alkar (Bizc., Guip., Ronc.), efgar (L. Nav. Sul.), ¢/kar (H. Nav., L. Nav., Guip., Lab.) and arka/
(Bizc.: Guernica, Orozco, Zotnoza), all meaning each other.

The onomatopoeic noun dardar (H. Nav., L. Nav., Bizc., Guip., Lab.) «tremble» has the variants:
daldal (Sul., Ronc.), daldar (H. Nav., Lab., Ronc.) and dardal (Guip.) (Cf. Azkue 1905).

However, the forms arkal and dardal may be due not to progressive dissimilation but to secondary
metathesis, a process abundantly attested for Basque liquids. (See FH 1/, Chapter 17).

Note that it is always the first vowel that changes in the alkar case, never the second one.

% This mystery was later solved by W. H. Jacobsen in his article “The Basque locative suffix”, pu-
blished in Anglo-American contributions to Basque Studies, pp. 163-168.

b Tn all likelihood, this rule first came about as an external sandhi phenomenon: the insertion of a palatal
glide () between two non-high vowels belonging to two different morphemes. This process can still be observed
even now in the usage of some berssolaris and other singers. It is reflected in the form ateraia (DG 111,.173),
now evolved into aferea, the definite form of the petfect participle a#rz. In the same way, the definite form of
the participle bosz is botea. Given that these forms are common to all of Guipuzcoa, rule Raz seems to have
been operative at one time in the Guipuzcoan dialect also. See also Megez “the Mass”, used in Ataun.



44 RUDOLEF P. G. DE RIJK

This rule inserts a glide y after a high front vowel (i), whenever this vowel is
followed by a low vowel (3, ¢ 0). So we get: erri bat, “one village”; erriya, “the village”;
erriyen, “of the village”; erriyok, “these villages™. '

Usually, there will be a morpheme boundary after the first vowel 4 but, if we
want, we can have the rule apply also within a single morpheme, to account for the
fact that just those dialects that have rule Riy show #ya where other dialects show za:
e. g. biyar versus biar, “tomorrow”, fya versus ia, “almost”.

In various regions, especially in the Eastern area of Bizcayan, this epenthetic y
turns into a true consonant: §, g or g (43). Thus, in Placencia and Eibar, the forms
given above are pronounced: emisa, errisen, ervisok, bisar, ia. And in Guernica: errigy,
errigen, ervigok, biger, ige, thus giving rise to a sound g that does not otherwise exist in
the language. We even have a minimal pair in orige (from ori + 4), “the yellow one”,
and orise (spelled orixe), “that same one”.

Rule Ruw applies after high back vowels, like Rsy after high front vowels:

~ syll |4
Ruw: & - —~ cons + bi —_—
+ back + back

|4
— b

This rule inserts a glide » after a high back vowel (%), whenever this vowel is
followed by a low vowel (4, ¢ o). It is commonly spelled 4, as it is homophonous
with the intervocalic allophone of the voiced labial stop 4. Bonaparte asserts: “le son
de ce & est identique ou du moins fort ressemblant 4 celui du » anglais” (Bonaparte
1862: 33). Examples: buru bat, “one head”; buruwa, “the head”; burmwen, “of the
heads”; buruwok, “these heads”.

Riy and Ruw can be collapsed into one rule:

— gl 14
%) - — cons + hi —_— _ ;j
O back O back

The reason why I have listed the two rules separately, is that they do not always
co-occur. According to data supplied in 1861 by Prince Bonaparte’s highly reliable
informant José Antonio Utriarte, Orozco in /éle South has Ruw but not R, the
central region, including e. g. Bermeo and Guernica, has Rjy but not Ruw, Marquina
and Ochandiano in the East have both, while the valley of Arratia, containing e. g.
the towns of Yutre. Ceberio and Ceanuri, has neither rule.

The next rule is again one of dissimilation:

Rea: + b — bz
B b"’/e [ ] / + back
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This rule changes a front vowel (5, 4) to 4 before a Jow back vowel (3, 5. Examples:
seme bat, “one son’; semia, “the son’; sewi ori, “that son’; semiok, “these sons”.9

Like Rjy, Rea also applies within stems, at least as a diachronic process: morphemes
that have ez or ¢ in Basque vatieties lacking rule Res, present iz and 7o in the Rea area.
So we find biar, “wotk”, “need”, and bior, “mare”, whose original forms bear and beor are
still found in the valley of Atratia and in many regions of the Guiptzcoan dialect atea.

The specification +back is necessary in the environment of the rule, as, according
to Bonaparte, e+e¢ is not changed to e “L’e qui précéde un autre ¢ ne se transforme
en 7 que dans la variété d’Orozco et de Barambio et de quelques autres localités
limitrophes jusqu’aux environs de Bilbao. Cette régle toutefois ne s’applique pas au
génitif plutiel, car semeen, ‘des fils’, ne se change pas en semien, quoique dentsee, ‘s le
leur ont’ se transforme en deatsie” (Bonaparte 1862: 31).

According to Holmer’s recent data (see Holmer 1968: § 10.8), e turns into iz
also in the area around Bermeo, specifically in Mundaca (efxietara, “to the houses”;
from eixé + efa + ra) and in Franiz (efxfetan, “in the houses”; from efxé + efa + n).

This is again an instance of simplification: the feature +back has been dropped from
the environment of the rule.

Next on our list is rule Roa:

178
Roa: + back N [ + /Jz] _ |4
+ round — hi

This rule turns o into # before a low vowel (3, o, ¢.. Examples: asto bat’, “one

donkey”; astua, “the donkey”; astuen, “of the donkeys”; astn ori, “that donkey”; astnok,
“these donkeys”.

Intuitively, Rez and Roa appear to be instances of the same process of regressive
dissimilation, and it seems natural to collapse the two rules into something like:

14
o back N [ + bz:\ _ v
O round — hi

Then, however, we will need a later rule to turn 7 back into e (in those areas
where ¢¢ does not tutn into z), which is feasible only whete Riy has eliminated all
other z’%. Curiously enough, it seems indeed to be true that all areas that have both
Rea and Roa also have Rjy.

Furthermore, Rea can exist without Rog, €. g. in the central atea around Guernica
(including FPraniz, but not Bermeo and Mundaca), but in Bonaparte’s rather
abundant material there are no instances of a locality, either inside or outside the Biz-
cayan area, that has Roz but not Rea.

9 Like Raa, Rea does not apply between the members of a compound: astzagkena “Wednesday”, never
Yastiagkena.



46 RUDOLF P. G. DE RIJK

A quite different type of rule is Rui:

-
Rui b - [ — back ] Vole, —
— round + b

Here C; stands for any number of consonants. In actual fact, this number will
be 0, 1, 2 or 3. _

The rule states that « gets fronted, that is, turns into ¢, whenever there is a high
vowel (%, i) in the preceding syllable. Examples: the numeral “one” is bat (often used
as an indefinite article), the definite article is a: akats bat, “a defect”; akatsa, “the
defect”; mogkor bat, “a drunkard”; mogkorra, “the drunkard”. But, egun bet, “a day”;
egane, “the day”; erri bet, “a village™; errie, “the village”; intxanr bet, “a nut”; intxanrre,
“the nut”; oin bet, “a foot”; oifle, “the foot”.

Rule R#i applies also morpheme-internally, that is, it can be viewed as a mot-
pheme structure condition: nder, “strength”; ikerg, “coal”; wketn, “to deny”; bugten,
“tail”, correspond to the more general forms indar, ikaty, nkatu, bugtan (See Rollo
1925: Vocabulary). As L. Michelena has brought to my attention, rule R#/ is already
evident in a 17% century Bizcayan Catechism known as the “Viva Jesas”.

Like most of the rules discussed, R#i is also found outside the Bizcayan dialect
area. So e. g. in Azpeitia (Guiptzcoa) and in Leiza (Navarra) but not in Areso, only
4 kms. to the West of Leiza. It is interesting to note, however, that in Leiza the rule
does not apply within the same morpheme. Although we have: egun bet, egune, erri bet,
errie, intxaur bet, intxanrre, oin bet, oifte, just like in Marquina, we find: indar, ikar,
ukaty, bugtan, and not the Marquinese forms: inder, iker3, uketn, bugten. Thus, in Leiza,
Rui only applies when C; contains a morpheme boundary. This means that Rui
cannot be interpreted here as a morpheme structure condition, but only as a purely
synchronic rule, restricted to cases whete it creates alternations.

Rule R# is interesting in yet another respect: The fronting of the # under influence
of a preceding high vowel is clearly a case of assimilation in aperture, and, as such,
easily understandable from an articulatory point of view. However, the way we
formalized the rule, following standard practice in Generative Phonology, the feature
composition of the role does not immediately show this assimilatory character, since b7
and back are separate features. It remains to be seen whether or not this should be
consideted a shortcoming of the present feature system as such.

We now have six rules: Raa (and its variant Rao), Riy, Ruw, Rea, Roa, Rui.
Inspecting this sequence of rules, we see that their order of application is not
indifferent. There is a critical ordering relation between Raa and Res; Rjy and Rea;
Ruw and Roa; Rea and Rui; Roa and Rui. Thus, e. g., if Rea applies before Rui, we get
begie, “the eye”, from begi + 4, and semie, “the son”, from seme + a. But if Rea applies
after Ruj, we will have semia from seme + a, while still getting begie from begi + a.

Histotically, rule Raa is a very old rule. As far back as our sources of knowledge
reach, it has been a constant characteristic of the entire Western area of Vasconia, i.
€., an area that includes the whole Bizcayan dialect and the Westmost part of the
Guiptzcoan dialect as well. The antiquity of the rule is reflected in its position in
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the synchronic phonology. Except for the Vowel Truncation rule, it is very rare for
a rule to precede Raa: Rea neatly always treats es detived from a4z in just the same
way as it does an underlying ¢a.

The other five rules, however, are mote or less recent innovations (see FHV § 5.1,
p. 109 ff). In some cases, we can even see the rules gain new territory in quite
modern times. A good example of this is Marquina. For this East-Bizcayan town we

_ have the testimony of José Antonio Utiarte, who lived there from 1840 to 1860. In

two of his letters to Prince Bonaparte (June 4 and October 28, 1861) he cites for
Marquina forms like the following:® alabia, semia, mendiya, astua, buruba (definite forms
of alaba, “daughter”; seme, “son”; mendi, “mountain”; asto, “donkey”, and burs,
“head”, respectively), while giving the forms alabie, semie, mendiye, astoa, burne for the
central subdialect. There is thus no doubt that in Uriarte’s time, rule Rwz, while
prevalent in the centre, had not yet reached Marquina.

In the eatly nineteen-twenties, however, a Scottish linguist, William Rollo, spent
two summers in Marquina and published a doctoral thesis 7he Basque Dialect of
Marquina (Amsterdam, H. J. Paris, 1925). From his description, as well as from the
numerous texts that accompany it, we learn that R# had become an obligatory rule
in the whole area: forms like alabie, semie, mendixe, astue, buru(b)e are the only ones
used. See also his phrase: wdie nirzet, negue irzer (page 40), “summer for me, winter for
you”, from undetlying #da + a ni + f3at, negy + a i + gat. Azkue, too, confirms
these data and adds that Bermeo also has the forms ending in -e. Appatently unable
to believe in linguistic change, he then denies the authenticity of Bonaparte’s data
(Azkue 1926: 25).

It happens to be a fact —noticed already by Bonaparte (op. cit.)— that when a
locality has both rule Riy and rule Res, the former always precedes the latter. That is
to say, we get begiya from begi + a, and semia, but not semiya from seme + a.

Why is this? We cannot attribute the absence of the ordering 1 Res, 2 Riy to a
presumed tendency to ensure that distinct underlying forms also receive different
phonetic representations, for some regions in Bizcaya and many outside it, have rule
Rea but lack rule Riy, and thus do not distinguish semia from begia.

The rules Riy and Res, at least in Bizcaya, seem to have spread in the same
general direction. The synchronic order 1 Rjy, 2 Rea may thus simply reflect
chronological order. The Westetn areas (Llodio and Munguia, accotding to Bonapatte)
that show Rea but not Riy, indicate that rule Rea kept spreading westward after rule
Riy had already ceased to do so.

Notice, finally, that the non-existent order 1 Res, 2 Riy is precisely the “feeding
order”, that is, the unmarked order in Kiparsky’s sense.

After the preceding section had been written, I learned that Nils Holmer
obtained the forms #z (from underlying ez, “whether”) and esxiyen (from underlying
etxe + a + n, “in the house”) from his Mundaca informant Mrs. de Bilbao (See
Holmer 1968: § 6.11). Here, obviously, rule Rsy has applied after rule Rea. What

8 The same forms are also used by Juan Antonio de Moguel in his famous book Pers Abarca, written
in about 1800 but first published in 1881. Moguel was born in Eibat, but lived in Marquina nearly all
his life. .
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does this indicate? Does it mean that Mundaca is the only town in Bizcaya that was
reached by rule Res before it acquired rule Rjy? If this is true, the exceptional status
of Mundaca must have escaped the attention of all observers during the last
hundred years, including that of Azkue. An extremely unlikely assumption for
anyone acquainted with the enormous labor in Basque dialectology carried out by
Azkue, who was, moreover, a native speaker of Bizcayan and a careful observer of
its local vatiations. It is much more likely that these Mundaca forms are innovations
due to a beginning tendency to invert the order of the rules. According to Kiparsky’s
general theory, the order 1 Riy, 2 Rea, where a later rule creates new strings that
obey the structural description of an eatlier rule, is a highly matked one and hence
unstable. A diachronic process of reordering is therefore expected to occur. We
seem to be witnessing here the very beginning of the process: in Mrs. de Bilbao’s
speech, forms generated by the original order of the rules are still by far the most
frequent. Holmer reports the following forms from this same informant: a#iz (§ 7.2),
maistria (§ 8.5), aldiano (§ 9.6), egun guztien (§ 9.16), atiari (§ 10.6), etxietara (§ 10.8). In
all these examples rule Réy has not applied to the result of rule Rea.

The next and last case of critical ordering we will consider is that of Rez and
Rui. Here the geographical distribution clearly shows that the two rules have
travelled in different, almost opposite, ditections. Rez spread from North to South
and from East to West, whereas Ru/ seems to have been propagated from South to
~ North and from West to East.

Assuming now that synchronic order corresponds to chronological order, we
should expect to find four areas: 1. Rea but not Rwuj; I1. 1 Rea, 2 Rui; 111 1 Rus, 2
Rea; TV. Ryi but not Rea. Interestingly, this is exactly what Bonaparte’s data show us:
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Schematic representation of the geographical distribution in 1860
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Area I: Bermeo and Marquina.’

Area II: Ochandiano and the Central Subdialect (e. g., Guernica).
Area III: Munguia and Llodio (Alava).

Area IV: The Atratia valley (towns: Ceanuri, Ceberio, Dima, Yurre).

Area II, a rather larga one, has the “feeding order” 1 Res, 2 Rui. Here rule Rea
creates new instances for rule R#i to apply to.

The opposite order is found in area III, which represents all or part of the
region that was first touched by rule R#/ and only afterwards by rule Res The area
is small and discontinuous, Llodio and Munguia, being about 35 kms. apart, and
separated by a large piece of area IV, characterized by the absence of rule Rea.

It is worthwhile to quote Utiarte’s own words!® on Munguia. He writes to
Bonaparte (July 7, 1861):

He estado en Munguia y sus inmediaciones. En Munguia son las eufonias de
este modo: alabia, semia, mendie, artoa, burne. A Munguia siguen sélo dos pueblos,
que son Gatica y Jatabe. En todos los otros pueblos, a saber: Lezama, Zamudio,
Dertio, Lujua, Sondica y todos los pueblos hasta Plencia con sus alrededores, son
iguales a Atratia, a saber: alabea, semea, mendie, artoa, burne.

@ have been in Munguia, and its surroundings. In Munguia, the euphonic laws
are as follows: alabia, semia, mendie, artoa, burne. Only two villages, those being Gatica
and Jatabe, follow Munguia. In all the other villages, to wit: Lezama, Zamudio,
Derio, Lujua, Sondica and all the villages up to Plencia and its neighbouthood, they
are the same as in Arratia, to wit: alabea, semea, mendie, artoa, burue).

Since the time that Urlarte collected these data more than a hundred years have
passed. Social interaction among the peasant population of Northern Bizcaya, like
almost everywhere else, has greatly increased. Changes in the geography of the
phonological rules are to be a priori expected. This author, therefore, decided to
make a trip (in August 1969) to area III in order to investigate whatever changes
have occurred.

One change is a rather sad one. The town of Llodio and its twin Areta no
longer contain native speakers. They have become “erdaldun”, Spanish-speaking. It
is likely that in the surrounding country area some farmhouses still remain
«euskalduny, Basque-speaking, but I had no opportunities to investigate this.

Howevet, in the region of Munguia,' some interesting developments have taken
place. First of all, in the countryside immediately East of Munguia, the situation
desctibed by Urarte still subsist. A woman of about 50 years old born and raised on
a farm named Belzko, supplied these forms: alabia, semia, mendie, astoa, burwe. That
means she has the rules R# and Rea in this order.

9 We have seen before that Bermeo and Marquina had already acquired rule R#y around 1920.
However, according to Holmet’s data, Mundaca, a town 2 kms. East of Bermeo, remains even now
virtually untouched by this rule.

10 I am quoting directly from the original letters, which the library of the Bizcayan Provincial
Deputation in Bilbao was kind enough to put at my disposition. The published vetrsion of Utlatte’s
correspondence (See Larrinaga) contains no less than three major errors in this small passage.

1T am greatly indebted to Don Paulino Solozibal for his eager help in contacting local informants.
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The town of Munguia itself, however, has the following forms: alabea (freely
alternating with alabia),? semea (but not semia), mendie, astoa, burse.

It is not impossible that this state of affairs existed already in Utriarte’s time. We
know that, on Bonaparte’s advice, he preferred rural informants:

... he averiguado con todo cuidado las eufonias de este pueblo de Betmeo, y el
subdialecto a que se extiende, valiéndome para esto, no de Eclesisticos ni
personas instruidas, sino de personas rasticas, y entre éstas, las que no tienen
noticia de otros subdialectos... (Letter to Bonaparte, Betmeo, June 4, 1861).

(..I have investigated very carefully the euphonic laws of this town of Bermeo
and of the subdialect to which it belongs making use, not of clergymen ot

educated people, but of rural people, and among these, those who have no
knowledge of other subdialects...).

Yet it is strange that Uriarte with his usual concern for preciseness should not
have reported this important difference between the town itself and some of its
surroundings. Could it be that in his time no such difference existed, and that the
town of Munguia has since dropped role Rea? If so, this seems to have been by
virtue of an internal development rather than by the influence of the neighbouring
area IV, since in the latter case semia and alabia should both have been reduced to
semea, alabea. The reason, however, that semia but not alabia has been rejected, is that
semia could be compared with seme, but there was no motive to prefer alabea over
alabia, as *alabe does not exist, and both forms have 2 stem final vowel distinct from
that of alaba.

In a synchronic grammar of the town of Munguia, we must complicate rule Raa
and add to it an optional feature:

v

v > | - back 4| -
- (+ hi) — round
— round + back

And, since alabie does not occur here, rule Rx#Z has to precede this modified rule Raa.
It now remains to consider the area West of Munguia. Here we encounter an
interesting rule of vowel assimilation that can be stated as follows:

ey o hi o hi
Ras: — round = | P round . B round —
Y back Y back

This rule is not mentioned by Utriarte or Bonaparte, but Azkue is well aware of
it. Talking about a subdialect of Southern Guiptzcoa, he writes:

12 This form alabia is in accordance with the data of the Triple Questionnaire. In Munguia, the form
arrebia was given for “the sister”, from arreba + 2 (See Ormaetxea 1925: 18).
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La 4, lo mismo cuando es articulo (que es lo general) como cuando forma parte
del nbcleo del verbo yoar (y en Legazpia aun de eroan), se dice entera tras las
vocales ¢ o, cuando no le sigue ningan sufijo: semea, besoa, noa, oa, daroa; mas si le
sigue cualquier sufijo, se deja asimilar por la vocal precedente: semeek, besook,
noonean, “cuando voy”; daroot, “lo Uevo™... etc. (1).

(1) En varias zonas del dialecto Blzcalno (comatca de Plencia) se hacen estas
asimilaciones, aun cuando la vocal 2 no esté apoyada en mnguna consonante: ey
#n00, «yO VOY»; orrek daroo, «ése lo llevay; neure semee, «el hijo rmo» besoo, «el brazoy ..
etc. (Azkue 1926: 23).

(The 4, whether it is an article (as it generally is) or whether it is part of the stem
of the verb yoan (= “to go”)) (and in Legazpia also of eran (= “to take away™)) is
pronounced unchanged after the vowels ¢ o, when no suffix follows: semea, besoa,
noa, oa, daroa; but if any suffix follows, it is assimilated by the preceding vowel:
semeek, besook, noonean, “when 1 go”; daroot, “I take it away” ... etc. (1).

(1) In vatious areas of the Bizcayan dialect (Region of Plencia), these assimilations
are made even when the vowel # i not checked by any consonant: »ex noo, “I go”;
orrek daroo, “he takes it away”; neure semee, “my son’; besoo, “the arm”... etc.).

The more precise data supplied by the answers to the “Triple Questionnaire”
show that rule Ras exists in the whole area North of Bilbao and West of Munguia, as
the following villages are explicitly mentioned: Erandio, Lejona, Berango, Guecho,
Barrica, Urdaliz, Plencia, Go1liz, Lemoéniz, Maruri (= Jatabe), Gatica, Lauquiniz.
Moteover, the rule also exists in a small coastal area North of Guernica, with the
villages Elanchove and Ibarranguelua, and nowadays, also in the town Ondérroa.

Accepting Uriarte’s testimony as valid, we know that around 1860 Gatica and Marus
had rules R# and Res, but lacked rule Ras. According to my own data, Gatica and
Maruri now have rules R# and Ras, but lack rule Rea. E. g, Maruti): nire semé gaur etor
da,'® “My son has come today”, nire alabé bere bai etor da, “My daughter has also come”.d
The difference between the definite and the indefinite forms, as I have heard them,
is not so much in the length of the final vowel, but in the fact that it is stressed: we
have séme, “son”, but semé, “the son”. That vowel contractions show up phonetically
as stress is a well known charactetistic of the Suletin and Roncalese dialects as well:
alhdba, “daughter”; albabd, “the daughter” (See FHV/ § 20.11).

Although the assimilated forms are preferred, we also find unassimilated ones
used by the same speakers: alsbé alternates freely with alabea, semé with semea, asté
(“the week”) with astea. Forms with 4, however, such as alabiz ot semia ate rarely
used and considered as foreign to the village.

That in former days Maruri did have rule Res, can be inferred —apart from
Uriarte’s testimony— from the fact that the form for “work™ is bear and that for

13 Notice the form efor da instead of the more extended form eforvi da. Etor da is the usual form in
Chori-erri, and according to Holmer’s data (§ 19.7) it also occurs in Bermeo.

9 My data on the area around Munguia are nicely confirmed by Martin Olazar, from whose article
“Mungia-aldeko Euskerea” (Agaur 111-28, jan. 15, 1972, p. 7) I quote: Some regularities in the north: In
Jatabe, Gatica and Laukiniz they do not say ogie, but og, not villoa, but oillo, not basue, but basa (“glass”),
not alabea, but alabe. In the south, however: alabia (in Gamiz), alabea (in Munguia), alabie in Fruniz, Artie-
ta, Mefiaca and Larraui; similarly, etxia, egie, olloa, basue (“glass™), burse. Going one step farther, in Ber-
meo, they say ol#e, in Ondasrua oillu. (Translation mine, RdR.)
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“mare” bior. In Arratia, those forms are bear and beor with e. We know that Req, as a
historical change, applied to non-alternating forms as well. Under the assumption
that both forms once had an 7 in Maruri, we can easily explain why we now find ¢
in one case and 7 in the other. The word bear, meaning both “work” and “need” is
very frequent in everyday conversation, while the word beor “mare” is not. There-
fore, when rule Rez was lost, biar was turned back to bear under the influence of the
neighbouring Eastern area that never had rule Res, but the rare word bior remained
unchanged.?

We see here that a marked order of rules can be disposed of in two ways: by
reordering them, as in the case of Mundaca efxsya, ot by simply dropping one of the
rules, as Maruti has done with rule Rea.

Notice that the loss of rule Rez may have been caused by the addition of rule
Ras. Indeed, if rule Ras was once obligatory, and if it was added before rule Reg, this
rule would have had nothing to apply to.

In the costal area North of Guernica and in Ondarroa, rule Ras is ordered after
the rules Rez and Roa. Thus in Elanchove, we find the alternations:

alaba: “daughter” alabi: “the daughter”
seme: “son” semi: “the son”
beso: “arm” bess: “the arm” (cf. Ormaetxea 1925).

The corresponding derivations are: alaba + a 2 alabea ®% alabia ®% alabii — alabi.
Seme + a ®4 semia B semii —> semi. Beso + a 2% besua *% besun — besi.

Despite the work of the past, some of which of a rather high quality, a lot of
research remains to be done in Basque dialectology. We are still uninformed about a
huge mass of important data, in Bizcaya as well as elsewhere in the Basque Country.
The articles in which Ormaetxea reports the results of the Triple Questionnaire sent
out in the eatly nineteen-twenties by the Basque Academy, are not as useful as they
should have been. All too often, Ormaetxea writes statements like: “woa: in 47
villages, noia, noie, in 23 villages, nua, nue, in 23 villages”, without bothering to tell us
what these villages were.

A linguistic atlas of Euskalerria is still very much needed. It is needed for the
solution of many problems in the history of Basque that are at present insoluble. It
will constitute an inmense contribution to the full florescence of Bascology in its
various branches. But, above all, the completion of a detailed and reliable linguistic
atlas of Basque will be a great service to General Linguistics, as it will enable us to
arrive at a better understanding of the mechanisms of linguistic change in general.
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RELATIVE CLAUSES IN BASQUE: A GUIDED TOUR*

A relative clause is 2 sentence modifying a noun phrase, such that the deep
structure of the sentence contains a noun phrase identical to the noun phrase it
modifies. The concept of linguistic identity needed here is not mere identity in form
but also includes identity of reference. The whole construction consisting of the
sentence together with the noun phrase acts again as a noun phrase: it is an
endocentric construction with a noun phrase as its head.

In Basque, the relative clause precedes its head, and there are no relative
pronouns. As a start, I will take an easy example. From the mattix sentence (1)a and
the constituent sentence (1)b, we can form the relative clause construction (1):

(1)a Aitak irakurri nai du liburua. “Father wants to read the book.”
()b Amak liburua erre du. “Mother has burned the book.”

(1)  Aitak irakurri nai du amak erre duen liburua.
“Father wants to read the book that Mother has burned.”

(All examples in this paper ate taken from the Guiptizcoan dialect.)

The shared noun phrase /ibursa “the book” has been deleted from the
constituent sentence, which setrves as a prenominal modifier of the head Jb#rna in
the main clause. The finite verb form du “has” of the telative clause catries a rela-
tivizing suffix, whose shape seems to be -en. Actually, its shape is -#, the undet-
lying form of du being due: the e disappears in suffixless forms by the effects of an
independently motivated Final Vowe] Truncation rule. Past tense forms always end in

-n; accordingly, there is then no difference between the relativized and the non-rela-
tivized forms of the verb:

(2)  Aitak irakurri zuen liburua

. (2) can be either 2 sentence a) “Father read the book”, ot a noun phrase b) “The
book that Father read”.

Thus we see that gmen + n gives gzuen. Stress rules must be sensitive to the

underlying double consonant of such forms, since with polysyllabic auxiliaries we
find a difference in accentuation:

* The Chicago which hunt, (Chicago, 1972), 115-135.
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(3)a Gurasoak irakurri zaten liburua. “The parents read the book.”
(3b Gurasoak irakurri zutén liburua “The book that the parents read”

It is important to note that the relative marker shows no agreement with any
noun phrase in the sentence. Its shape is absolutely invariable. It is therefore quite
different from the relative pronouns found in most Indo-European languages.

Henri Gavel (Gavel 1929: 8-9), Ignacio Omaechevarria (Omaechevarria 1959: 11)
and several other grammarians have declared the relativizer to be identical to the
genitive suffix -(7)en. While there are many syntactic and semantic similarities
between the relative clause construction and the genitive construction, the different
shapes of the morphemes preclude a complete identification of the constructions.
(Cf. Lafon 1943: 457-8).

There is complete identity in form, however, between the relative marker -» and
the Wh-complementizer -# appearing in indirect question. Whether this reveals a
deep syntactic correlation between relatives and interrogatives, or, on the contrary,
represents a mere coincidence, cannot be decided on the basis of the Basque facts
alone. It seems clear, however, that interrogatives cannot be derived from relatives,
as arguments similar to those C. Leroy Baker gave for English (Baker 1970: 198-
200) can also be set up for Basque.

Although, in general, a finite verb need not be last in a sentence (witness (1)a),
in a relative clause it always is. We may therefore visualize the relative clause cons-
truction as [pS -#- NPy,], where the relativizer -# functions as a link between the
clause and the head noun phrase. A more detailed diagram of a sentence containing
a relative clause is shown below:

’ -n NP,

Diagram (1)
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While one difference between Basque and English resides in the choice of the
complementizer used as telativizer and does not seem to be predictable from more
general charactetistics of Basque gtammar, another difference, the fact that Basque
relative clauses show no movement but rather deletion of the lower coreferential noun
phrase, can be plausibly considered to fall under the range of an implicational universal.
What remains unclear, however, is just what the implicans of this universal is to be.
Different authors differ indeed as to what other featute of grammatical structure they
deem the lack of such 2 movement rule to be most closely connected with. For Leroy
Baker, the absence of a rule moving relativized constituents is correlated with the
position of the clause in front of the modified noun phrase (See Baker 1970: 209). For
Bresnan, the lack of movement follows from the clause-final position of the
complementizer (Bresnan 1970: 317ff). For Schwartz, the absence of a movement rule
for relativized constituents follows from the absence of a rule moving Wh elements in
questions, this itself being a necessary property of verb-final languages (Schwartz 1971).
None of the authors offer a convincing argument in favor of their respective claims.
Basque, having all three of the properties that are claimed to be relevant, cannot serve
as a test case. Some language other than Basque, but sharing some of its characteristics,
will have to provide the crucial evidence needed to settle the issue.

Relativization wipes out whatever postposition the lower coreferential noun
phrase may have had, thus making it impossible for the surface structure to indicate
the syntactic function of this noun phrase in the constituent sentence. To make
things worse, unstressed personal pronouns that are in an agreement relation with
the verb are normally deleted. Therefore, ambiguity results:

(3) Eman dion aurra gaixtoa da.
Given he-has-it-to-him-Rel child-the bad-the he—ls

a)  “The child whom he has given to him is bad.”

From (3)a  Aurra eman dio. «He has given the (or a) child to him.”
b)  «The child who has given it to him is bad.”

Prom (3)b  Aurrak eman dio. “The child has given it to him.”
¢)  «The child whom he has given it to is bad.”

From (3)c  Autrari eman dio. “He has given it to the child.”

Since there are limits on the amount of ambiguity that a language can tolerate,
we expect relativization to be more heavily constrained in Basque than it is in
English. This will indeed turn out to be cotrect.

Let us ask, then, what the syntactic functions are that the lower coteferential
noun phrase can assume in the constituent sentence, such that the resulting relative
clause is grammatical. With respect to this question, there are two dialects (i.e. two
sets of idiolects): A) A Restricted Dialect; B) The Main Dialect.

A) The restricted dialect. Only those relative clauses ate possible in which there
is morphological agreement between the lower coreferential noun phrase and the
verb. This leaves five possibilities. The deleted noun phrase can be:

a) Subject of an intransitive predicate. (Postposition )
b) Subject of a transitive predicate. (Postposition -£)
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c) Object of a transitive predicate. (Postposition )
d) Indirect object of an intransitive predicate. (Postp. -79)
e) Indirect object of a transitive predicate. (Postp. -79)

B) The main dialect. All the functions above and also:
f) Locative. (Postposition -7) h) Ablative. (Postposition -#&).
g) Directional. (Postposition -7z) i) Instrumental. (Postposition -g)

All other syntactic functions are non-relativizable. These are the functions in-
dicated by the following postpositions:

-rentzat, “for”.

-(ren)gatik, “because of”.

- (re)kin, “with”.

-(ren)gan, “in” (for +Animate noun phrases).
-(ren)gana, “to” (for +Animate noun phrases).
-(ren)ganontz, “towards” (for +Animate noun phrases).
-(ren)ganaifio, ““as far as” (for +Animate noun phrases).
-rontz, “towards” (for -Animate noun phrases).

-raifio, “as far as” (for -Animate noun phrases).

What I have just given amounts to the worst possible characterisation of rela-
tivizability: a mere list of cases. Are there no generalisations here waiting to be cap-
tured? Is thete no better way of characterising relativizability? T will make four at-
tempts to this effect:

Characterization I):

Phonologically light postpositions —that is, postpositions consisting of not more
than three segments— are relativizable, but phonologically heavy postpositions (four
or mote segments) are non-relativizable.

The optional elements -re- in -(re)kin and -ren- in -(ren)gan, etc., have to be counted
as part of the underlying form of the postposition, deletable by a late motpho-
phonemic rule of Possessive Deletion.

Though valid, characterisation I) seems somehow to miss the point, as it pro-
vides preciously little insight into the phenomenon that we are studying.

Characterization II):

Morphologically simple postpositions are relativizable. Morphologically complex
postpositions are non-relativizable.

Characterization I11):

"7 Postpositions morphologically based on the genitive are non-relativizable. Post-
positions based on the directional (to wit: -romfy “towatrds”, -raifio “as far as”) are
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also non-relativizable. All other postpositions, including the directional -7z “to” itself,
are relativizable.

Characterization IV):
Relativization cannot apply to postpositional phrases of the form NP
but only to those of the form / \
NP NP P
/\ /N
NP P NP P

Here, at last, we have a characterisation of relativizability in terms of structure.
We now see why e.g. -rentzat, -rekin and -rontz are non-relativizable:

NP NP NP
/\ /\ %\
/NP P /NP P NP P
NP \P NP \P NP/\P
emakumea ren tzat  emakumea re kin mendi ra untz
‘for the woman’ ‘with the woman’ ‘towards the mountain’

Diagram

There are two special cases that our charactetization does not cover:

A) When the postposition on the head noun phrase is the same as the under-
lying postposition on the deleted lower noun phrase, relativization is always possible,
even when that postposition is otherwise non-telativizable.

We saw that -rekin “with” is a non-relativizable postposition; hence (4)a is im-
possible. Unexpectedly, however, (4)b is grammatical:

(#4)a *Mendian ibili naizen emakumea ederra da.
“The woman with whom I have walked in the mountains is beautiful.»

(4)b Mendian ibili naizen emakumearekin ezkondu nai det.

“I want to marry [with] the woman with whom I have walked in the
mountains.”
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Likewise with the non-relativizable postposition -(7en)gafik “because of”:

(5)a *Pello’k bere burua il zuen emakumea ederra da.
“The woman because of whom Pello killed himself is beautiful.”

(5)b Pello’k bere butua il zuen emakumearengatik Andres’ek ere bere burua il
nai du,
“Andres too wants to kill himself because of the woman because of whom
Pello killed himself.”

This fact provides an argument for deriving relative clauses from coordinate
sentences. To see why, let us consider (5)c.

(5)c  Pello’k emakumearengatik bere burua il zuen eta Andres’ek ere emakumea-
rengatik bere burua il nai du.
Pello killed himself because of the woman and Andres too wants to kill
himself because of the woman.”

In this sentence, there is complete identity in structure between the two
occurrences of the noun phrase emakumearengatik “because of the woman”. If
something like (5)c undetlies (5)b, and if the Structural Desctiption of Relative NP
~ Deletion is able to refer to a sufficiently early stage in the derivation, then the
complete identity between the two occuttences of emakumearengatik will allow the trans-
formation to apply, taking for the identical noun phrases in its Structural Desctip-
tion the noun phrases emakumea together with their postpositions -7engatik.

In a structure like that of diagram (1), however, there can be no structural
identity between the two occurrences of emakamearengasik, since the postposition -rengatik
on the second occutrence of emakumea will modify the whole relative clause construction
Pello’k (emakumearengatik) bere burna il 3nen emakumea rather than just the noun phrase
emakumea. In other words, in the structure given in diagram (1) the topmost NP may
have a postposition associated with it, but the two NP, must be noun phrases that
do not immediately dominate a non-zero postposition, for, otherwise, they could not
be structurally identical.

As this is the only argument specific to Basque that I have been able to find for
deriving relative clauses from conjoined sentences, and as the details of such a
derivation are rather unclear, I will not pursue this matter any further.

B) When the head noun of a relative clause is “semantically related” to a non-
relativizable postposition, relativization on this postposition is possible:

(6)a Arrazoi onengatik nere burua il nai det.
“For this reason I want to kill myself.”

(6)b Nere burua il nai nuen arrazoiaz ez naiz gogoratzen.
“I don’t rtemember the reason why I wanted to kill myself.”

(6)b is a good sentence, although (6)a shows that the lower coreferential noun
phrase arragoi must have had the non-relativizable postposition -(7en)gatik in the cons-
tituent sentence. I have no explanation to offer for this fact.
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Ignoring those two complications, we can state the transformation of Relative
NP Deletion as follows:

W— [ X—NP— @) —Y —V],— COMP — NP — (P)], — 2
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 =
1 2 %) %] 5 6 7 8 9 10

Conditions: 3 = 8
3 does not immediately dominate a P.
5 does not begin with a P.

The variable Y in the Structural Description is an essential vatiable. Relativization
in Basque, like in English, can go indefinitely far down in the tree:

(7)  Zoroa dala guztiak dakitela esan zizutela idatzi zenidala uste dedan ijitoak
musu eman zidan.

“The gypsy I believe you wrote me they told you everybody knows is
crazy kissed me.”

The suffix -/z that we find here added to the finite vetb forms dz “(he) is”, dakite
“(they) know”, zizmten “(they) had (to you)” and gewidan “(you) had (to me)” is
comparable in function to the English complementizer #bas. Unlike its English
countetpart, however, -/ never occurs in the function of a relative marker. The re-
lativizer is always -#, as in #ste dedan “whom 1 believe”, ot -#neko, an extended version
of -.

The Complex Noun Phrase Constraint and the Coordinate Structure Constraint

(See Ross 1967: § 4.1 and § 4.2) hold, but the Sentential Subject Constraint (Ross
1967: § 4.41) does not:

(8) Amorratuak dirala bixtan dagon zakur oiekin ez det ibili nai.
“I don’t want to walk with those dogs that it is obvious are rabid.”

Stacked Relatives

When the noun phrase relativized is itself a relative clause construction, the result
is a stacked relative clause. Native speakers differ in their judgements on the ac-
ceptability of some of these sentences. Spontaneous examples are occasionally heard and
can be found in texts as well. This example is probably acceptable to everyone:

9)  Irakurr ditugun idatzi zituen liburu batzuek oso interesgartiak dire.
“Some books that he wrote that we have read are very interesting.”

An example with the same syntax as (10) occurted in the speech of a Basque
academician (See Ewskera 5 (1960), 140). It clearly shows the difficulty of under-
standing that some of these sentences present.

(10) Askotan arkitu naiz baserritarrak diran eta baserritarrak ez diran beientzako
Fanderiko pentsuak onenak dirala dioten gizonekin.
“I have often met men who say that Fandeti’s fodder is the best for cows,
who are farmers and who are not farmers.”
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Since, normally, relatives cannot be separated from their heads (there is no
extraposition of relative clauses in Basque), there is a strong tendency to interpret
the clause baserritarrak diran eta baserritarrak e diran “who are farmers and who are
not farmers” as a relative clause on bei “cow”. A heavy pause between ...eg diran and
besentzako will help atrive at the correct interpretation.

The upshot of this seems to be that stacked relative clauses ate grammatical in
Basque, but that many speakers have a sutface structure constraint that rules out as
unacceptable any sentence containing a relative clause that immediately precedes a
noun phrase that is not its head. For such speakers, (9) is acceptable, but (10) is not.

Pronominal Heads

onstrati nouns (a is”, ori ra “‘yo ion as surface
Demonstrative pro s (an “this”, ori “that”, #ra “yon’) can function as surf:
structure heads of relative clauses:

(11) Eskuan ikusten dizudan o1l zer da?
“What is that, which I see in your hand?”

(12) Eskuan ikusten didazun au bonba da.
“This, which you see in my hand, is a bomb.”

(13) Arantza’ri eskuan ikusten diogun ura bonba al da?
“Is that, which we see in Arantza’s hand, 2 bomb?”

Demonstrative pronouns can also have human referents. Thus we get, e.g.:

au
(14) Berandu etorri dan ori r goseak dago.
ura
here
“He there , who has come late, is hungry.”
yon

Personal pronouns cannot function as heads of relative clauses in surface
structure. For example, with # “I” gu “you” we do not get:

(15)a *Berandu etorri naizen ni goseak nago.
“I, who have come late, am hungry.”

(15)b *Berandu etorti zeran zu goseak al zaude?
“Are you, who have come late, hungry?”’

Instead of the expected personal pronouns we get the demonstrative ones:

(16)a Berandu etorri naizen au goseak nago.
“I, who have come late, am hungry.”

(16)b Berandu etorti zeran ori goseak al zaude?
“Are you, who have come late, hungry?”

Yet, in- general, demonstrative pronouns only allow third person verb forms:
(17)a and (17)b are ungrammatical:
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(17)a *Au goseak nago. “*This one am hungry.”
(17)b *Oti goseak al zaude?  “*Are that one hungry?”

But we do get (18)a and (18)b with the intensive personal pronouns zeran (cf.
nere “my””) “I myself” and zerori (cf. zere, geure “your own”) “you yourself”

(18)a Nerau goseak nago. “I am hungry myself.”
(18)b Zerori goseak al zaude? “Are you hungty yourself?”

Therefore, the demonstrative pronouns in (16)ab seem to be reductions of the
intensive personal pronouns of (18)ab.

According to I. M. Echaide (1912: 32), the intensive personal pronouns appear
on the surface just in case the relative clause is based (by virtue of special case A)
on a non-telativizable postposition. (Recall that for animate noun phrases, hence for

personal pronouns, the only relativizable functions are the absolutive, the ergative
and the dative). His examples are (page 55):

(19)a Malkoak arkitu dituzuten neronengan patrak ere izandu dire.
“In me, in whom you have found tears, there have been laughs too.”

(19)b Malkoak arkitu diran zerorrengan parrak ere izandu dire.
“In you, in whom tears have been found, thete have been laughs too.”

The occurrence of the intensive personal pronouns as heads is explained by the as-
sumption that the lower coreferential noun phrase must be focus in the constituent

sentence, since the intensive forms are the forms pronouns take when they are
focussed upon.

Not just demonstratives, but any determiner can serve as the head of a relative
clause in surface structure. In particular, ba# “one, a” and -a “the”. E.g.:

(20) Berandu etorri den bat goseak dago.

(20)a “One, who has come late, is hungry.” (+Specific)
(20)b “One who has come late is hungty.” (—Specific)
(21) Berandu etorti dana goseak dago.

(21)a “The one who has come late is hungry.” (+Specific)
(21)b “Who has come late is hungty.” (—Specific)

(21)b is called a free relative in English grammar.

1 will call the Basque sentence (21) a free relative, regardless of whether it has a
specific or a non-specific reference, Free relatives should not be confused with
indirect questions, as C. Leroy Baker has so aptly warned us (Baker 1970). In Basque,
there is little danger of confusing the two: the surface structures are quite different:

(22)a Ez dakit zuk dakizuna. “I don’t know what you know.”

(22)a contains a free relative: guk dakiguna “what you know”. Its meaning can be
paraphrased as “my knowledge does not include yours”.
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(22)b Ez dakit zuk zer dakizun. “I don’t know what you know.”

(22)b is an indirect question: ger is the interrogative pronoun “what”, and the -#
of dakizun is the Wh-complementizer; the sentence can be paraphrased as “I have
no idea what you know”.

Just in case the surface head of a relative clause is the determiner -4, the
Complex Noun Phrase Constraint does not hold. Of course, according to Haj
Ross’s original formulation of the constraint, we should not expect it to hold here:
“No element contained in a sentence dominated by a noun phrase with a lexical
head noun may be moved out of that noun phrase by a transformation” (Ross

1967). Certainly, the Basque article -z is not a lexical noun. Compare now sentence
(23)a with sentence (23)b:

(23)a Beartsuari dirua ematen diona luzaro biziko da.
“Who gives money to the poor will live long.”

(23)b Dirua ematen diona beartsuari luzaro biziko da.
Same meaning as (23)a.

In (23)b, the indirect object noun phrase beartsuari “to the poor” has been
scrambled out of the relative clause.

This is not possible when the head of the relative clause is a full noun, as in

(24)a, a demonstrative pronoun, as in (25)a, or an intensive personal pronoun, as in
(26)a:

(24)a Beartsuari dirua ematen dion gizona luzaro biziko da.
“The man who gives money to the poor will live long.”
(24)b *Dirua ematen dion gizona beartsuari luzaro biziko da.

(25)a Beartsuari dirua ematen dion oti luzaro biziko da.
“That one there, who gives money to the poor, will live long.”

(25)b *Dirua ematen dion ori beartsuati luzaro biziko da.

(26)a Beartsuari dirua ematen diozun oti luzaro biziko zera.
“You, who give money to the poor, will live long.”

(26)b *Dirua ematen diozun oti beartsuati luzaro biziko zera.

The presence of a case postposition on the determiner -z does not intetfere with
the scrambling process. We have, e.g., with the etgative postposition -&:

(27)a Beartsuari dirua ematen dionak bere satia artuko du.
“Who gives money to the poor will receive his reward.”

(27)b Dirua ematen dionak beartsuati bete satia artuko du.
Same meaning as (27)a.

In all the preceding examples, the reference of the free relative clause was
generic, of, at least, non-specific. However, this is not a necessary condition for
scrambling something out of a free relative clause. An example that I found in a
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book by the Basque writer B. Iraola Aristiguieta (published in 1962, but written
decades eatlier) shows this:

(28) Ala, batian, nere gantzontzilluak jartzera dijuela, esan zion erdiko gelan
dagon Meltxorrek, egunian bi peseta pagatzen dituenak ardorik gabe:
Bafiura al zuaz?

“So, one time, while he was going to put on my underpants, Melchior,
who lives in the room in the middle, the one who pays two pesetas a day,
not including wine, said to him: Are you going to the bathroom?”

Here the free relative clause is egunian bi peseta pagarzen ditnenak “who pays two
pesetas a day”. The adverbial ardorik gabe “not including wine” (literally: “without
wine”) ofiginates as patt of this free relative clause. In the surface structure it has
been scrambled to the tight of pagargen dituenak ‘he who pays” and hence out of the
relative clause. The -& of dituenak is the ergative postposition, requited by the verb
esan “say”. The reference of the free relative clause is specific, namely “Melchior”.

It is therefore immaterial whether the reference of a free relative clause is
specific or non-specific, as far as scrambling constituents out of it is concerned.

Pseudo-extraposition:

Free relative clauses are quite frequent in Basque texts because they provide a
substitute for extraposition. Extraposition of relative clauses is not possible in
Basque but the existence of free relatives allows one to put sentential and other mo-

difiers after their head nouns. In this way, one achieves the effect of extraposition.
An example will make this clear:

(29)a Bein ba zan zazpi seme-alaba zituen etrrege bat.
“Once upon a time, there was a king who had seven sons and daughters.”

(29)a shows the normal form. The noun phrase errege bat “a king” is modified
directly by the relative clause gagpi seme-alaba zitwen “who had seven sons and
daughters”. Now the pseudo-extraposed form (29)b:

(29)b Bein ba zan errege bat, zazpi seme-alaba zituena.

“Once upon a time there was a king, one who had seven sons and
daughters.”

Here we have a free relative clause: zazpi seme-alaba ituena “one who had seven
sons and daughters”.

If the relative clause is very long, the pseudo-extraposed form is more acceptable
than the normal form.

The free relative clause, when used with an antecedent, must have the same case,
i.e. the same postposition, as this antecedent:

(30)a Ori etrege batek, zazpi seme-alaba zituenak, esan zidan. .
“A king, one who had seven sons and daughters, told me that.”

(30)b Ori errege bati, zazpi seme-alaba zituenati, egin nion.
“I did that to a king, to one who had seven sons and daughters.”
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(30)c Ori errege batez, zazpi seme-alaba zituenaz, maitemindu zan.

“She fell in love with a king, with one who had seven sons and daught-
ers.”

(30)c Oti errege batentzat, zazpi seme-alaba zituenatentzat, 0so erreza zan.
“That was very easy for a king, for one who had seven sons and daughters.”

In all these examples, the postpositions on the antecedent (ergative -4, dative -7,
instrumental -z, benefactive -7en#ga?) must be repeated on the free relative clause.

Pseudo-extraposition, ie. the use of-a free relative with a full lexical antecedent,
is a welcome device that can setve to eliminate unacceptable stacking of relative
clauses. We have already seen one example of this in (28). Without the use of
pseudo-extraposition this sentence would have had to be:

(31) Ala, batian, nere gantzontzilluak jartzera dijuela, esan zion ardorik gabe
egunian bi peseta pagatzen dituen erdiko gelan dagon Meltxorrek: Bafiura
al zuaz?

“So, one time, while he was going to put on my underpants, Melchior,
who lives in the room in the middle, who pays two pesetas a day, not
including wine, said to him: Are you going to the bathroom?”

(31) is much less elegant than (28), moteover, (31) will be unacceptable for those
speakers who have the constraint on stacking mentioned eatlier, since the relative
clause ardorik gabe egunian bi peseta pagatzen ditwen “who pays two pesetas a day not
including wine”, immediately precedes the noun phrase erdiko gela “the room in the
middle”, which is not the head of the relative clause.

A much more extreme example of the same situation can be found in a book by
Pedro M. Urruzuno Euskalerritik gernra. There we tead on page 13:

(32) Ainbeste maite zuan amona, betretzat amarik onena izandu zana, ainbeste
laztan gozo eman zizkana, zerurako bidea ain ondo erakutsi ziona, ill zan
larogeita amaika urterekin,

“Grandmother, whom he had loved so deatly, who had been for him the
best of mothers, who had given him so many sweet embraces, who had
shown him so well the road to heaven, had-died at the age of ninety-one.”

If the device of pseudo-extraposition were not available the sentence would take
on this shape:

(33) Zerurako bidea ain ondo erakutsi zion ainbeste laztan gozo eman zizkan be-
tetzat amatik onena izandu zan ainbeste maite zuan amona ill zan larogeita
amaika urterekin.

While (33) may be, strictly speaking, grammatical, it is utterly unintelligible to the
native listener.

Diminutive free relatives

An interesting property of free relative clauses is that they admit the diminutive
suffix -#xo just like nouns and adjectives do:
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Nouns:

lan-a “the job”, lantxo-a “the little job”,
libwrn-a  “‘the book”, libnrutxo-a  “the little book”,
gizon-a  “the man”, gizontxo-a  “the little man”,
anrr-a  “the child”, anrtxo-a “the little child”.
Adjectives:

quri “white”, diminutive form:  guritxo,
ixiki “small”, diminutive form:  #xikitxo,
apal “humble”, diminutive form:  apalixo.

In the same way, -#x0 (#x denotes a palatal affricate) can be added to free relative
clauses:

dakidan-a “what I know”, dakidantxo-a “what little I know”,
degnn-a  “what we have”,  deguntxo-a  “what little we have”.

(34) Ez dakit ondo zer gertatu zan, baina dakidantxoa esango dizut.

“I don’t know very well what happened, but what little I know I will tell
you.”

(35) Deguntxo pixkaren lotsa gera.
“We are ashamed of the little bit that we have.”

Example (35) is doubly diminutive: it also contains the word pixks “a little bit”,
cf. esne pixka bat “a little milk”.

Repetition:
Another interesting fact about free (and also ordinaty) relative clauses is that they

can be repeated for expressive purposes. In Basque, repetition is a systematically
used device to increase the force of an expression, or its preciseness. Examples:

arro “proud”, arro-arro “real proud”,

bete “full”, bete-bete “btimfull”,

Loiz-ean “in the morning”, gosg-goigean “early in the morning”,
gan-an “at night”, gan-ganan “late at night”,

alde-an “near”, alde-aldean “right near”.

Consider also the following examples:

(36)a Etxeraifio etorti ziran ijitoak. “The gypsies came up to the house.”
(36)b Etxe-etxeraifio etorr ziran jjitoak. “The gypsies came right up to the house.”
(37)a Lautan etotri ziran. “They came at four o’clock.”

(37)b Lau-lautan etorti ziran. “They came at four o’clock sharp.”
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Relative clauses too can undergo this process:

(38)a Zerana zeralako maite zaitut. “I love you because you ate the one you are.”
(zera “you are”, hence gerana “who/what/the one you are”).

(38)b Zeran-zerana zeralako maite zaitut.
“I love you because you ate just the one you are.”

In the oldest Basque book, Etxepare’s Lingunae vasconum primitiae (1545), we find
an example very similar to (38)b. The language of the book is the Low-Navatrese of

the region of St. Jean Pied de Port. The example occurs in the poem Potaren
Galdatzia, line 10:

(39) Ziren-zirena baitzira, zutzaz pena dizit nik.
“I am aching for you because you are just the one you are.”

Examples (38)b and (39) contain free relatives; it is also possible to have a lexical
head noun here:

(40)a Zeran emakumea zeralako maite zaitut.
“I love you because you are the woman you are.”

(40)b Zetan-zeran emakumea zeralako maite zaitut.
“I love you because you are just the woman you are.”

Relatives on Proper Nouns:

Several Basque grammar books (e.g. Lardizabal, Echaide) contain statements to
the effect that relative clauses are not allowed on proper nouns referring to persons.
However, none of my informants objected to (41):

(41) Egunero kilo erdi bat txokolate jaten duen Beobide’tar Pantxika ez da bat
ere gizentzen.
“Francisca Beobide, who eats a pound of chocolate every day, does not
get fat in the least.”

Sentence (28), which we considered earlier, also contains a relative clause on a
proper noun: erdiko gelan dagon Melixorrek “Melchior, who lives in the room in the
middle”. Moreover, a very reputable textbook (Lopez-Mendizabal) contains the
expression: Nik asko maite Jaitndan Andone (p. 222) “Antonia, whom I love very much”.

Relative clauses on proper nouns are, of course, generally non-restrictive. I may
mention here that I am unaware of any syntactic differences in Basque between
these two types of relative clauses, except for the obvious universal cooccurrence
restrictions between either type of relative and certain types of head noun phrases.
In Basque, like everywhere else, a relative clause that modifies a noun phrase with
an underlying (i.e. deictic) demonstrative element must be non-restrictive. When
certain quantifiers, like gugsi “all” and bakoity “each” occur associated with the head
noun phrase, the relative clause can only be restrictive. Apart from this, however,
my investigations have failed to show any differences in syntactic behavior between
the two. In patticular, there is no difference in intonaton between restrictive and
appositive relative clauses in Basque.
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Sentential relatives:

" Thete are no sentential relatives in Basque. The closest equivalent to the English
sentence (42) is not the ungrammatical (42)a, but (42)b:

(42) Jim called me a lexicalist, which made me cty.
(42)a *Iztegizalea deitu ninduen Xanti’k, negar eragin zidana.

(42)b Iztegizalea deitu ninduen Xanti’k, onek negar eragin zidan.
“Jim called me a lexicalist, this made me cry.”

Japanese, Tamil and Tutkish do not allow sentential relatives either. I therefore
conjecture that the absence of sentential relatives is a general property of S.O.V.
languages.
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Abstract

This study investigates the internal structure of relative clauses in Basque,
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ambiguous with respect to the syntactic role of this deleted lower noun phrase.

Unlike English relative clauses, the relative clause in Basque always
precedes its head.

Postpositions in Basque can be divided into two classes: relativizable and
non-relativizable postpositions. When the lower coreferential noun phrase
carries a non-relativizable postposition, relativization is not possible, except
for certain well-defined special cases.

Four characterizations of relativizability for postpositional phrases are given.

Special attention is paid to the Island constraints, first proposed by J. R.
Ross. It is found that Basque obeys the Complex Noun Phrase constraint and
the Coordinate Structure constraint, but not the Sentential Subject constraint.

The study closes with a chapter on pronominal heads, in which various
syntactic constructions peculiar to Basque are discussed, such as, pseudo-
extraposition, diminutive relative clauses, and repetition of relative clauses
for expressive putpose.

Relative clauses referring back to propositions are absent in Basque.
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MOTTO:

O gliicklich, wer noch hoffen kann

Aus diesem Meer des Irrthums aufzutauchen!
Was man nicht weiss, das eben brauchte man,
Und was man weiss, kann man nicht brauchen.

Goethe, Faust 1, 1064-68.

But:

If you shut your door to all etrors
Truth will be shut out.

Rabindranath Tagore, Stray Birds, CXXX
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great deal of the evidence presented derives from observations about relative
clauses.

In the first category, I may make mention of the following papets:

C. S. Smith: “Determiners and Relative Clauses in a Generative Grammar of
English”. Lg 40 (1964), 37-52.

P. M. Postal: Cragy Notes on Restrictive Relatives and other matters. Unpublished
mimeograph, 1967.

S. Y. Kuroda: “English Relativization and Certain Related Problems”. Ig 44
(1968), 244-266.

C. S. Bird: “Relative Clauses in Bambara”. The Journal of West African Languages,
Vol. 2, N.° 1. '

L. W. Martin: “Some Relations of Embedding in English Nominals”. Papers from
the Fourth Regional Meeting Chicago Linguistic Society, 63-70.

R. M. W. Dixon: “Relative Clauses and Possessive Phrases in Two Australian
Languages”. Lg 45 (1969), 35-.

E. Annamalai: Adjectival Clauses in Tamil. Ph. D. Dissertation, University of Chi-
cago, 1969.

K. L. Hale: “Relative Clauses in some non-Indo-European Languages”. Paper
read at the First Annual Meeting of the New England Linguistics Society, November
1970.

S. Kuno: Relative Clauses. Notes on Japanese Grammar (18). Report NSF-27 Aiken
Computation Laboratory of Harvard University, November 1970.

S. Kuno: Themes and Relative Clanses. Notes on Japanese Grammar (19). Report NSF-27
Aiken Computation Laboratory of Harvard University, November 1970.

T. J. Klokeid: Relative Clanses in Mabuiag. Unpublished Report, ML T., December
1970.

A. M. Schwartz: “General Aspects of Relative Clause Formation”. Working Paperx
in Linguistic Universals, 1971.

In the second category, I will mention only a few out of the many relevant
papers that could have been included here:

E. S. Klima: “Relatedness Between Grammatical Systems”. Lg 40 (1964), 1-20.

S. S. Annear: “English and Mandarin Chinese: Definite and Indefinite
Determiners and Modifying Clause Structures.” POLA Report N.° 11 (1965), 1-55.

1. P. Dean: Determiners and Relative Clanses. Unpublished Mimeogtaph, M.I.T. 1966.

J. R. Ross: Constraints on Variables in Syntax. Ph. D. Dissertation, M.LT. 1967.

E. W. Bach: “Nouns and Noun Phrases”. In: E. Bach and R. Harms, Universals
in Linguistic Theory, 1968.

A. N. Chomsky: “Conditions on Transformations”.

The attention lavished upon the relative clause is not hard to justify. The relative
clause is important in grammar. It is, after all, one of the few recursive devices in .
language. It is a good thing when scholars familiar with un-familiar languages write
about the characteristics of relativization in these languages, even if the desctriptions
they produce do not always happen to go beyond observational adequacy. As-
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similating such accounts may help to free the student from his linguistic prejudices,
be it the prejudice that all languages are basically like English, ot the prejudice that
languages differ in generally unpredictable ways.

Morcovet, since J. H. Greenberg’s well-known typological study, we know that
sometimes unexpected correlations can be found between seemingly unrelated
grammatical phenomena. In particulat, the study of correlations between the
structure of the relative clause and other areas of syntax may be expected to yield
significant insights into the realm of universal grammar. An obvious prerequisite to
such studies is that reliable data on relative clauses in a wide variety of languages be
available and easily accessible to the general linguist.

The present study of relative clauses in Basque is offered as a modest
contribution to future typological studies. Furthermore, it is fitting to start the
exploration of the syntax of Basque with a study of relative clauses. Many parts of
Basque grammar cannot be fully understood without knowledge of the structure of
the relative clause. Time clauses, the determiner system and complementation,
subjects which grammarians have racked their brains over, are all based in part on
relative clauses, or, at least interrelate closely with them.

In view of this, it seems sutprising that so little space has been devoted to
relative clauses in grammars and textbooks of Basque. In fact, telative clauses are
mentioned only in passing, if at all. The only exception I know of is I. M. Echaide’s
work Sintaxcis del idioma enskaro (San Sebastian, 1912), where a 35-page-long section is
devoted to them. Echaide’s treatment contrasts favorably with the virtual absence of
treatment in other books. He appears to have grasped the general nature of relative
clauses rather well and provides some genuine insight into their structure.
Unfortunately, most of the space is taken up by a host of totally uninteresting
examples, his observations ate sometimes inaccurate, and, on the whole, his
treatment is much too sketchy to satisfy a modern student of language.

The descriptive account I am about to present, therefore, owes little to
grammatical treatises. It detives very largely from personal field work carried out
in the Basque Province of Guiptizcoa, the most recent of which was done in the
fall of 1969. My field notes have been supplemented by obsetvations gathered
through reading numerous literary and non-literary Basque texts. Especially
helpful were also the answers I obtained to written questionnaires from a number
of obliging informants. In this connection, I am particulatly grateful for the

invaluable help of Ms. Mari-Pilar Lasarte (Leiza) and Mr. Xabier Unzurrunzaga
(Zarauz).

Chapter 2. The Structure of relative clauses

No further introduction being necessary, we will now embark on our scrutiny of
the form and properties of Basque relative clauses.

A relative clause is a sentence modifying a noun phrase, such that the deep
structure of the sentence contains a noun phrase identical to the noun phrase it
modifies. The concept of linguistic identity that is needed hete is not mere identity
in form but also includes identity of reference.
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The whole construction consisting of the sentence together with the noun phrase
acts again as a noun phrase. It can thus be classified as an endocentric construction
with a noun phrase as its head. (Cf. L. Bloomfield, Language, § 12.10).

In English, and in the Indo-European languages generally, the modifying clause
follows its head and is often introduced by a relative pronoun. The head noun

phrase is therefore appropriately termed the “antecedent” of the relative pronoun,
and, by extension, of the relative clause.

In Basque, as we will soon see, thete is no teason to speak of relative pronouns.
The relative clause, moreover, precedes its head. Using the term “antecedent” here
would easily lead to confusion. Yet, we need convenient terms to refer to each of
the two coreferent noun phrases present in the underlying structure. Therefore, 1
will sometimes use the term “postcedent” to refer to the head noun phrase that the
relative clause is attached to, and “procedent” to refer to the noun phrase internal
to the relative clause which is coreferential to the head. We will seee that, in Basque,
the procedent is always deleted. ‘

We will now proceed to examine an example of a relative clause. With the nouns
aita “fathet” nai “will”, “desire”, ama “mother”, Libury “book” and the verbs irakurri
“read” and erre “burn” we can form the following sentence:!

(1) Aitak irakurri nai du amak erre duen liburua.?
“Father wants to read the book that Mother has burned.”

We have a matrix sentence:

(Da  Aitak irakurri nai du liburua. “Father wants to read the book™.

1 Basque is an ergative language. This means that the subject of an intransitive verb and the object
of a transitive verb have the same case marking. This case is called the “absolutive”. In Basque, cases
are marked by postpositions. The absolutive case is morphologically unmarked, i.c., it has a zero
postposition. The subject of a transitive verb is in a different case, called the “ergative” case. In Basque,
this case is marked by the ergative postposition -£. Thus, we have:

(a). Aita etorri da. “Father has come”.

(b). Aitak irakurd du. “Father has read it”.

(). Aitak erre egin du ama. “Father has burned Mother”.

In (a)., aita, being the subject of the intransitive vetb eforri “come™, is in the absolutive case. In (b).,
aita (“father”), since it is the subject of the transitive vetb #rakurri “read”, is in the ergative case, giving
attak. In (c)., the subject aifa of the transitive verb eme “burn”, is again in the ergative case, and ama
“mother” being the object of er7e “burn”, is in the absolutive case.

2 For phonology and pronunciation, I refer the reader to Luis Michelena, Fonética histirica vasca, and
Nils M. Holmer, E/ idioma vasco hablads. Unless otherwise indicated, all examples are taken from the
Guipuzcoan dialect. The orthography used in the examples is that used by the Basque Academy. The
vowels have apptoximately the same value as in Spanish. Only the following consonant signs need
comment: ; is a voiceless velar fricative, like Spanish jota; s and g are both voiceless fricatives. They
differ only in the point of articulation. s has an apico-alveolar articulation, and g a dorso-alveolar one; x
is a palatal fricative, comparable to English s4; The letter combinations #, 7, and #x denote simple
phonemes, namely, the affricates corresponding to s, g and x; / indicates a palatalized / Like in Spanish,
there are two r-sounds, a strongly trilled one, spelled 77, and a weak flapped 1, spelled 7 Before
consonants and in final position, the two sounds do not contrast phonetically, and both are then spelled
7. Thus, we have aur “child”, and a#rra “the child” (-2 being the article). This is merely an orthographic
convention: the 7 of a#r sounds the same as the 77 of aurra. h
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And we have a constituent sentence:
(1)b Amak liburua etre du. “Mother has burned the book™.

The shared noun phrase Aburna “the book” (questions of definiteness versus
indefiniteness will not be raised here) has been deleted from the constituent
sentence, which serves as a prenominal modifier of the postcedent /Jburua in the
main clause. The finite verb form du “(he) has (it)” of the relative clause cartries a
suffix whose shape seems to be -ez Actually, I will show a little later that the real
phonological form of the suffix is -z I will call this suffix the “relativizer”. It is
worth noting that the relativizer shows no agreement with the postcedent or with
any noun phrase in the sentence: its shape is absolutely invariant. Cleatly, then, the
relativizer is not a relative pronoun, in fact, it is not even a noun.

As we can see from (1)a, the finite verb need not come at the end of its
sentence. In relative clauses, however, the verb is always final. Hence, we may
visualize the relative clause constructions as p[S - # - NPy, where the relativizer -»
functions as a link between the clause and the postcedent noun phrase.

We have seen one example of a relative clause in Basque and we will see many
more in the rest of this work, but it may be useful to stop here a moment and ask
if the preceding analysis of relative clauses in Basque is correct. Is it true that the
deep structure of a relative clause contains a noun phrase identical to the head, and
that this noun phtase is obligatorily deleted? We assumed above that sentence (1)b
Amak erre du Gburna. “Mother has burned the book” undetlies the relative clause in
(1). It may be thought, however, that the extra noun phrase JZbuarua “the book” is
quite superfluous, and that it is really (1)c

(I)c Amak erre du. “Mother has burned it”.

wich undetlies the relative clause in (1); thus obviating the need for a deletion tran-
sformation. \

That this proposal fails, however, is not too difficult to show. Of course, (1)c in
isolation is a well-formed surface structure solely by virtue of the fact that un-
stressed (i.e. non-contrastive, non-focussed) pronouns are regulatly dropped in Basque
if they are in agreement relation with the verb. To get the evidence that we need to
show that our original analysis of relativization is basically correct, we will, therefore,
use an example containing a locative constituent, as there is no syntactic agreement
between a locative and its verb. Consider sentence (2):

(2) Amak liburua ezarri duen kutxa joan da.?
“The box that Mother has put the book in has gone”.

(The argument that I am about to give is valid for what we will call the Main
dialect. In the Restricted dialect, sentences like (2) are ungrammatical. We will
discuss these two dialects later on in this thesis.)

In any analysis, the relative clause must be a clause, that is, it must be dominated
by an S node. This S must be generated in its undetlying form by the same base

3 Vocabulary: kutxa “box”, ezarri “put”, joan “go”, “go away”.
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rules that generate sentences in isolation. Now, if the proposal we are discussing is
correct, then, just as (1)c is the constituent sentence of the relative clause in (1), (2)a
must be the constituent sentence of the relative clause in (2):

(a2 *Amak liburua ezarti du.  “*Mother has put the book”.

But (2)a, being an ungrammatical sentence, will not be generated by the base
rules. What happens is, of course, that the verb ezarri “put” demands the presence
of a locative complement, as in:

(@b Amak liburua kutxan ezarri du. “Mother has put the book in the box™.
(2)c  Amak liburua onetan ezarri du.  “Mother has put the book in here”.
(2d Amak liburua emen ezarri du.  “Mother has put the book here”.

Yet, the relative clause in (2) does not seem to contain a locative complement;
worse still, it becomes ungrammatical as soon as a locative is added to it:

(2)e *Amak liburua kutxan ezatri duen kutxa joan da.
“*The box that Mother has put the book in the box has gone”.

(2f *Amak liburua labean ezarri duen kutxa joan da.
“*The box that Mother has put the book in the oven has gone”.

(2)g *Amak liburua onetan ezarri duen kutxa joan da.
“*The box that Mother has put the book in here has gone”.

(2)h *Amak liburua emen ezarti duen kutxa joan da.
“*The box that Mother has put the book here has gone”.

"The only satisfactory explanation for these facts is that the undetlying structure
of the relative clause in (2), being a sentence with the main verb egari “put”,
contains a locative noun phrase, for the presence of a locative is a necessary con-
dition for the lexical insertion of the verb ezarri. From the meaning of the sentence
we can tell that this locative must be &#txan “in the box”, the locative form of the
postcedent noun Awuixa “box”. As the locative noun phrase does not appear in the
surface structure of the relative clause, there has to be some transformational
mechanism removing it. This mechanism must be either a movement rule or a
deletion rule. Whichever it is, it may be thought of as consisting of two parts:
movement or deletion of the noun phrase without its postposition (in our case, the
postposition is -7, indicating the locative) and deletion of the remaining post-
position. Is it movement or is it deletion? We know that the procedent noun phrase
disappears without a trace. Therefore, if a movement rule is involved, the only thing
it can do is to move the procedent into the position of the postcedent, substituting
the former for the latter. If the postcedent is a full-fledged noun phrase (kutxa in
the case of (2)), then the movement rule is tantamount to a deletion rule. In fact,
this is an obvious way in which to formalize deletion under identity.

But there is another possibility. It may be the case that ptior to the application
of the movement rule, the postcedent was a referential variable, 2 dummy element
in the sense of Chomsky’s Standard Theory. Then the underlying structure of
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sentence (2) contains only one occurrence of the noun phrase £#fxz. The movement
rule will then move this noun phrase from the relative clause into the postcedent
position of the main clause.

Although this proposal comes close to a suggeston M. K. Brame once made for
English relative clauses (See his unpublished paper “On the Nature of Relative
Clauses”. M.L'T. 1968), we cannot adopt it here. Its main flaw is that the deep
structure of the sentence no longer indicates in a non-adhoc way which of the noun
phrases in the constituent sentence is to be relativized. The same deep structure that
ends up as (2) would also underly (2)i and (2)j:

(2)i Liburua kutxan ezarri duen ama joan da.
* “The mother who has put the book in the box has gone”.

(2)j Amak kutxan ezarri duen liburua joan da.
“The book that Mother has put in the box has gone”.

No present theory of grammar, I hope, would be willing to assign the same deep
structure to (2), (2)i and (2)]. 7

There is still another atgument against the possibility of a2 movement rule being
at work here. As J. L. Morgan has pointed out for a similar phenomenon in
Albanian, the complete absence of any cases of Pied Piping makes it highly unlikely
that a movement rule is involved.

We conclude that the procedent disappears from the relative clause by deletion
rather than by movement. As any noun whatsoever can be procedent in some
relative clause, the deletion cannot be a deletion of a designated element. The
principle of Recoverability of Deletion, therefore, requites that we have deletion
under identity.

This provides us with an additional argument that the undetstood locative in (2)
is indeed &utxan, “in the box”, since, otherwise, there would be no way of deleting
it under identity.

We now understand why sentences (2)e, (2)f, (2)g and (2)h are ungrammatical.
Or, to be quite exact, I should point out that there is a reading under which these
sentences are grammatical. Namely, the reading where the relativized noun phrase
kutxa does not refer back to the locative complement of the vetb egwrms, but to a

locative adverbial that indicates the place where the action itself occurred. In this
interpretation, (2)e

(2e Amak liburua kutxan ezatri duen kutxa joan da.
“The box in which Mother has put the book in the box has gone”.

mentions two different boxes: one that Mother has put the book in, and another
one inside which Mother’s action is said to take place. Similar readings with two
different locatives in the constituent sentence are possible for (2)f, (2)g and (2)h.
Barring those readings, however, (2)e is ungrammatical because procedent
deletion, which is obligatory, has failed to apply; and (2)f, (2)g and (2h are un-
grammatical because no well-formed relative clause can atise in the absence of core-

ferential elements. Just how the grammar captures this in a formal way is of no interest
here.
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We have been discussing sentence (2) as an example of a relative clause, and we
have inferred from it the existence of certain grammatical processes. As we seek a
uniform treatment of relativization as a grammatical phenomenon, it follows that the
same general processes needed to generate 92) must apply to all other instances of
relative clauses, in particular to sentences like (1), where a simpler account may, at
first, seem adequate.

Having seen that the analysis of the relative clause given eatlier is cortect —as far
as it goes—, we can now turn to the next point of discussion, the affinity between
relative clauses and genitive constructions.

Henri Gavel (Grammaire basque, Bayonne 1929, page 8-9) considers telative
clauses as being real genitive constructions. More precisely, he considers the relation
between a relative clause and its head noun phrase identical to that between a
genitive form and the noun phrase it modifies. From a semantic point of view, this
suggestion is quite plausible. We have:

Aitak irakurri duen liburua “The book that Father has read”
just like:

Aitaren liburua “Father’s book”.
And also:

Aitak irakurri duen liburu bat “A book that Father has read”
just like:

Aitaren liburu bat “A book of Fathet’s”.

Syntactically, the two constructions have several characteristics in common. Both
types of modifier precede the head, are linked to it by a suffix, do not admit
anything intercalated between them and the head, and do not occur with personal
pronouns as their head. (This last instance of parallel behavior between possessive
constructions and relative clause constructions is more apparent than real: the fact
that personal pronouns cannot be possessed (*sere g#, “*my you”) seems due to a
deep structural or semantic constraint, whereas I will show in a later section that the
absence of relative clauses on personal pronouns is merely a matter of surface
structure.)

There are languages (e.g. Chinese) where the same formative that functions as a
genitive matker also accompanies relative clauses. For Basque too, various authors
have identified the relative marker with the genitive marker. So I. Omaechevarria in
his book Euskera (Zarauz, 1959), page 11: “La -» de “zuek jaten dezute-N ogia’ es la
misma que la de “gure amare-N ogia”; por lo que puede traducirse: ‘el pan DE
vosotros coméis™ (The “#’ of ‘zuek jaten dezute-N ogia’ is the same as that of ‘gure
amare-N ogia”; one can therefore translate “the bread OF you are eating”.)

The French Bascologist René Lafon, howevet, points out correctly that the form
of the relative marker is -», a form different from that of the genitive: “Mais on ne
peut assimiler purement et simplement les formes verbales relatives aux formes
nominales de génitif, et voir dans les “propositions relatives™”, avec M. Gavel, “des



DE LINGUA VASCONUM 81

expressions qui sont en réalité des génitifs”. Le suffixe relatif est proprement -z e
de -en et I'a de -an sont des voyelles de liaison, dont 'emploi s’est sans doute étendu
a partir des cas ou il est phonétiquement nécessaire, comme dans dud-a-n “qui est eu
par moi”. L’indice du génitif est presque partout -en..” (Lafon, Le systéme du verbe
basqne an XVT siécle, Bordeaux 1943, I, pp. 457-458).

Lafon is refetting hete to the -ez of such forms as duen in (1), in contrast to du
in (1)b. I look upon this vowel -¢- and the -z- of some other forms a little differently
from Lafon. Although Bascologists so far have failed to recognize it, there is a lot
of evidence for the existence of a phonological rule of vowel truncation in final
position. I will briefly indicate some of the evidence. Assuming a final vowel
truncation rule provides an explanation for the fact that the same vowel shows up
with all three suffixes that can be added directly onto the finite verb. These suffixes
are: the relativizer -», the finite complementizer -/z and the now largely obsolete
suffix -7 “untl”, “while”. In Northern Guiptzcoa du gives duen, duela and dueflo, in
Southern Guiphzcoa du gives duan, duala and duaiie. Leaving Guiptzcoa for a
moment and turning to the valley of Roncal, we see that in the Roncalese dialect du
gives dion, diola and diolo. Roncalese has a rule by which # goes to i before a low
vowel (e.g. burn bat, “one head”, baria “the head”). This rule must be ordered after
vowel truncation: an instance of a bleeding order in the sense of Kiparsky. In
Roncalese, the underlying form of du is duo.

In Guiptzcoa, da gives dan, dala, dafio, but in all areas East of Guipizcoa
(including Roncal) we have the alternation: da, den, dela, defio. Again we find the same
vowel for all three suffixes. The alternation itself now becomes quite easy to handle:
da has as its underlying form dae, with the ¢ dropping by final vowel truncation; but
with a suffix added the rule cannot apply and we get den, dela, defio by an
independently motivated rule that reduces @ to ¢ For Guiptzcoan and Bizcayan the
underlying form is simply dea. (Michelena derives den from daen historically, but
analyses the latter as dat+en rather than as deetn, without giving any justification for
this analysis; FHV; p. 117). To get degu “you have it” and its relative form degun, we
can set up an underlying form deguu, or more simply, restrict vowel truncation to
low vowels, as it seems to be needed for z and ¢ (and in Roncalese also o) only.

Notice furthermore the alternation 4i# “he has it for me” and didazn “you have it
for me”, which we can now analyse as d + i + da + @ and d + i + da + 34, whete
d indicates a 3" person object,) 7 the presence of and indirect object, du a first
person singular (here as an indirect object; in other forms it can be agent also), @ a
third person agent, and z# a second person agent. (The absence of any plural
markers indicate that the direct object, the indirect object and the agent ate all
singular: hence the glosses given above.)) To the undetlying tepresentation dida,
vowel truncation and final obstruent devoicing apply, in the intrinsic order.

The relativized form of der “I have it” is dedan. Starting out from the undetlying
representation deda, the same rules as above will give the correct output.

) This statement reflects the traditional analysis, which I now no longer believe in. Actually, the
prefix d-, or rather da-, has the status of a present tense marker. See section 7 of my article “Nunc’
vasconice” (in this volume).
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We thus see that the facts are best handled if we assume that the undetlying
form of du is due (dua in Southern Guiplhzcoan, duwo in Roncalese), thus explaining
the relativized form dwen (duan in Southern Guiplzcoan, diow in Roncalese). As
Lafon recognizes, the underlying form of the relative marker is -z That this is
indeed so results from the following observation: All past tense vetb forms in
Basque end in -z When the relativizer is added to such forms, no formal change
results. Thus the string of segments Aifak irakurri uen liburna can be either a
sentence “Father read the book™ or a noun phrase “The book that Father read”. In
the latter case, what we must have is zuen + #» giving gwen. The relative marker,
therefore, does not contain an initial vowel.

It seems plausible to assume that the stress rules of Basque must be sensitive to
the underlying double consonant of past tense relativized forms, since with
polysyllabic auxiliaries we find a difference in intonation:

(3)a Gurasoak irakurri zaten liburua  “The parents read the book”.

(3)b Gurasoak irakurri zutén liburua  “The book that the parents read”.

#a Gu iltzera zetdrren gizona “The man was coming to kill us”.

@b  Gu iltzera zetorrén gizona “The man who was coming to kill us”.

The picture, however, is not as clear as it may seem at first sight. Intonational
phenomena in Guiptizcoan Basque are elusive in the extreme. No one knows what
the system of rules for stress assignment looks like; to date, not even observational
adequacy has been achieved. The difficulty is partly that the intonation can be
markedly different in neighboring villages all over the area, so that informants are
very unsure of themselves and are reluctant to make judgments about what
constitutes a correct intonation and what does not, and partly that stressed syllables
have very little acoustic prominence over the others, as contrasted with the stressed

syllables of Spanish, English or Russian. I will quote from L. Michelena, Foneética
histdrica vasca, Chapter 20:

.. en los dialectos centrales y occidentales, es decir, en las vatiedades mejor co-
nocidas y mas prestigiosas de la lengua, las diferencias de intensidad, altura y dura-
cién de unas silabas a otras son pequefias y dificiles de percibir. El valor distintivo
del acento es por otra parte reducido, puesto que hay excelentes gramaticas que no
lo mencionan siquiera. La versificacién, que en la poesia popular es inseparable del
canto, no lo tiene en cuenta, ni siquiera en suletino (Page 379).

(“... in the Central and Western dialects, that is to say, in the best known and
most prestigious varieties of the language, the differences in intensity, pitch and
duration from one syllable to the others are small and hard to perceive. The
phonemic value of the accent is, on the other hand, rather small, since there are
excellent grammars that do not even mention it. Versification, which in popular

poetry is inseparable from song, does not take it into account, not even in the
Souletin dialect.”)

To return now to our examples (3)a, b and (4)a, b, the following comments
must be made: First, there is no independent evidence that I am aware of that the
stress rules in Basque are sensitive to the presence of double consonants, or, more
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generally, of consonant clusters. Second, in relativized present tense forms, where
there is no underlying double final consonant, as a rule we also find final stress:*

(3)c Gurasoak irakurtzen dutén liburua
“The book that the patents read (or: are reading)”.

#c Gu iltzera datorrén gizona  “The man who is coming to kill us”.

Third, while final stress in relativized vetb forms is certainly the rule, exceptions
(i.e. cases where the final stress is not physically realized) do ocasionally occut.

Fourth, with even greater frequency, it happens that non-relativized verb forms
too get final stress.

We thus see that intonation is not a fool-proof means of distinguishing
relativized from non-relativized verb forms. Faced with this lack of a clear-cut
formal distinction between these forms, some native speakers feel the need to
disambiguate the construction. Thus, in many parts of Southern Guiptzcoa (e.g. in
Ormaiztegui), the suffix -(¢)ko is often added to relativized verb forms, especially to
past tense forms. This suffix -(¢)&s, which, in the absence of a better name, is often
called the “locative genitive”, serves to connect noun phrases to noun phrases in
nominal constructions: efxeko area “the door of the house” (etxe “house”, azz “doot”),
etxeko alaba “‘the daughter of the house” (alaba “daughter”), Bilboko eguraldia, “the
weather in Bilbao” (eguraldi “weather”), egun erdiko lana “a half day’s work™ (egun
“day”, erdi “half”’, lan “work™), bi milla jendeko erria “a village of two thousand
inhabitants” (b “two”, milla “thousand”, jende “people”, erri “village”). For the
speakers referred to above, the preferred rendering of the phrase “the book that
Father read” is: Aitak irakurri guaneko liburna. Examples can also be found in print:

(5)a Ordurik samurrena maiteari agur egin bear dioneko garaia izaten du (D.

Aguirre, Garoa, p. 233) “Its (i.e. love’s) most tender moment is when one
has to take leave from one’s beloved™

This example shows that -¢ko can be used with relativized present tense forms
(here dio-n), but its use with past tense forms seems to be more common.

(5)b Berak lepoa moztu-arazi zioneko Joan uraxe bera dala uste du.. (Lax
ebanjelioak, p. 82) “He thinks that it is that very same John whose head he

had had cut off” (Literally: (to) whom he had caused the throat to be cut
off).”6

(5)c  Noan berriro irten nintxoaneko etxe artara (Lau ebanjelioak, Luc. 11.24b)
“Let me go again to that house from which I left.””’

4 Although we have no documentary evidence for it, it is possible to assume that at one time only
past tense relativized forms had final stress, and that only later this stress pattern got extended to
present tense relativized forms by analogy.

5 Vocabulary: ords “time”, “moment”, “hout”; samur “tender”; ordurik samurrena “the most tcnder
moment”; maite “beloved”, agur egin “to say goodbye”, bear “need”, “neccs51ty garai “occasion”, “time”.

¢ Vocabulary: berz “he himself”, Jpo “neck”, mogtn “cut off”, amgi “cause (verb)”, uste du “he thinks”.

" Vocabulaty: noan “let me go™, berriro “again” irten “go out”, “leave”, efxe “house”.
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We saw that the shape of the relative marker is -#. As I have shown on page 336-
338 of my article “Is Basque an S.O.V. Language?” (FLT 1 (1969), 319-351), the
underlying form of the genitive marker is -7en, in older times possibly -en. Therefore,
the relativizer -# cannot be identified with the genitive suffix -7en.

It may be possible, however, to identify it with something else, namely with a
suffix -# that functions as the “Wh-complementizer”, to borrow a term introduced
by Joan W. Bresnan (“On Complementizers”, Foundations of Langnage 6 (1970) 297-
321). This suffix characterizes the finite vertb of embedded questions: (Glossary: Ey
“no”, “not; dakit “I know (it)”; noiy “when”; zergatik “why”; nolako ‘“‘what kind of”;
ger “what”; ikusi “see”; bear “need”; esan “tell”’; ari “be doing”.)

(6)a Ez dakit aitak liburua irakurti duen.

“I don’t know if Father has read the book”.

(6)b  Ez dakit aitak liburua noiz irakurti duen.
“I don’t know when Father read the book”.

(6)c Bz dakit aitak liburua zergatik irakurti duen.
“I don’t know why Father has read the book”.

(6)d Liburua nolakoa dan ikusi bear degu. “We must see what the book is like”.
(6)e Esaidazu zer ari zeran. “Tell me what you are doing”.

Direct questions do not allow this suffix:

(7)a  Aitak liburua irakurri al du? “Has Father read the book?”.

(b Aitak liburua noiz irakurri du? “When did Father read the book?”.
(7)c  Aitak liburua zergatik irakurti du?  “Why has Father read the book?”.
(7)d Libutua nolakoa da? “What is the book like?”.

(Me Zer ari zera? “What are you doing?”.

We obsetve that the Wh-complementizer -# does not fuse with the intetrogative
pronouns: (6)a contains the Wh-complementizer but no interrogative pronoun, the
other examples contain both. In (6) b we have noig “when”, in (6)c gergarik “why”,
in (6)d nolako (i.e. nola “how” together with the suffix (¢)ko) “what kind of”, and in
(6)e zer “what”.

We noted that in direct questions this complementizer is not overtly present. For
English, Bresnan has postulated a Complementizer Deletion rule. Cleatly, the facts
just given point to the necessity of such a rule in Basque. This necessity does not
depend on the truth of Bresnan’s claim that complementizers are part and parcel of
the deep structure of every sentence. A performative analysis of questions and
statements of the general type proposed by J. R. Ross (“On Declarative Sentences”.
In: R. Jacobs and P. S. Rosenbaum (eds.), Readings in English Transformational
Grammar) and ]. F. Sadock (“Hypersentences”. In: Papers in Linguistics, 1:2) will, in all
probability, also require a Complementizer deletion rule.

We have seen that we find the same suffix as a Wh-complementizer and as a re-
lative matker. Does this reveal a deep syntactic correlation between relatives and in-
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. terrogatives, or, does it, on the contrary, represent a sheer coincidence? A definitive
answer to this question, it seems to me, cannot be given on the basis of the Basque
facts alone. We have to know a lot mote about universal grammar than we do at
present, before we can answer this question confidently. Assuming, for the sake of
investigation, that we are not dealing with a case of purely accidental homonymy,
how can we account for these two quite different functions of the same suffix?

One possibility is to claim that the complements found in indirect questions ate
actually detived from relative clauses. This, however, seems to me rather unlikely.
First of all, I am unable to find a semantically plausible source along these lines for
an indirect yes-no question like (6)a. Secondly, although it may seem at first that
(6)b, (6)c and (6)e (but hardly (6)d) can be derived from telative clauses, namely,
from the Basque equivalents of:

(®) I don’t know the time that Father read the book.
(c) I don’t know the reason why Father has tead the book.
(e) Tell me the thing that you are doing.

a closer examination will show that this is not so.

A major obstacle to such an approach to indirect questions is furnished by the
simple observation that relative clause constructions are noun phrases, and that
some —if not most— of the verbs governing indirect questions do not take noun
phrase type complements in deep structure. In particular, (8)b, (8)c and (8)e, the
literal renderings of the English sentences (b), (c) and (e), are ungrammatical:

(8)b *Ez dakit aitak liburua irakurri duen ordua.
“I don’t know the time that Father read the book”.

(8)c *Ez dakit aitak liburua irakurri duen arrazoia.
“I don’t know the reason why Father has read the book”.

(8)e *Esaidazu ari zerana. “Tell me the thing that you ate doing”.
Contrast these with the grammatical sentences:

(8)f Ez naiz gogoratzen aitak liburua irakurti duen orduaz.
“I don’t remember the time that Father read the book”.

(8)g Ez naiz gogoratzen aitak liburua irakurti duen arrazoiaz.
“I don’t remember the reason why Father has read the book”.

(8)h Ez da gogoratuko ati zeranaz.
“He won’t remember the thing that you are doing”.

These data are explained when we assume that the verb jakin “know” with the
meaning it has in the examples under (6) does not allow noun phrases as objects,
while the verb gogoratn “remember” is subcategorized for noun phrases with the
instrumental postposition -g.

This is not to say that there are no cases in which jazkiz shows noun phrase ob-
jects in surface structure. Such objects, however, are highly restricted in nature, and

their occutrence is best accounted for by deletion processes acting on underlying
sentential objects.
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The most obvious examples of this are sentences like (8)i and (8)j, of which (8)k
and (8)], respectively, are exact paraphrases:

(8)i Ez dakit zure izena. “I don’t know your name”.
(8)j Ez dakit zure zuzenbidea ere. “I don’t know your address either”.

(8)k Ez dakit zure izena zetr dan.  “I don’t know what your name is”.

(8)] Ez dakit zure zuzenbidea zer dan ere.
“I don’t know what your address is either”.

Deriving (8)i from (8)k and (8)j from (8)l is not only semantically appropriate,
but it also permits to explain the otherwise mysterious fact that we do not get
sentences like (8)m and (8)n:

(8)m *Ez dakit zure txirringa. “I don’t know your bike”.
(8)n *Ez dakit zure emaztea. “I don’t know your wife”.

(8)m and (8)n are ungrammatical because their only sources are (8)o and (8)p,
and these sentences are themselves ungrammatical.

(8)o *Ez dakit zure txirringa zer dan. “*I don’t know what your bike is”.
(®)p *Ez dakit zure emaztea zer dan. ‘“*I don’t know what your wife is”.

The latter sentence, of course, is grammatical in the reading where it asks for the
profession, the status or the role of “your wife”. In that reading, however, (8)p does
not reduce to (8)n. Thus, the deletion process has to distinguish between a question
asking for identification, as in (8)k and (8)], and a question asking for a property, as
in the grammatical reading of (8)p. Moreover, only identifying questions with ger
“what” can reduce in this way, not identifying questions with geiz “which™: (8)q is
grammatical, but it does not reduce to (8)m:

(8)q Ez dakit zure txirringa zein dan “I don’t know which is your bike”.

The deletion of ger dan “what is” is governed not just by the lexical verb jazkin,
but also by a whole collection of semantically related verbs. Among them are:
gogoraty “‘remember”, aagtn “forget”, ikasi “leatn”, irakatsi “teach”, esan “tell”.
Presumably, all these verbs contain a prelexical element JAKIN in their semantic
representations. Therefore, the deletion is either prelexical or linked to the prelexical
item JAKIN by a derivational constraint.®

In another set of examples, certain abstract nouns, generally deverbal, and also
demonstrative, interrogative and indefinite pronouns are found as surface noun
phrase objects of jakin and related verbs:

(8)r Ez dakit nere ikaskaia “I don’t know my lesson”.

8 As Prof. J. R. Ross has pointed out to me, this is not necessarily the case. The transformation in
question may prove to be applicable to some class of verbs definable in general terms, such as, e.g. non-
emotive factives.
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(8)s Ez dakit ijito orren berririk “I don’t know anything about that gypsy”.
(Literally: “I don’t know any news of that

£Psy”)
(8t Ez al dakizu ori? “Don’t yoy know that?”
(8)u Zuk zer dakizu? “What do you know?”
(8)v Ez dakizu ezer “You don’t know anything”.

In these examples, a sentential source for the object noun phrase does not
readily suggest itself. Still, I do not consider them genuine counter-examples. The
object pronouns in (8)t, (8)u and (8)v refer to something that must be propositional,
and in (8)r the verb jakin seems to have a somewhat different meaning than in the
other examples. Strong evidence in favor of the exclusion of noun phrase objects in

deep structure is the fact that jzkin, unlike gogoratu, never takes animate objects, even
in surface structure. Thus we get:

(8)w Zutaz gogoratzen naiz. “I remember you”.

But jakin can never be used this way. To translate the English sentence “I know
you” none of the following will do:

(8)x *Ba zazkit.
Ba is an affirmative particle. We will discuss it presently.

With the object g# “you” in focus position in front of the verb, we do not get:
*Zn zazkit. Nor do we get a periphrastic construction: ¥akiten zaitut.
A different verb egagnin “be acquainted with” must be used:

(8)y Ezagutzen zaitut. “I know you”.
(8)z Ez det zure emaztea ezagutzen. “I don’t know your wife”.

If the verb jiakin could take noun phrases at all as objects as the deepest level, we
would be hard put to explain why animate objects should be excluded, since the
meaning of the verb would make it equally applicable to animate and inanimate objects.

An even stronger argument is contained in the obsetvation that the idiomatic
translation of “I know Basque” is not Ba dakit euskera (enskera “the Basque lan-
guage”) as we might expect, but rather:

(8)# Ba dakit euskeraz. “I know Basque”.
The -3 of euskerag is the insttumental ending, charactetistic of manner adverbials:
(8)% Oinez etorri naiz. “I have come on foot”.

Combined directly with jakin, a manner adverbial does not seem to make sense. I
claim, however, that jzkin must always have a sentential object, and I propose as a
source:

(8)% Ba dakit euskeraz itz egiten. “I know how to talk Basque”.
(irz “word”; egin “do”, “make”; iy egin “make words”, i.e. “talk”).
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(8)% is synonymous with (8)#, and the manner adverbial is approptiate here:
“talk in Basque”, that is, “talk in the Basque way”.

Accepting the claim I made about the subcategorization of jakin, of course,
immediately rules out (8)b and (8)c as sources for (6)b and (6)c, as the only way that
sentences like (8)b and (8)c could ever atise —this in the event that, at least (8)b is
grammatical for some speakers— would be as transforms of (6)b and (6)c. That is,
some relative clauses are derived from indirect questions, rather than vice versa.

If we do not accept it, and do believe that the verb jakin can take noun phrase
objects in undetlying structute, there is room for further discussion. We have seen
that (8)b and (8)c are ungrammatical. This alone is not sufficient reason to preclude
their appearance in the detivation of (6)b and (6)c. It could indeed be that the
conversion of (8)b and (8)c into (6)b and (6)c, respectively, is obligatory. However,
there are solid arguments against this analysis that have nothing to do with the
ungrammaticality of (8)b and (8)c. In fact, to simplify the exposition, I will assume
that there are speakers for whom at least (8)b is grammatical.

The first argument applies to indirect yes-no questions omnly. There is a particle
ba in Basque, which appears in utterances in which the focus is not on any of the

noun phrases in the sentence, but on the modality of the sentence, on its truth
value, so to say.

(9)a Aita ba al dator? —Bai, aita ba dator.
“Is Father coming?” —“Yes, Father’s coming”.

In both the queston and the answer, the focus is not on the subject (ie. the
question is not equivalent to: “Is it Father who is comingr”), rather, the subject is
taken for granted and the truth of the proposition itself is being questioned or
asserted. This is in contrast to a sentence like:

b  Aita al dator? -—Bai, aita dator.
“Is Father coming?” —“Yes, Father is coming”.

The question in (9)b but not that in (9)a can be rephrased as: Zein dator? Aita?
Who’s coming? Father?

The absence of bz in (9)b indicates that the constituent immediately in front of
the verb (note that the question particle 4/ like ba itself, is a proclitic to the verb),
here the subject aifa, is the focus of the utterance. Normally, the particle bz occurs
only with synthetic (i.e. non-periphrastic) vetb forms. “Father has come” is Etorri da
aita, not *Elorri ba da aita. Bxceptionally, it is possible to say: .Aita ba da etorri. “Father
hds come”,

“Unicamente en tono de disputa se contesta a frases como Eg da etorri con Ba da
etorvi...” (Severo de Altube, De sintaxis euskérica, San Sebastian, 1920, Chapter III, (4))
“Only in 2 quatrelsome tone of voice is it possible to answer sentences like Eg da
etorri (“He hasn’t come”) with Bz da etorri (He hds come) ..”.

This ba, now, can occur in indirect yes-no questions:

(9c Ez dakigu ba datorren ala ez.
~ “We don’t know whether he is coming or not”
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But, ba never occurs in relative clauses:

(9)d Datozrren jjitoa ez datorrenaren anaia da.
“The gypsy who is coming is the brother of the one who is not coming”.

We do not get bz here, although we might have expected it because of the
contrast between “the gypsy who is coming” and “the one who is not coming’:

(9% *Ba datorren ijitoa ez datorrenaren anaia da.

The fact that ba occurs in indirect questions but not in relative clauses® presents
a problem for a theory that tries to derive the former from the latter.

Can we explain why b4a is excluded from relative clauses? The reason is, I believe,
that b2 would be totally redundant in that context. Relative clauses are always
presupposed to be true; thus, b4, as an affirmative particle, has nothing new to add to
the content of the embedded proposition. The fact that relative clases are presupposed
to be true, while indirect questions are never presupposed to be true, is, of course, in
itself a powerful argument against deriving indirect questions from relative clauses.

The second argument is somewhat similar to the first, except that it applies to all
indirect questions, not just to yes-no questions. The modal particle oz, glossable as
“perhaps”, can occur in all kinds of questions, but does not occut in relative clauses:

(10)a Aitak liburua irakurti ote du?  “Has Father perhaps read the book?”.

(10)b Ez dakit aitak liburua irakurti ote duen.
“I don’t know if Father has by some chance read the book™.

(10)c Aitak libutua noiz irakurti ote du?
“When did Father ever read the book?”

(10)d Ez dakit aitak liburua noiz irakurri ote duen.
“I don’t know when Father ever read the book™.

(10)e Aitak libutua zergatik irakurri ote du?
“Why has Father ever read the book?”

(10)f Ez dakit aitak libutua zergatik irakurri ote duen.
“I don’t know why Father ever read the book”.

But certainly not?’

(10)g *Ez dakit aitak liburua irakurri ote duen ordua.
“*1 don’t know the time that Father ever read the book”.

9 As I explained ecatlier, (10)g and (10)h ate alteady ungrammatical, even without the ofe. But, with
gogoratn “remember”, which does take noun phrase complements, we also do not get:
(a) *Ez naiz gogoratzen aitak libutua irakurti ote duen orduaz.
“I don’t remember the time that Father pethaps read the book”.
(b) *Ez naiz gogoratzen aitak liburua irakurti ote duen atrazoiaz.
“I don’t remember the reason why Father perhaps read the book”.
b Dr. Eusebio Osa Unamuno, in his 1988 dissertation Euskararen bitgordena disputes this claim citing
examples of relativized verb forms prefixed with ba-. (Op. cit. p. 164). Example (9)e. however, is
rejected by everyone I have asked.
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(10)h *Ez dakit aitak liburua irakurri ote duen arrazoia.
“I don’t know the reason why Father ever read the book”.

As relative clause constructions such as (8)b and (8)c do not admit o (witness
the ungrammaticality of (10)g and (10)h), and indirect questions such as (G)b and
(6)c do admit it (as in (10)d and (10)f, it must follow that indirect questions cannot
be derived from relative clauses.

It is possible to contest the cogency of this argument concerning ofe. The
reasoning might go as follows. The force of the argument just given resides in the
claim that the deep structure of indirect questions must be significantly different
from that of relative clauses, because o occurs in the former, but not in the latter.
That is, it is assumed that the exclusion of of¢ from relative clauses is a deep
structure fact, presumably connected with the meaning that relative clauses have.
However, it appears that the exclusion of of is not due to semantics, as can be
infetred from the fact that it has synonyms that do occur in relative clauses: gpika,
bearbada and omenean, which all can be glossed as “pethaps”.

Etymologically, bearbada is bear ba-da “if it is necessary”, but it is now used
idiomatically in the meaning of “perhaps”. Onenean is literally on-en-ean “at best”, but,
doubtlessly under the influence of the Spanish phrase @ & meor, its meaning is often
weakened to that of “perhaps”. All of these can occur inside relative clauses:

(10)i Apika Europako gaizkillerik aundiena dan gizona Madrilen bizi da.
“The man who is perhaps the greatest ctiminal in Eutope lives in Madrid”.!0

(10)j Egunen batean bearbada nere emaztea izango dan emakumea etorriko da
gaur gu ikustera.!!

“The woman who perhaps one day will be my wife will come today to see us”.

(10)k Ta aiek onenean egingo diguten kalteaz zer?
“And what about the damage that they will perthaps cause us?”

Therefore, so the reasoning might continue, we can still derive indirect questions
from relative clauses, if we assume that sentences like (10)g and (10)b are, in
principle, grammatical, and, therefore, can underly (10)d and (10)f, but are thrown
out at the end by a surface structure constraint.

The surface structure constraint in question will be one that disallows proclitic
elements from appearing inside relative clauses. The following particles are all
proclitics, and none of these particles occur inside relative clauses: bz “affirmative”;
omen “reportedly”; al “question marker”; ote “perhaps”, ba “conditional”. Examples:

torti ba diran jjitoak pozik egongo dira
10)l *Etorri ba diran ijitoak pozik egongo dir
“The gypsies who have come will be happy”.
(ito “gypsy”, pog-ik egon “be in a state of happiness”).

10 Vocabulary: gaigkille “criminal”, aundi “big”’, gaigkillerik aundiena “‘the biggest criminal”. bizi “to
live”. .
1 Vocabulary: egnn “day”, egunen batean “on some day”, emagte “wife”, gaur “today”, gu “us”, ikustera
“to see”.
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(10)m *Etorti omen diran ijitoak pozik egongo dira®
“The gypsies, who, reportedly have come, will be happy”.

(10)n *Etorri al diran ijitoak pozik egongo dira.
“*The gypsies, who have they come? will be happy”.

(10)o *Etorri ote diran ijitoak pozik egongo dira®
“The gypsies, who maybe have come, will be happy”.

(10)p *Pozten naiz etorti ba diran jjitoak pozik egongo dira
“¥The gypsies who I am glad if they have come will be happy”.

Thus, so the reasoning concludes, there is an independently motivated surface
structure constraint against of¢ in relative clauses, which makes the examples
containing of completely irrelevant to the issue of the deep structure origin of
indirect questions.

I firmly disagree with this alleged counter-argument, for the following reasons:

1) There is no constraint against proclitics appearing inside relative clauses, as
demonstrated by the occurrence of the —cleatly proclitic— negation particle eg
inside relative clauses:

(10)q Etotti ez diran ijitoak pozik egongo dira
“The gypsies who have not come will be happy”.

The ungrammaticality of examples (10)], (10)m, (10)n, (10)o and (10)p can be
explained without reference to the proclitic character of the particles contained in
them. The ungrammaticality of (10)] has already been explained, with the help of the
observation that the truth of a relative clause is always presupposed. The same
observation will also account for the ungrammaticality of (10)m: omen explicitly
relieves the speaker from all responsability for the truth of the sentence containing
it. This sentence, therefore, cannot be presupposed to be true, and hence cannot
function'? as a relative clause. (10)n is ungrammatical in English as well: intertogative
sentence cannot occur as relative clauses, the reason being, once again, that the truth
of a relative clause is invariably presupposed. Sentence (10)o, the one containing o,
is, as I will argue under 2), ungrammatical for the same reason as (10)n is. (10)p is
ungrammatical in English too; hence the fact that conditional ba is a proclitic in Basque
is shown to be irrelevant.

It turns out, therefore, that there is no independently motivated surface structure
constraint against proclitics in relative clauses.

12 Prof. J. R. Ross has pointed out that this cannot be the whole story. In English, we do get
sentences like: “The gypsies, who have allegedly come, will be happy”. Here, the relative clause which is
presupposed to be true is not “The gypsies have come”, but: “It is alleged that the gypsies have come”.
Why a similar interpretation is not possible for (10)m remains unexplained.

9 Investigations by B. Oihartzabal and E. Osa Unamuno have shown that sentences like (10)m are
fully acceptable to quite a few speakers. Oihartzabal also cites ...mogkorta omen zinen arrats hartan, “that
evening that you allegedly got drunk”. (See, Oihartzabal, Les relatives in basque, p. 48).
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2) While apika, bearbada, onenean and ofe can all be glossed as “pethaps”, there ate
syntactic differences between them, which are likely to go back to the deep structure
level. Of little importance for us is the fact that onenean is restricted to assertions:

(10)r Onenean azaldu da. “Perhaps he has shown up”.
(10)s *Onenean azaldu al da? “Has he perhaps shown up?”.
(10)t *Azaldu al da onenean? “Has he pethaps shown up?”.
Compare:

(10)u Azaldu al da bearbada? “Has he pethaps shown up?”.

Important for us is, however, the fact that ofg, but not bearbada, or apika, (See
+ (10)u) is incompatible with the question marker a/:

(10)v *Azaldu al ote da? “*Has he, maybe, shown up?”
(10)yw *Azaldu ote al da? “*Has he, maybe, shown up?”.

Furthermore, the presence of oz in a main clause automatically turns the sen-
tence into a question. Compare:

(10)x Bearbada azaldu da. “Perhaps he has shown up”.
(10)y Azaldu ote da? “Has he perhaps shown up?”.

Ore, therefore, is similar to @/ in a way that bearbada is not. Ofe has a true
interrogative force, which is precisely the reason why it is excluded from relative
clauses. In the face of these considerations the counter-argument collapses and the
original argument goes through.

A third argument against deriving indirect questions from relative clauses is
contained in the following obsetvation: In inditect questions oraindik can mean
“more”, “else”, but in relative clauses it can only mean “still”:

(11)a Ez dakit aitak liburua noiz oraindik irakurti duen.

“I don’t know when else Father has read the book”.

(11)b *Ez dakit aitak liburua oraindik irakurti duen ordua'
“*I don’t know the time when Father has still read the book™.

The last argument that I will present here is that indirect questions sometimes
allow more than one interrogative constituent. Thetre are no corresponding relative
clauses:

13 (11)b is already ungrammatical, because jakiz does not take noun phrase complements. With
gogoraty “temember” instead of jakin, however, the sentence is ungrammatical, too:
*Ez naiz gogoratzen aitak libutua oraindik irakurri duen orduaz.
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(12)a Ez dakit liburua zeifiek noiz irakurtzen duen.
“I don’t know who reads the book when”.

(12)b Ez dakit libutua zeifiek zergatik irakurtzen duen.
“I don’t know who reads the book for what reason”.

But not:14

(12)c *Ez dakit liburua zeifiek irakuttzen duen ordua.
“«I don’t know the time who read the book”.

(12)d *Ez dakit liburua zeifiek itakurtzen duen atrazoia.
“*I don’t know the reason why who tead the book™.

In order to show that sentences like (12)a and (12)b are not uncommon in
Basque, I will now quote some examples of double questions found in texts. The
first example is taken from a Souletin text, the book Onsa hileco bidia, published in
Orthez, 1666; the second example is from a Labourdin story book, published in
Bayonne 1929; the last three examples are from Guipuzcoan.

(12)e Harén kontré, nork zer erranen du? Nork zer eginen du? (J. de Tartas,
Onsa hilceco bidia, page 2)'3
“Against him, who will say what? Who will do what?”,

(12)f Hehorrek hire burua funditu balimbaduk, notk zer hoben dik beraz? (Jean

Barbier, lehtorio michterio, p. 10, quoted by Ernst Lewy, “Elementare Syntax
des Baskischen”, Kleine Schriften, p. 537)1
“If you have injured yourself, who is then to blame for what?”.

(12)g Nik zer dakit, ba, not nun dabillen? (D. Aguitte, Garoa, p. 156)"7
“What, then, do I know who’s walking where?”.

(12)h Joanes’ek ez zekian zer esan, zet egin ta zet noti agindu (D. Aguirre, Garog,
P 161)8

«  “Joanes didn’t know what to say, what to do or what to command whom
(to do)”.

14 Since (12)c and (12)d are already ungrammatical for other reasons, (Cf. footnote 9)), I should
point out that-we do not get the corresponding sentences with gogoratu “semember”, either:

* Bz naiz gogoratzen liburua zeifiek irakurtzen duen orduaz.

“I don’t remember the time who read the book™.
* Bz naiz gogoratzen liburua zeifiek irakurtzen duen atrazoiaz.
“I don’t remember the redson why who teads the book”.

Thus, (12)c and (12)d are ungrammatical for more than one reason.

15 The relevant part of example (12)e is: nork zer ervanen du? “Who what will say?”, and nork ger eginen
du? “Who what will do?” In the Guipuzcoan dialect the word for “who” is gein, but in all other dialects,
the word for “who” is nor, ergative form nork.

16 The relevant part of example (12)f is: nork ger hoben dik? “who what blame has?”

17 The relevant part of example (12)g is: nor nun dabil? “who where is walking?”.

18 The televant part of example (12)h is: ger #ori agindn “what to-whom to-command”.
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12)i Orregatik bearrezkoa det jakin nork eta nundik zenbat diru biali didan.
g ]
(From a letter to the author written by J. M. Zulaika, dated april 3, 1962)"?

“That’s why I have to know by whom and from where how much money
was sent to me”.d

Examples (12)g, (12)h and (12)i are indirect questions. It seems clear that there are
no relative clause constructions that they could derive from. I have found one sen-
tence, which, at first sight, may be thought of as a counter-example to my claim that
there can be no question words inside relative clauses:

(12)j ..nork zer esango dionari biziro begiratu gabe... (La# ¢hanjelioak, p. 116)
“... without paying too much attention to who will say what to him...”.

Sentence (12)j looks suspiciously like a free relative clause, such as, e.g:

(12)k Esan dionari biziro begiratu gabe...
“Without paying too much attention to that which he has said to him...”.

I will discuss free relative clauses in a later section of this thesis. However, (12)j
is not a free relative. Rather, it is an example of a sentence in which an indirect
question (nork ger esango dion “who will say what to him”) is treated as a noun
phrase, as we can see from the fact that it carries the definite article - and the
dative postposition -7s.

What has happened here is that a noun phrase nork ger esango dion has been
derived from the sentence mork ger esango dion by quoting: “Nor ger esango dion’-ari
biziro begiratn gabe... This accords well with the meaning of the sentence, and, of
course, the vetb begiraty “look”, “pay attention to”, “watch out for” does take
indirect questions as complements:

(12)1 Nola egiten dezun begiratu bear dezu
“You must pay attention to how you do it”.

The last two arguments were adapted from C. Leroy Baker, who discussed the
differences between indirect questions and relative clauses in English in section II of
his article “Notes on the Description of English Questions”, Foundations of Language 6
(1970), 197-219. For all these reasons, then, it seems out of the question that indirect

19 The relevant patt of example (12)i is: nundik genbat dirn biali didan “from-whete how-much money
(he)-has-sent-to-me”; didan is dida (surface form: diz) plus the Wh-complementizer.

d) 1t is easy to find more examples of double questions in Basque literature:

Eta gure prestutasunes, ohoreag eta aitcineco eta ondoco, fama on famatuag, norc cer erranen du? (Ax. Gero, 5),
“And concerning your integtity, honot, and the farfamed reputation of your forbears and heirs, who will
say what?”. Nor nor den nork ezagun? Mogel, P. Ab. 95), “Who can recognize who is who?”. Berak
agintzen du non er lan egin (D. Aguitre, Garoa, 365), “He orders where to do what work”. Holakorik
egundaino nork non ikusi du sekulan? (J. Barbier, Sup. xok. 94), “Who has ever seen such a thing where?”.
Bere kegka gnstia: ama nor non uen jakitea (G. Garate, NY. 29), “His whole concern: to know who (and)
where was his mothet. Borty honetan nondik nork ogiz ase jende hori? (Mk. 8.4.; Léon), “From whence would
who satisfy those people with bread in this desert?”. Similarly in the version published by Ezkila: Nork
nundik ogiz aserzen abalko ditu, hemen, bagter leku huntan.
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questions ate detived from relative clauses in Basque. Rather, the conclusion must be
that the suffix -# is basically a complementizer, and that its occurrence in relative
clauses, if not accidental, must be accounted for by its function as a complementizer.
Complementizers in Basque always take the form of suffixes to the verb, finite or
non-finite. Now, in sutface structure, the verb need not be final, but, as I have argued
in my article “Is Basque an S.O.V. Languager” (FL171 (1969), 319-351), Basque is
verb-final on a deeper level. Complementizers, then, otiginate or are inserted at the
end of their clauses, and then become enclitics to the verb while it is still final in the
sentence. In relative clauses, but not in most other subordinate clauses, the verb must

also be final in surface structure. This leads to the following picture of the relative
clause in Basque:

Diagram (1)

This result is in line with the conception of the English relative clause adopted
by J. E. Emonds in his dissertation Roor and Structure-Preserving Transformations, which
also underlies recent work by J. W. Bresnan. The advantages of this conception for
English are brought out by the following quote from Emonds:

Many grammatians have held that #haz is not a relative pronoun when it
introduces relative clauses, but rather the same particle that introduces other (non-
relative) dependent clauses. In this view, an NP or a PP replaces COMP (the
morpheme hat in most clauses) by means of the % fronting rule. Such an analysis
accords the same status to all S-introductory #hat’s, explains why prepositions never
precede #hat even though they precede other relative pronouns, and limits relative
pronouns to being a subset of the Wh question words (J. E. Emonds, Root and
Structure Preserving Transformations, Section IV.2.1).



96 RUDOLF P. G. DE RIJK

Indeed, a similar observaton was made by Otto Jespersen in 1924:

... it may be questioned whether English #a# is not the conjunction rather than
a pronoun; compare the possibility of omitting #bar: “I know the man (that) you
mentioned” and “I know (that) you mentioned the man”, and the impossibility of
having a preposition before #at: “the man that you spoke about” as against “the
man about whom you spoke” (O. Jespersen: The Philssophy of Grammar, Chapter VI,
p. 85).

I am making no claim here that diagram (1) represents, or even approximates the
deep structure, or semantic representation, of relative clause constructions. All I
claim is that relative clause constructions look like diagram (1) at some —probably
fairly late— stage of their derivation. Although I will have no detailed proposal to
make in that direction, we will see later on that there are indications that a structure
containing conjoined sentences is relevant to the derivation of relative clauses at a
deeper level.

Having accepted the idea that complementizers are to be expected universally as
the most natural linking elements between a relative clause and its head, we must
conclude that, apparently, languages may differ as to what particular complementizer
(or complementizers) they choose to use for that purpose. While the complementizer
used in English is mainly the unmarked complementizer #baz in Basque, it is the
Wh-complementizer -z ,

Incidentally, the English complementizer for... 20 and -ing are also able to connect
relative clauses to their heads, as shown by the following sentence:

For a bachelor wanting to meet a lot of gitls, the thing to do is to buy a red
sports caf.

This sentence cannot be derived by ordinary relative clause reduction, since the
supposedly unreduced form

*For a bachelor who is wanting to meet a lot of gitls, the thing that is to do is
to buy a red sports car.

is ungrammatical, and relative clause reduction in English is always optional.

While one difference between Basque relative clauses and English relative clauses
resides in the choice of the complementizer and does not seem predictable from
more general chatracteristics of Basque grammar, another difference, the fact that
Basque relative clauses show no movement but rather deletion of the procedent (i.e.
the lower coreferential noun phrase) can be plausibly considered to fall under the
range of an implicational universal. What remains unclear, however, is just what the
implicans of this universal is to be. Different authours differ indeed as to what
other feature of grammatical structure they deem the lack of such a movement rule
to be most closely connected with.

For C. Leroy Baker, the absence of a rule moving relativized constituents is
cotrelated with the position of the clause in front of the modified noun phrase, ie.
pteceding its head, rather than following it, as in English (C. L. Baker, “Notes on
the Description of English Questions”, Foundations of Language 6 (1970), p. 209).
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For J. W. Bresnan, the lack of movement follows from the clause-final position
of the complementizer (J. W. Bresnan, “On Complementizers”, Foundations of
Language 6 (1970), p. 317 ££).20

For AM. Schwartz, the absence of a movement rule for relativized constituents
follows from the absence of a rule moving Wh elements in questions; this itself being
a necessary property of verb-final languages. (A. M. Schwartz, “General Aspects of
Relative Clause Formation”, Working Papers in Linguistic Universals, December 1971,
Stanford University).

None of the authors offer a convincing argument in favor of their respective
claims. Basque, having all three of the properties that are claimed to be relevant,
cannot setve as a test case. Some language other than Basque, but sharing some of
its characteristics, will have to provide the ctrucial evidence needed to settle the
issue. This, however, cannot be attempted here.

Returning now for a moment to the genitive suffix -7en, I should mention that
the possibility of some relationship between it and the complementizer -# is not to
be ruled out. Indeed, as R. Lafon notes in this connection, there is a variant form of
the genitive, the suffix -7, which is used —obligatorily and only— with singular
personal pronouns and with gu “we”: mere “my”, ire “thy”, gure “your (sg.)”, gare
“out”, bere “his (own)”; but: guen “your (plural)” and beren “their (own)”. Lafon, who
takes the suffix to have been -¢ rather than -7¢, adds:

Il est possible que -¢ ait été a date trés ancienne l'indice de génitif commun 2
tous les noms, et qu’il ait été renforcé, dans les substantifs, les adjectifs et la
plupart des pronoms, par I'addition de -#, suffixe trés général servant 4 marquer la
relation de déterminant a déterminé. (R. Lafon, Le systéme du verbe basque an XVF siécle;
I, p. 458).

The segmentation -7e-# and the identification of the final segment of this with
the relativizer have considerable plausibility, as possessive modifiers are generally
assumed by transformational grammarians to be derived from relative clauses.

For a transformational treatment relating possessives to relative clauses in the
Australian languages Dyirbal and Gumbaingar, see R. M. W. Dixon: “Relative
Clauses and Possessive Phrases in Two Australian Languages”, Lg 45 (1969), 35-44.
I quote from page 38:

The relation between a possessive phrase and the noun it qualifies could be
treated as an additional syntactic relation. But it can more revealingly be treated as
a special instance of the relative clause construction.

" Understandably, the particular transformations that Dixon proposes are quite
tentative and cannot be generalized easily to fit unrelated languages. The attempt to
derive possessive constructions from relative clauses is cettainly not absurd; yet, I do
not feel justified in proposing specific rules to this effect for Basque, as long as

there is no explanation for the exceptional behavior displayed by the personal
pronouns.

2 Prof. K. L. Hale has informed me that Navaho constitutes a counter-example to this claim.
Navaho has clause-final complementizers, yet, it has a rule that moves Wh constituents.
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We noted that two of the personal pronouns do have a genitive ending in -»:
guek “you all” and berak “they (themselves)”. For guek, the fact that it has a regular
genitive (guen “your (plural)”, is, no doubt, due to its being a relatively modern
creation. Z# (genitive gure) which is now the polite second person singulat, used to
be a form for the second person plural, as is evidenced by the verbal morphology.
Two paradigms will serve to illustrate this:

n-a-tor: I am coming

a-tor: Thou are coming (familiar 2-nd petson)
d-a-tor: He is coming

g-a-toz: We are coming

z-a-toz: You are coming (singular)

z-a-toz-te:  You all are coming

d-a-toz: They are coming.

Here the form gafog (from g-a-for-g) shows the suffix -z, indicating a plural
subject in an intransitive verb form. The form gafogze “you all are coming” is formed
from gatog by adding another plural marker -z This -# is borrowed from the
morphology of transitive verbs, where it indicates plurality of the agent. (E.g. dakar
“he is bringing it”, dakarte “they are bringing it”, du “he has it”, dute “they have it”).

The second paradigm shows forms of the type na# “he has me”, which occur
mainly as auxiliaries in periphrastic verb froms, as in ikusi nan “He has seen me”.

n-a-u: He has me

a-u: He has thee (familiar 2-nd person)
d-u: He has him

g-a-it-w: He has us

z-a-it-u: He has you (singular)
z-a-it-u-te:  He has you all
d-it-u: He has them

In this paradigm the morpheme -i# indicates plurality of the direct object. Again,
the polite second person form gwit# is morphologically plural. The new plural second
person form guitue has the plural marker -2 mentioned above. A variant form gwitue
with a plural marker -¢ also exists.

As we see from these paradigms, when the original second person plural was
reinterpreted as singular, the morphology did not change. If it had, we would have
gotten *zan (like a# “he has thee”) instead of guifu. Sporadically, however, this
restructuring did happen, and forms like ga#t (instead of zaiuz) “I have you” are
attested in the South-Eastern subdialect of Bizcayan, e.g. in Mondragén (geo-
graphically in Guiptzcoa) and in Aramayona (geographically in Alava).

As to beren “their own” versus bere “his own”, the following remark by P.
Lafitte may be taken as corroborating Lafon’s conjecture that the final -# of genitives
originated as a reinforcement of an earlier construction with ¢ instead of -7en:

La différence entre bere ‘son’, et berem, ‘leur’, est, semble-t-il, assez récente.
Beaucoup d’auteurs traduisent ‘sien’ et ‘leur’ par bere et ne font de beren qu’un
intensif de bere. (P. Lafitte, Grammaire basque, § 211.11).
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Summary to chapter 2

In this chapter, we investigated the internal structure of relative clauses in
Basque. The discussion culminated in considering the structure of diagram (1) on
page 50 as the most plausible candidate for the shallow structure of relative clauses.

The telative marker -» (not a relative pronoun) is different from the genitive
marker -7en, but it is homophonous with the Wh-complementizer -z ‘

Arguments have been given that indirect questions, which are characterized by
this complementizer, cannot be derived from relative clauses. I have not discussed
the reverse possibility, because I see no way of explaining the relative marker -# in a
relative clause construction like: Jkusi dedan gigona ardo-zaka da (“The man whom I
have seen loves wine”) by means of some kind of interrogative construction.

There is no Wh-movement in Basque: the relativized noun phrase in the con-
stituent sentence is deleted rather than moved.

Chapter 3. Relativizability

After the general considerations that have occupied us so far, we will now
examine a variety of examples, and try to find out what restrictions there are on the
process of relative clause formation. Not surprisingly, there ate no restrictions
whatsoever on the function of what we have called the “postcedent” in the main
clause, witness the following examples. Sentence (13) Irakasleak guztia daki. “The
teacher knows everything” can be embedded as a relative clause on the noun rakask
“teacher” regardless of the role of the latter in the main clause. So we get:

(13)a Guztia dakien irakaslea ez da gaur etortiko. _
“The teacher who knows everything will not come today”.

(13)b Guztia dakien irakaslea lendakari izendatu zuten.
“They made president the teacher who knows everything”.

(13)c Guztia dakien irakasleak esan du.
“The teacher who knows everything has said it”.

Since esan “say” is a transitive verb, its subject irakaska receives the ergative
suffix -&£ The subject, of course, is not just /7zkaska “the teachet”, but gugtia dakien
irakaslea “the teacher who knows everything”.

(13)d Guztia dakien irakasleari eman bear diogu gure dirua.
“We must give our money to the teacher who knows everything”.

(Like its English translation (13)e is ambiguous as to who it is who knows
everything, the teacher or his wife.)

(13)e Guztia dakien irakaslearen emaztea bildur da.
“The wife of the teacher who knows everything is afraid”.

(13)f Guztia dakien irakaslearentzat ekarti det au.
“T have brought this for the teacher who knows everything”.
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(13)g Guztia dakien irakaslearengatik ez nintzan etorri.
“I didn’t come because of the teacher who knows everything”.

(13)h Guztia dakien irakaslearengandik ikasi det ori.
“I have learned that from the teacher who knows everything”.

We will now go on to consider the syntactic role of the procedent in the
constituent sentence, that is, inside the relative clause. Let the clause to be em-
bedded be (14):

(14) Gizonak txakurra jo du. “The man has hit the dog”.

We can then derive either (14)a or (14)b, according to which noun we take as a
postcedent: gizona “the man” or fxakurra “the dog™

(14)a Txakurra jo duen gizona gaiztoa da.
“The man who has hit the dog is bad”.

(149)b Gizonak jo duen txakurra gaiztoa da.
“The dog that the man has hit is bad”.

As we saw carlier in our discussion of sentence (1)c, unstressed personal pronouns
that are in an agreement relation with the verb are normally deleted. Perhaps we
should rather say that they ate incorporated into the auxiliary or finite verb. Sentence
(15), then, containes no overt pronoun, just the past participle jo of the verb jo “hit”
(In Basque, the citation form of verbs is the past participle, the shortest of the non-
finite verb forms) and the auxiliary d» “has”. This form of the auxiliary indicates a
third person singular agent, and a third person singular direct object.

(15) Gizona jo du. “He (she, it) has hit the man”.
(15) can be embedded as a relative clause to gizone “the man™:
(15)a Jo duen gizona aundia da. “The man whom he (she, it) has hit is tall”.

In (16) gizona “the man” is agent and catries therefore the ergative suffix -£ The
direct object pronoun has been deleted:

(16) Gizonak jo du. “The man has hit him (her, it)”.
Embedding (16) as a relative clause to gigona gives (16)a.
(16)a Jo duen gizona aundia da. “The man who has hit him (her, it) is tall”.

The surface structures of (15)a and (16)a are identical, giving us, therefore, a case
of syntactic homonymy. In (14) a the procedent was agent, in (14)b it was direct
. object. We will now see that it can be indirect object too. Take e.g. sentence (17):

(17) Emakumeak gizonati aur au eman dio.
“The woman has given this child to the man”.

We can have all of the following relative clause constructions:

(17)a Gizonati aur au eman dion emakumea guztiz ederra da.
“The woman who has given this child to the man is extremely beautiful”.
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(17)b Emakumeak gizonari eman dion autra oso txikia da.
“The child whom the woman has given to the man is very small”.

(17)c Emakumeak aur au eman dion gizona zaarra da.
“The man who the woman has given the child to is old”.

In (17)c the procedent is the indirect object of the relative clause (cf. (17)),
deleted here in the process of relativization. Again, the neatly obligatory deletion of
unstressed personal pronouns gives tise to ambiguity:

(18) Eman dion aurra gaiztoa da.
Literally: Given he-has-it-to-him-Rel child-the bad-the he-is.

This sentence is three ways ambiguous. It can be:

a) “The child whom he has given to him is bad”.
From (18)a Aurra eman dio. “He has given the (or 2) child to him”.

b) “The child who has given it to him is bad”.
From (18)b Autrak eman dio. “The child has given it to him”.

¢) “The child whom he has given it to is bad”.
From (18)c Aurrati eman dio. “He has given it to the child”.

In (18) Eman dion aurra gaiztoa da, anrva “the child” has the zero case marking
requited by its function of subject in the intransitive main clause where the predicate
is gaiztoa da “is bad”. Nothing is left in the surface structure to tell us what the case
marking was of the deleted procedent axr “child” in the original constituent sen-
tence. We observe here a general property of the relativization process in Basque:
relativization wipes out whatever postposition the procedent may have had, thus
making it impossible for the surface structute to indicate the syntactic function of
the deleted noun phrase in the constituent sentence, i.e inside the relative clause.

Basque relative clauses, then, are less precise than theit English (and, mote
generally Indo-European) counter-parts, where a relative pronoun normally indicates
the function of the coreferential lower noun phrase in its clause, as in the English
sentence: [ walked with the woman becanse of whom I lost my job.

A sentence such as this cannot be translated into Basque using the relative clause
construction that we are discussing. This, of course, brings up the question how to
characterize the range of syntactic functions that the procedent noun phrase can
assume in the lower clause, such that the resulting relative clause is grammatical. In
other words, what is the generalization undetlying the observation that the English

sentence “The woman to whom I lost my job is a foreigner” has a straightforward
rendering in Basque, namely:

(19)a Bizibidea galdu diodan emakumea atzerritatra da.
“The woman I lost my job to is a foreigner”.

while the English sentence: “The woman because of whom I lost my job is a
foreigner” cannot be rendered in the same straightforward way:

(19)b *Bizibidea galdu dedan emakumea atzerritatra da.

(19)b is totally uninterpretable.
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This is by no means an easy problem to investigate. It will be necessary to look
at the full range of postpositions in Basque, a procedure that will take up con-
siderable space. Fortunately, there is one class of forms that we need not consider:
expressions of spatial relationships. Although such relations are sometimes expressed
by single surface prepositions in English (e.g., #nder, around, below, bebind, over), they
always involve a relational noun in Basque. The following example is typical:

maiaren agpian ot mai-apian, “under the table”.

We have here a noun agpi which is linked to the noun mai “table” in either of
two ways: by means of the possessive suffix -ren added to the definite form maia
“the table” of the noun muai, of by way of nominal compounding. The ending of
agpian is the locative postposition -# preceded by the definite article 4. Other
postpositions can also occur here instead of the locative:

maiaren azpira: “to under the table”,
maiaren azpiraifio: “as far as under the table”,
maiaren azpitik: “from under the table”.

In fact, the noun agpi can occur without any postposition:
(20) Maiaren azpia zikifia da. “It is dirty under the table”.

It is clear, then, that there is a relational noun agpi, with the approximate
meaning “space extending downward from the under-surface of X and including
this under-surface”. Similar remarks apply to:

mai(aren) aldean: “beside the table”,
mai(aren) aurrean: “in front of the table”,
mai(aren) atzean: “behind the table”,
mai(aren) barruan:  “inside the table”,

mai(aten) erdian: “at the middle of the table”,
mai(aren) ertzean: “at the corner of the table”,
mai(aren) gaifiean: “on top of the table”,
mai(aren) inguruan:  “around the table”,
mai(aren) ondoan: “next to the table”.

These are all plain genitival constructions, like, say: apaigaren liburnan “in the
book of the priest”, and, as such, do not call for any special treatment.

A remark on postpositions

In general, of coutse, the items which it will be our task to pass in review are
the postpositions of Basque, not the vatious linguistic constructs used for translating
the prepositions of English or some other language. The difference is far from
academic: just because without is a preposition in English, does not mean that its
translation gabe is a postposition in Basque. In spite of P. Lhande, who lists it as a
postposition in his Dictionnaire basque frangais (page 315) and of 1. Lopez Mendizabal,
who counts it among the suffixes expressing grammatical relations (Manual de con-
versacién, pp. 297-300), there are good reasons for considering gabe to be an adjective
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that takes noun phrase complements and not a postposition. These reasons include
the following:

1) Gabe admits the article -2. Only the genitival postpositions -rer and -(¢)&o can
be followed by the article -a. Gabe, however, does not function like a genitival
postposition. Therefore, I argue, gabe is not a postposition at all.

Details: Compate (21)a, b with (22)a, b:

(21)a Andres etorri da emaztea gabe. “Andres has come without his wife”.
(21D)b Bera bakartik emaztea gabea da. “He alone is without his wife”.

(22)a Ixidor etorri da emaztearekin.  “Isidor has come with his wife”.
(22)b Bera bakarrik emaztearekin da. “He alone is with his wife”.

In (21)b, we have emagtea gabea, with the article -z inserted in predicate position.
as is usual for predicate nouns and adjectives in most Basque dialects. This does not
happen in (22)b: the form *emaztearekifia does not exist anywhere.

The genitival postpositions -7e# and -(g)ko do admit the article: 7itoarena “the one
of the gypsy”, and esxekoa “the one of the house”. But these expressions are special
cases of the genitive construction, where these two postpositions serve to link two
noun phrases together: jitoaren galdia “the horse of the gypsy” and eixeko tellatua “the
roof of the house”. Under certain circumstances, pronominalization can delete a

noun ot a noun phrase and leave behind its determiner. When this happens here,
the forms just cited are produced:

(23)a Zaldi au ijitoarena baifio obea da.
“This horse is better than the one of the gypsy”.

(23)b Elizako tellatua etxekoa bezin zaarra da.
“The roof of the church is as old as the one of the house”.

Gube, however, is not a genitival postposition. It cannot link two noun phrases
together: *emagtea gabe gizona. To get the meaning “the man without his wife”, the
genitival postposition -(g)ke must be inserted here: emagtea gabeko gizona.

2) There is a suffix -(r)ik that combines with all past participles, most adjectives
and some nouns, and whose meaning is “being in a state of ...”. Examples:

With past participles:

etorri: “come’, etorririk: “having come”,
ikusi: “seen”, ikusirik: “having seen”,
il: “died”, ilik: “having died, dead”,
eman: “given”, emanik: “having given”.

With adjectives:

on: “good”, onik: “well”,

oso: “whole”, osorik: “completely”,
zabal: “wide”, zabalik: “wide open”,
bakar: “lonely”, bakarrik: “alone”,

1sil: “quiet”, isilik: “silent”.
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With nouns:

poz: “joy”, pozik: “happy”,

bildur: “feat”, bildurrik: “afraid”,

barau: “fast”, baraurik: “empty stomached”.

This suffix is never added to postpositions:

etxean “in the house”, *eotxeanik,
etxera “to the house”, *etxcerarik,
etxearentat “for the house”, *etxcearentzatik.

However, it is often added to gabe:
(24)a Diru gaberik etorri da. “He has come without money”.
(24)b Zu gaberik ezin bizi du. “He cannot live without you”

3) In Northern parts of the Basque Country, including the North-Eastern part of
Guiptizcoa, gabe can remain behind in surface structure after the head noun of its
phrase has been deleted by pronominalization processes. Nowhere in the Basque
Country, however, can a postposition ever survive without a supporting head in
sutface structure. An informant from Oyarzun gave me this sentence:

(25)a Pipa nerekin daramat, ezin naitcke gabe ta.
“I am carrying my pipe with me, as I cannot (stand to) be without”.

In the book Aprenda el vasco (published by Editorial Icharopena, Zarauz 1958,
without name of author), which reflects the speech of the area of San Sebastian, we
read on page 38:

(25)b Utzi naizkizu® erautziga batzuek, gabe gelditu naiz.
“Lend me some cartridges, I have run out”.
(Literally: “I have remained without™.)

Utzi is a verb (cited in the past participle form) that means: “leave (behind)”,
“abandon™, and it is used idiomatically for “lend”. For the form naigkizn, see
footnote 1. Eramtziga means “cartridge”, and batguek (variant form batzuk) as an
indefinite plural determiner; “some”. Geldits is a verb with the meaning “stay”,

SOU- > I 11

“remain”, “stop”.

1 The form naigkizn here, instead of the more common egazkidazs is an interesting example of what
is known as the “solécisme de la Cote”. It consists in treating indirect objects morphologically as direct
objects: peseta bat or nagn “you owe me one peseta” instead of: peseta bat Jor didagu “you owe to me one
peseta”. For those innocent of the solecism, the form naigkizu of (25)b does not even exist, since its 7-
marks the direct object as a first person singular, but its -g&i- matks the same direct object as a third
person plural. This solecism was already mentioned by Prince Louis Lucien Bonaparte and it was also
discussed by Hugo Schuchardt in his introduction to the new edition of Leigarraga’s New Testament
Version (fisst edition, La Rochelle 1571, new edition, Strassburg 1900) p. lxxxi —there are several
instances of the solecism in Leigarraga’s text— and later at much greater length in his article: “Zur
Kenntnis des Baskischen von Sara”, Abbandlungen der Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1922,
Philosophisch-Historische Klasse, No. 1, pp. 3-39, (see especially, pp. 13-15).
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(25)b is an imperative sentence. In imperative sentences, the verb precedes the
object: wtzi naizkizn erautziga batzuek is much preferable to ’erautgiga batzuek utzi
naiki.

In the 17% century classic Gers, by Pedro de Axular (not written in Guiptzcoan,
but in “Navatro-Labourdin”), we tead (Chapter X1, 2):

(25)c Bai, ba da zenbait, zeren Eliza ezin dateke gabe.

(Talking about true Christians) “Yes, there ate some, for the Church
cannot exist without.”

Here again we see that gabe does not behave like a postposition: (25)d is
completely impossible:

(25)d *Bai, ba da zenbait, zeren Eliza bethi ekin da.
“Yes, there are some, for the Church is always with.”

The postposition (r)ekin cannot stand alone; (25)d would be grammatical with
hekin “with them” instead of ekir.

4) As we will see later on in this section of the thesis, if gabe were a postposition,
the following sentence in which gabe occurs on the underlying procedent as well as
on the postcedent should be grammatical. It is not:

(26) *Pello ezin bizi dan emakumea gabe Andres’ek ere ez du bizi nai.
“Andres does not want to live without the woman without whom Pello
cannot live, either.”?

For all these reasons, gabe cannot be considered a postposition. Conventional
Basque orthography recognizes this, in that it does not write gabe together with the
preceding part of the noun phrase, as it always does for postpositions. Gabe is
separated out with a hyphen, or even spelled as an independent word: gizonarekin
“with the man”, but gigona-gabe or gizona gabe “without the man”.

If it is not a postposition, what is it? The answer must be, I think, that gabe is an
adjective. It occurs in adjective position between the head noun and the determiner,
as, for example, in the phrase biotg berorik gabe ori “that heart (of yours) without any
warmth”. Here berorik gabe “without any warmth” is an adjective phrase, and gabe,
since it is the head of this phrase, must be an adjective.

An adjective similar to gabe is bere “full”, e.g.: bioty pogez bete ori “that heart (of
yours) full of joy”. Befe and gabe are similar in that they both take noun phrase
complements, yet, befe is subcategorized for noun phrases with the insttumental
postposition -g, and gabe for noun phrases that can be either partitive, determined or
indetermined: berog bete “full of warmth”, berorik gabe “without any warmth”, beroa
gabe “without the warmth”, bero gabe “without warmth”. Moreover, befe can occur
without a complement in surface structure: ons3i au betea da. “This vessel is full”, gabe
cannot do so: *gizon au gabea da. However, in former times, gabe could be used also

2 Vocabulary: egin “impossible”, bigi “live”, emakume “woman”, ere “also”, ex “not”, “no”, #nai du “(he)
wants (it)”.
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as an independent adjective, with the meaning “destitute” (See R. M. de Azkue,
Diccionario vasco-espasiol-francés, 1-312).

Now that we know that gabe is an adjective, we understand why we cannot form
a relative clause such as (27) from a matrix sentence like (27)a and a constituent
sentence like (27)b:

(27)a Zakurra lapur aiek kendu didate.
“Those thieves have taken the dog away from me.”

(27)b Zakurra gabe ezin igo naiteke mendira.
“I cannot climb the mountain without the dog.”

(27) *Ezin mendira igo naitekeen zakurra lapur aiek kendu didate.

“Those thieves have taken the dog away from me without whom I cannot
climb the mountain.”

While relativization often deletes postpositions, it is unable to delete adjectives.

Plunging ahead now into our investigation of the connection between rela-
tivizability and the syntactic function of the procedent, we can report as a first result
the following observation: With regard to their acceptance of relative clauses, the
native speakers of Guiptizcoan I have consulted fall into two classes, where each
class has its own grammatical system:

(A) A restricted system, where the speakers accept only those relative clauses in

which there is morphological agreement between the procedent and the verb
of the relative clause.

B) A wider system, which I will refer to as “the main system, to be charac-
terized later on.

In the restricted system, the procedent of a well-formed relative clause must
have one of the following four functions:

1) Subject of an intransitive predictate.
Example:

(28)a Datotren astean joango naiz.
“T will go the week that is coming (i.e. next week)”

Cf. (Sentences given here under Cf. serve to demonstrate number agreement.)
(28)b Aste santua ba dator. “The Holy week is coming.”
(28)c Gatizumako asteak ba datoz. “The weeks of Lent are coming.””

The presence of the affirmative particle 4z in some of the examples and its
absence in others is connected with the concept of focus, as I discussed earlier

(pages 88-89). As I explained there, affirmative bz never occurs inside relative
clauses.

2) Subject (agent) of a transitive predicate. Example:

3 The constrast here is between dafor “he is coming” and datog “they are coming”.
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(29)a Tresna ori darabillen errementaria indartsua da oso.
“The smith who is using that tool is very strong.” Cft.

(29)b Errementatiak ba darabil tresna oti.  “The smith is using that tool.”
(29)c Errementariak ba darabilte tresna ori. “The smiths are using that tool.”*
3) Object of a transitive predicate. Example:

(30)a Alkateak dakarren liburua garestia da.
“The book that the mayor is bringing is expensive.” Cf.

(30)b Alkateak ba dakar liburua. “The mayor is bringing the book.”
(30)c Alkateak ba dakarzki liburuak. “The mayor is bringing the books.”
4) Indirect object of a transitive or intransitive predicate:

a) With a transitive predicate, e.g. ekarri “bring”:

(31)a Ogia dakarkiodan eskalea osaba det.
“The beggar to whom I am bringing bread is my uncle.” Cft.:

(31)b Ogia dakarkiot eskaleari. “I am bringing the beggar bread.”
(31)c Ogia dakarkiet eskaleai. “I am bringing the beggats bread.”¢

b) With an intransitive predicate, e.g. agwldu “appear”, “show up”:

B

(32)a Aingerua azaldu zaion artzaia bildutrez dago.
“The shepherd to whom an angel has appeared is afraid”  Cf.

(32)b Artzaiari aingerua azaldu zaio.
“An angel has appeared to the shepherd.”

(32)c Artzaiai aingerua azaldu zaie.
“An angel has appeated to the shepherds.””

With these four cases we have exhausted.the possibilities of morphological
agreement between the procedent and the verb of the relative clause. No other
types of relative clauses are grammatical in the restricted system.

When confronted with examples of relative clauses grammatical in the main
system but outside the scope of the restricted system, informants speaking this
variety do not always uniformly reject them. Rather, the typical response is a double
inconsistency. First, instances of exactly the same type of relative clause may be
treated differently by the same informant. One informant accepted (33)a,

4 The contrast is between darabil “he is using” and darabilte “they are using”.

5 The contrast is between dzkar “he is bringing it” and dakargki “he is bringing them”.
6 The contrast is between dakarkiot “I am btinging it to him” and dekarkier “I am bringing it to
them”.

7 The contrast is between agaldu gaio “he has appeated to him” and agwldu jaie “he has appeared to
them?”.
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(33)a Lenengo aldiz ikusi zindudan etria maite det.
“I love the village where I saw you for the first time.”

but rejected the entirely similar (33)b:

(33)b Igaz udaroa igaro nuen erria maite det.
“I love the village where I spent the summer last year.”

Secondly, the same informant was also found guilty of inconsistency over time.
At one time, he accepted (33)c, —rejecting, however, all other examples of the same
type that were presented to him™:

(33)c Jaio nintzan erria maite det. “I love the village where 1 was botn.”

When asked again six months later, the informant rejected (33)c, insisting that a
non-finite relative clause construction, (33)d, should be used instead:

(33)d Ni jaiotako erria maite det. “I love the village where I was born.”

In non-finite relative clauses, the predicate has the form of a past participle, e.g.
Jaio “botn”, etorri “come”. To this form the relational suffix -#z40 is added, linking it
to the following noun, the postcedent of the relative clause. Mainly outside
Guiptzcoa we find a suffix -rikako (ot -riko) used instead of -fako, and in the Nor-
thern dialects the suffix may be . The suffix -fzko (and also -rikaks, -riks) can
be decomposed into two parts: a “stative” suffix -#z (or rika, rik, the suffix dis-
cussed on page 103) jaiota “having been born™ (also: jaiorik), etorrita, etorririk “hav-
ing come”, and the “locative genitive” suffix (¢)ko that we have discussed eatlier
(page 83).

As there is no finite verb in such relative clauses, personal pronouns cannot be
deleted. We thus get: #7 jaiotako erria “the village I was born”.

The informant’s rejection of (33)c was so complete that (33)e, another example
of the same construction, actually proved unintelligible to him and brought forth the
response “What does it mean?”.

(33)e Ezkondu nintzan erria maite det. “I love the village whete I got married.”

(I have not starred (33)c and (33)e, because they are grammatical in the main
system, which I take as a standard. Both are, however, ungrammatical in the te-
stricted system, which I am now discussing.)

We may note in passing that the grammaticality of (33)d confirms the view that
the constraints operative in the restticted system prohibiting sentences like (33)c are
transformational rather than deep-structural in nature, for, presumably, (33)c and
(33)d have the same deep structure. Of these two, (33)d with its deleted auxiliary,
seems to be transformationally more complex. Why the constrainst on relative clause
formation in the testricted system should allow the more complex (33)d and rule
out the simpler (33)c remains a mystery, especially since the main transformation
involved, Procedent Deletion, has to apply in the derivation of (33)d in just the
same way as in the derivation of (33)c. Why, then, is it blocked in the latter case,
but not in the former? I have no answer to these questions. It might turn out that
both (33)c and (33)d are to be considered ungrammatical in the restricted system,
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and that (33)d sounded more acceptable to the informant for extra-grammatical
reasons.

To conclude the remarks on non-finite relative clauses, I should point out that
not every finite relative has a non-finite counterpart. Non-finite relatives are
available for the perfect aspect and also for the future modality (“things to be
done”), but not for the imperfect aspect as such.

The formation of the perfect aspect non-finite relative has already been
explained: past patticiple + #z-ko, e.g. etorritako “having come”. The future modality
non-finite relative is formed from the verbal noun (i.e., the present participle
without its locative ending -#) to which is added the suffix -&o, directly, without an
intervening -fa: efortzeko “coming”, “which is to come”. (The present participle is:
etortzen). Thus, a2 non-finite variant exists for (34)a, namely (34)b:

(34)a Etorti dan osaba aberatsa da.  “The uncle who has come is rich.”

(34)b Etorritako osaba aberatsa da.  “The uncle who has come is rich.”
Similarly, alongside (35)a, there is a near paraphrase (35)b with a non-finite relative:
(35)a Etortiko dan osaba aberatsa da. The uncle who will come is rich.”

(35)b Etortzeko osaba aberatsa da. “The uncle to come is rich.”

But there are no non-finite alternatives for the imperfect constructions (36), (37)
and (38):

(36) Zetorren osaba aberatsa zan. “The uncle who was coming was rich.”

(37) Datorren osaba aberatsa da. “The uncle who is coming is tich.”

(38) Igandero etortzen dan osaba aberatsa da.
“The uncle who comes every sunday is tich.”

From now on, I will let non-finite relatives rest, as their role in the overall
picture of Basque syntax is not neatly as central as that of finite relatives.

Now that we have clarified the nature of the restricted system, we must address
ourselves to the more arduous task of determining the limits of the main system.
We know that there are such limits, since (19)b is ungrammatical in the main system
too.

In the examples of grammatical relative clauses that we have seen so far, there
appears to be a rather close relation between the procedent noun phrase and the

verb of the constituent sentence. In the ungtammatical example (19)b, which I
repeat here for convenience:

(19)b *Bizibidea galdu dedan emakumea atzettitarra da.
“The woman because of whom I have lost my job is a foreigner.”

there is no particularly close relationship between the undetlying procedent noun

phrase emakumearengatik “because of the woman” and the verb galdn “to lose”.
Trying to make this idea precise, we may be tempted to claim that the syntactic

function of the procedent noun phrase must be such that it enters into the strict
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subcategorization of its verb. (For the concept of “strict subcategorization”, see A.-
N. Chomsky, Aspects of the Theory of Syntax, Chapter II, § 2.3.3.) This characterization
correctly excludes (19)b, it propetly includes the restricted system, and it seems like
a very natural constraint for a language with procedent deletion to impose on
relativization. Unfortunately, it is not empitically adequate. On the one hand, it
excludes relative clauses that are perfectly grammatical, such as (39):

(39) Laister joango aiz beste maitasun batzuek izango ditunan etxera. (Martin
Itziar, Larraundiko Sendia, p. 23).
“Soon you will go to a house where you will have other love-relationships.”

It seems unlikely that a locative noun phrase, like efxean “in the house” is
involved in the strict subcategotization of the verb 7Zzanz “have”. On the other hand,
the proposed characterization fails to exclude some relative clauses ungrammatical
for everybody:

(40) *Fidatzen nintzan gizonak emaztea ostu zidan.
“The man whom I trusted stole my wife.”

Here the constituent sentence is:
(40)a Gizonarengan fidatzen nintzan. “I trusted [in] the man.”

The vetb fidatw “trust” is clearly subcategotized for animate noun phrase with
the postposition -(ren)gan “in”. Yet, relativization on such a noun phrase is not
possible. '

From this it follows that strict subcategorization is irrelevant to relativization, so
that we have to abandon this putative characterization of the main system.

A more careful investigation of the facts is therefore in order. It appears that
relativizability depends on the undetlying postposition that characterizes the syntactic
function of the procedent. Hence, we can divide the Basque postpositions into two
classes, according to whether or not relativization is possible. We will call a
postposition relativizable if there is a well-formed relative clause such that its
procedent carries this postposition. We will see later on in this section that it is
necessary to add a provision to this definition of relativizable postposition, the
provision being that the postposition on the postcedent (i.e. the coreferential noun
phrase that appeats in surface structure) is not morphologically identical to the
deleted undetlying postposition on the procedent.

Up to now, we have found the following postpositions to be relativizable: -@
(absolutive), & (ergative), -7 (dative), -# (locative). We will encounter three more: -7z
(directional), -#£& (ablative) and -z (instrumental). We have also met two non-
relativizable postpositions: -(ren)gatik (motive) and -(ren)gan (animate locative).

Here are still 2 few more examples of relative clauses involving locative pro-
cedents. First an example of a non-restrictive one:

(41) Baztanga dagoen etxe oiek gureak dira. (From: I. Lopez-Mendizabal, Ma-
nual de conversacion castellano-enskera, p. 355).
“Those houses, in which there is smallpox, are ours.”

The constituent sentence is here:
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(41)a Etxe oietan baztanga dago. “In those houses there is smallpox.”

(42) Orain bizi naizen basettia erosteko asmoa det.
“T have the intention of buying the farm on which I now live.”

Here too, the constituent sentence contains a locative:
(42)a Baserri batean bizi naiz. “I live on a farm.”

(Bizi izan, like vivir in Spanish, means both “be alive” and “dwell”.)
(43) Ez dakit nola atera arkitzen naizen egoera larritik.

“I don’t know how to get out of the tight spot I find myself in.”
The constituent sentence is here:

(43)a Egoera larri batean arkitzen naiz. “I find myself in a tight spot.”

Relative clauses with a locative procedent are attested from the oldest texts om.
In the earliest Basque book, Etxepare’s Linguae vasconum primitiae (Bordeaux 1545),
written in the Low-Navarrese dialect of the region of St. Jean Pied de Port, we read:

(44) Emazterik ez den lekhuyan ez dakusat plazerik. (From the poem Emagfen
Savore, line 27).
“I don’t see any pleasure in a place where there are no women.”

And also:

(45) Andre hona den lekhura ailtxa itzak begiak. (From the poem .Andre Dona
Maria, A, 41, line 2).
“Lift up your eyes to the place where the good Lady is.”

Time expressions referring to a point in time or to a period of time are always
constructed with the locative:

(46)a Seietan eldu nintzan.  “T artived at six o’clock.”
(46)b Gabean lan egiten det. “I work at night.”

Seietan is the locative plural of se “six”, the word ordu “time”, “hour” being
understood. Gabean is the locative singular of gax “night”. Relative clauses on such
time expressions are quite common:®

(47)a Mendiratu gifian eguna euritsua zan 0so.
“The day we went to the mountains was very rainy.”

Compare (47)b: Egun artan mendiratu gifian.
“On that day we went to the mountains.”

(48)a Ondo gogoratzen naiz aita erori zan goizaz.
“I remember the morning that Father fell very well.”

©) Has we will see on page 112, examaples already occur in the oldest texts we have. To the examples
cited there we may add another one from Leizarraga’s New Testament translation: ..., bura berriric
Laincoaren resumin edanen duwdan egumerako (Mk. 14.25), “undl the day when I will drink it again in the
kingdom of God”.
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Compare (48)b: Goiz batean aita erori egin zan.
“On a certain morning Father fell.”

What is the morpheme ¢giz and what is it doing in (48)b? The utterance “on a
certain morning Father fell” is usually taken as conveying an answer to the
hypothetical question: What happened to Father (on a certain morning)? The act of
falling is not presupposed, as it would be if the utterance was meant to answer the
question: When did Father fall? or: Who fell on a certain morning?

If we want to couch the situation in more technical terms, we can say that (48)b
focusses on the vetb and not on any of the noun phrases in the sentence. Now in
Basque, as we noted on page 88, a noun phrase in focus must be put immediately in
front of the verb. In the Guiptzcoan dialect and in most, though not all, varieties of
Bizcayan, this is also true of the verb itself: If the vetb is in focus, it must be put
immediately in front of what must then be the main verb, namely, egin “do” when
transitive, “become” when intransitive. Whenever a verb is in focus, it cannot be
conjugated, the verb ¢gin will be conjugated in its place. So we will have: erori egingo
da “he will fall”, and not: *eroriko egin da. When the verb is not in focus, egin does
not appear: Noig eroriko da? “When will he fall?” Not: *Noig erori egingo da? All this
applies to periphrastic verb forms only. Synthetic verb forms are focussed upon by
means of the proclitic particle b4, as we saw on page 88.

We never find this emphatic egiz in relative clauses, just as we do not find the
affirinative particle bz in relative clauses.)? The reason for this is easy to detect.
Clearly, the procedent is the semantic pivot of a relative clause. Without a procedent,
without the relation of identity holding between the procedent and the postcedent, a
relative clause dissolves into ill-formed garbage. The procedent, then, is what is
important in the constituent sentence, and, hence, there can be no focus different
from this procedent. In particular, the verb of the constituent sentence can never be
in focus. Therefore, (48)b is not the constituent sentence of (48)a, but rather (48)c is:

(48)c Aita goiz batean erori zan. “Father fell on a certain morning.”

In (48)c not the verb but the temporal adjunct goiz batean “on a certain morning”
is in focus. Relative clauses with procedents referring to time occur frequently and
can be found in the oldest texts we have. There are many examples in Leicarraga’s
translation of the New Testament (La Rochelle 1571). To cite just one:

(49) ... Lot Sodomatik ilkhi zen egunean... (Luc. 17.29).
“... on the day that Lot went out from Sodom...”

Thete is an even eatlier example in the poetry of Etxepare, Linguae vasconum
primitiae of 1545:

(50) Bizi nizan egunetan, bada, ez zitut utziten. (From the poem “Potaren Gal-
datzia”, line 17). “I shall not leave you on the days that I live.”

f) This statement sould be somewhat softened, as shown by B. Oihartzabal and E. Osa Unamuno.
As both these authors have shown, ba- is possible for at least some speakers, and as to emphatic ggin,
Oihartzabal concludes: “Une impossibilité rigoureuse semble peu probable, mais I'usage ordinaire semble
s’y conformetr”. (Les relatives en basque, p. 61).
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The ditectional postposition -rz “to”, and the ablative -#& “from” are relat-
ivizable:

(51) I joan intzan tokian ifior ezin bizi litekek.
“Nobody can live in the place where you went.”

The constituent sentence is here:

(51)a I toki ortara joan intzan. “You went to that place.”

An example with a mote conctete procedent is (52):

(52) Sarti joaten naizen sagardotegia jendez beterik dago beti.
“The cidethouse where I often go is always full of people.”

Here the constituent sentence is:
(52)a Sarri sagardotegira joaten naiz. “I often go to the cidethouse.””®

Before giving some examples of relative clauses where the postposition on the
procedente is -#4, I want to point out that glossing this postposition as “from” covers
up an interesting difference between Basque and English. This is due, I claim, to a
complication of English, not of Basque. A conctete example will make the matter clear.

(53) Irufia’tik Donostiratu nintzan.
53y “I went from Pamplona to San Sebastian.”

The English sentence (53)° would normally be given as a gloss of (53). From
(53)’ it can be legitimately inferred not only that, having been in Pamplona I went
on to San Sebastian, but also that my journey on that occasion actually started in
Pamplona. Of course, I needn’t have been in Pamplona for any great length of time.
I might just have artived there, Pamplona being the final destination of a previous
journey. Still, sentence (53)’ presents the journey it talks about as departing from
Pamplona. If the journey did start somewhere else, not (53)’ but (53)” must be used:

(53)” 1 went to San Sebastian through (via, by way of) Pamplona.

The Basque sentence (53), however, merely says that the journey included a
stretch from Pamplona to San Sebastian, regardless of where the journey originally
started. Similarly, the Basque sentence (54):

(54) Irufia’tk etotti naiz.
has to be rendered in English as either (54)’ ot (54)™
(54" 1 have come from Pamplona. (54)” I have come via Pamplona.
Likewise, (55) Basotik etorri naiz, is either (55)° or (55)™
(55)’ I have come from the woods. (55)” I have come through the woods.

® A good example of underlying -7z from rtecent literature is: Harria botatu didan begitik ex dut ezer
tkusten. (Peillen, Gatn beltza, 77), “I don’t see anything with the eye that she threw a stone at”.
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Another way to bring out the difference between Basque and English is as
follows: Given that any one who drives from Chicago to Urbana must pass through
Kankakee, the question:

—Do you often drive from Kankakee to Utbana?
can still be answered with:
—No, but I often drive from Chicago to Urbana.
The corresponding Basque question, howevet;
—Askotan Kankatee’tik Urbana’ratzen al zera?
does not admit of such an answer.
—Ez, baifia askotan Chicago’tik Urbana’ratzen naiz.

would make no sense at all, under the circumstances.

I have carefully avoided using the term “ambiguous” when I was referring to the
Basque sentences (53), (54) and (55). As I interpret the facts, these sentences atre not
ambiguous at all. All that happens is that English is forced to make a distinction
unnecessary in Basque.

Languages which are like English in this respect seem to be more wide-spread
than languages like Basque. In fact, Basque is the only language I know of in which
“from” and “through” coincide in such a way that it is not always possible to decide
for an individual sentence which of the two values, from an English point of view,
was intended by the speaker.

In Turkish, the value of the postposition dan/den depends upon the head noun:

Izmirden geldim. “I came from Izmir.”
Pencereden geldim. “I came through the window.”

But, as Turkish speakers have told me, Iymirden geldim cannot ever mean “I came
through Izmitr”. As E. Wayles Browne has pointed out to me, the same situation
obtains for Persian, too. There we have:

Aez Izmir amaedaem. “I came from Izmir.”
Aez paenjaere amaedaem. “I came through the window.”

Here too, the first of the two sentences cannot mean “I came through Izmir”.
This must be translated as:

Aez raeh Izmir amaedaem. “I came through Izmir.”

It is usually possible in Basque to express the meaning of “through” in such a
way that the interpretation “from” is excluded. This is done, for instance, by using
the adverb gear “across” in combination with the locative case of the head noun:

(56) Basoan zear etorti naiz. “I have come through the woods.”

When the place that one goes through is thought of as a point rather than as an
area, ear is not used:



DE LINGUA VASCONUM 115

(57) Zubi zaarretik etotri naiz. “I have come by way of the old bridge.”
and not:

(57)a Zubi zaarrean zear etorti naiz. “I have come through the bridge.”
unless the bridge covers a truly large area.

I will now give three examples of relative clauses whete the procedent has the
postposition -#&, two with the gloss “from” and one with the gloss “through”:

(58) Zoaz etorri zifian lekural (A. M. Labayen, California ... ku-ku! page 149).
“Go to the place you came from!”

Compare (58)a: Leku aretatik etorti zifian. “You came from that place.”

(59) Noan irten nintzan etxe artara.
“Let me go to that house [from] which I left.”

Compare: (59)a Etxe aretatik irten nintzan. “I left [from] that house.”

(60) TItxi zazu sartu zeran atea!
“Close the door through which you have come in!”

Compare: (60)a Atetik sartu zera. “You have come in through the door.”
Also relativizable is the instrumental postposition -g

(61) Zuek ez zenduten gu konturatu gifian arriskua ikusten.
“You all did not see the danger that we had realized.”

Compare: (61)a Arriskuaz konturatu gifian. “We had realized the danger.”

The verb konturatn “realize”, like orvitu “remember” aagtn “forget” and a few
others, takes instrumental objects.®

With this, the list of relativizable postpositions is complete. No other post-
position is relativizable. To illustrate, I will give a set of examples. In each of these,
the a) sentence is grammatical, but cannot setve as a constituent sentence for 2 rela-
tive clause taking as its procedent the noun phrase fitted with the postposition under
consideration. The b) sentences ate the ungrammatical relative clauses that would
have resulted from this process.

-rentzat “for”.

(62)a Neska orrentzat ekarri ditut lore auek.
“I have brought these flowers for that girl.”

(62)b *Lore auek ekarri ditudan neska negarrez dago.
“The girl for whom I have brought these flowes is crying.”

b According to Dr. P. Goenaga, the ending -z in the meaning “about” is not relativizable: *Hiszegin
genuen erlojuak beti ordu bera ematen du. “The clock that we talked about always gives the same time”.
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-(ren)gatik “‘because of”. -

(63)2 Emakume batengatik lanbidea galdu det.
“I have lost my job because of a woman.”

(63)b *Lanbidea galdu dedan emakumea atzertitarra da.
“The woman because of whom I have lost my job is a foreigner.”

(re)kin “with”.

(64)a Neskatxa onekin mendian ibili naiz.
“I have walked with this girl in the mountains.”

(64)b *Mendian ibili naizen neskatxa maite det.
“I love the gitl with whom I have walked in the mountains.”

-(ren)gan “in” (for animate noun phrases).
(65)a Gizon arengan ez naiz fio. “I don’t trust that man.”

(65)b *Fio ez naizen gizona kristau ona izan liteke.
“The man that I don’t trust could be a good Christian.”

(See also example (40))
-(ren)gana “to” (for animate noun phrases).

(66)a Euskaltzain askorengana jo degu, auzi au erabaki naiaz.
“In order to decide this question, we have turned to many Basque acade-
micians (Euskalizain).

66)b *Auzi au erabaki naiaz, jo de euskaltzaifiak h-zale porrokatuak dira.
Jo aegun p
“The Basque academicians we have turned to in order to decide this question
are fanatic h-supporters.”®

Do not confuse (66)b with (66)c, which is grammatical, but means something
entirely different:

(66)c Anzi au erabaki naiaz, jo ditugun euskaltzainak A-zale porrokatuak dira.
“The Basque academicians we have beaten up in order to decide this question
are fanatic A-supportes.”

Undertlying the constituent sentence of (66)c we have (66)d:

(66)d Auzi au erabaki naiaz, euskaltzain batzuek jo ditugu.
“In order to decide this question, we have beaten up some Basque acade-
micians.”

8 This sentence refers to the current controvetsy in Basque intellectual citcles about whether ot not 4
should be part of the future standard written language. In the three dialects spoken in the Northerns
Part of the Basque Country (to wit: Labourdin, Low-Navarrese and Souletin) 4 occurs and is distinctive,
but in all other parts of the Basque area 4 is unknown, even phonetically.



DE LINGUA VASCONUM .- 117

Supertficially, the only difference between (66)b and (66)c is in the auxiliary: ditugn
in (66)c and degu in (66)b. Both forms indicate a first person plural agent (igz “we”),

but, in addition, ditugn is marked for a plural object, while degs is unmarked for
plurality of object.

In (66)c, jo, constructed with a direct object, is the verb “beat (up)”, whereas in
(66)b, jo, constructed with a directional object and without an expressed direct
object, means “turn to”. The latter use of jo probably comes from a#z jo, “knock on

the doot”. As we have seen, finite verb forms agree in number (and person) with a
direct object, but not with a directional object.

-(ren)gandik “from” (for animate noun phrases).

(67)a Irakaslearengandik ikasi ditut egia auek.
“I have learned these truths from the teacher.”

(67)b *Egia auek ikasi ditudan irakasleak euskeraz itz egiten du.
“The teacher from whom I have learned these truths speaks Basque.”

~(ren)ganonsz, “towards” (for animate noun phrases).

(68)a Gudarienganontz autreratzen gera.
“We are advancing towards the soldiers.”

68)b *Autrreratzen geran gudariak armarik gabe gelditu dira.
8 gu gabe g
“The soldiers towards whom we are advancing have remained without arms.”

~(ren)ganaifio “as far as, up to” (for animate noun phrases).

(69)a Errege arek Aita Santuarenganaifio biali zituen mezulariak.
“That king sent messengers even to the Pope.”

(69)b *Errege arek mezulariak biali zituen Aita Santuak ez zien jaramonik egin.
“The Pope up to whom that king sent messengers paid no attention to them.”

-rontg “towards” (For inanimate noun phrases).

(70)a Mendi oietarontz bideratzen gera.
“We are starting out towards those mountains there.”

(70)b *Bideratzen geran mendiak emendik eun kilometro daude.

“The mountains towards which we are starting out are a hundred kilo-
meters from here.”

» <

-raifio “as far as”, “up to” (For inanimate noun phrases).
b

(71)a Zurekin munduaren bazterreraifio ibiliko nintzake.
“I would walk as far as to the end of the world with you.”

(71)b *Zurekin ibiliko ez nintzakeen baztetrik ez dago.
“There is no spot as far as which I would not walk with you.”
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Of course, (71)b can be grammatical when the postposition on the procedent is
assumed to be either -7z “to” ot -# “in’”: “There is no spot to which I would not
walk with you” or “There is no spot in which I would not walk with you”.

We have reached the end of our survey of postpositions. To recapitulate our
findings:

Relativizable postpositions are:

(%] : absolutive, -ra : directional,
-k : ergative, -tik : ablative,

-7l : dative, % : instrumental.
-n : locative,

Non-relativizable postpositions are:

~(re)kin : “with” (sociative),

-rentat : “for” (benefactive),

-(rem)gatik  : “‘because of”’ (motive),

-(ren)gan : “in” (for + Animate Noun phrases),
~(ren)gana  : “t0” (for + Animate Noun phrases),

~(ren)gandik : “from” (for + Animate Noun phrases),
~(ren)ganonty : “towards” for + Animate Noun phrases),
-(ren)ganaino : “as far as” (for + Animate Noun phrases),
-rontg : “towards” (for — Animate Noun phrases),
-1aino : “as far as” (for — Animate Noun phrases).

What I have just given amounts to the worst possible characterization of re-
lativizability: a mere list of cases. Are there, then, no generalizations waiting to be

captured here? Is there no better way of characterizing relativizability? I think there
is.

Indeed I have found several better ways of characterizing relativizability: (I), (II),
() and (AV). Of these, the least satisfactory one is (I) and the most satisfactory
one is (IV). IV) indeed seems to express best the generalization that underlies
relativizability in Basque. Let us have, first of all, charactetization ().

Characterigation (I):

Phonologically light postpositions —that is, postpositions consisting of not more
than three segments— are relativizable, but phonologically heavy postpositions (four
or motre segments) are non-relativizable.

The optional elements -re- in -(re)kin and -ren- in -(ren)gam, etc., are to be counted
here as part of the underlying form of the postposition, deletable by a late morpho-
phonemic rule of Possessive Deletion.

From a strictly formal point of view, this characterization is unimpeachable. We
have succeeded in establishing an if-and-only-if relation between relativizability and
something entirely different. Yet, we don’t feel satisfied, for seldom has a char-
actetization been advanced that provides as little insight into the phenomenon charac-
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terized as this one offers. Why on earth should a deep syntactic property, which
relativizability certainly is, be tied to such a superficial phonological attribute as the
number of segments in a postposition?

The only merit of charactetization (I) may well be that it provides an irrefutable
—although rather trivial— example of a valid generalization that is not linguistically
significant. Fortunately, it is possible to restate this characterization in a more
palatable form:

Characterization (II):

Motphologically simple postpositions are relativizable. Morphologically complex
postpositions are non-relativizable.

This looks somewhat less adhoc than the previous formulation, since it suggests
that the characterization may have, after all, a syntactic basis rather than a putely
phonological one.

To see that it fits the facts, we must look again at the list of postpositions. The
unanalyzability of the relativizable postpositions is clear from simple inspection.
Now, as we look at the non-relativizable postpositions, we notice that the great
majority of them contain a formative -ren (~re in the case of -(rg)kin). According to
Azkue’s Diccionario vasco-espaiiolfrancés, 1905, (see Vol. I, p. 323, under gan), this
formative is optional in Roncalese and Souletin, invariably present in High Navarrese,
Low Navarrese and Northern Guiptzcoan, and absent in Bizcayan and southern
Guipazcoan. My own experience indicates that it can be considered optional in the
whole of Guiptzcoa, although the southern area tends to use it less than the
northern area does. As I mentioned above, I will assume that the formative -ren is
always there in the undetlying structure, and account for its absence by the operation
of a morphophonemic deletion rule.

This formative can be identified with the genitive suffix. It has not only the
same phonetic form as the genitive marker, it also has the same motphophonemic
behavior. The following table will demonstrate this, using the lexical items /an
“work”, idi “ox”, alaba “daughter”, ni “I”, i “you” (familiar), gz “we”, and the
postposition -(ren)gatik “because of”’. All other postpositions beginning with -ren
(and also -rekin “with”) behave in exactly the same fashion. For the sake of
terminological homogeneity, I will call forms carrying the postposition -(ren)gasik
“motive” forms.

The table has three columns. They correspond to what Basque grammarians
have called the three “declensions” of the noun: an undetermined declension, a
determined singular declension and a determined plural declension.

The undetermined forms can only be used in certain well-defined syntactic
environments, e.g., after the adjectival interrogatives ger “what” and gein “which™:
Zein idirengatik kegkatzen gera? “Because of which ox (or oxen) are you wortied?” or:
“Which ox (or oxen) are you worried about?”.

As personal pronouns are semantically definite and occur in none of those
contexts, I have classified them with the determined forms, although they lack any
overt morphological manifestation of determinedness.
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CASE UNDETERMINED DETERMINED DETERMINED PLURAL
Absolutive lan lana lanak
Genitive lanen lanaren lanen
Motive lanengatik lanarengatik lanengatik
Absolutive idi idia 1idiak
Genitive idiren idiaren idien
Motive idirengatik idiarengatik idiengatik
Absolutive alaba alaba alabak
Genitive alabaren alabaren alaben
Motive alabarengatik alabarengatik alabengatik
Absolutive — ni —
Genitive — nere —

Motive — neregatik —
Absolutive — i —
Genitive — ire —

Motive — iregatik —
Absolutive — — gu
Genitive — — ’ gure
Motive — — guregatik

I have not indicated here the y-glide, which many varieties of Basque in Guiptzcoa
and elsewhere will insert between 7 and a low vowel, giving idiya, idjyen instead of idia,
idien. (For- the details of this rule and other similar rules, see my paper “Vowel
Interaction in Bizcayan Basque”, FL172 (1970), 149-167, included in this volume).

Our table shows that in all instances, the motive has the form of the genitive
followed by the suffix -gazik. Therefore, the formative -7en in motive and other forms
and the genitive marker -7ez share exactly the same irregular behavior. It can be argued,
as I did in my article “Is Basque an S.O.V. Language?” (FLT 1 (1969), 319-351) (page
337-338 [in this volume]), that the different forms of the genitive of nouns in the three
declensions can all be accounted for by regular phonological processes. Thus, I derived
a form like idien “of the oxen” from an undetlying idi-a-gren, where a is an article, g a
plural marker and 7en the genitive suffix. The synchronic validity of this derivation is
not beyond question, but even if it is correct, it provides no account of the way in
which the genitive suffix combines with personal pronouns. As the table shows, the
genitives of the pronouns 7 “I”, 7 “you” and g# “we” are mere, ire and gure, not the
expected forms *wiren, *iren and *guen. This is a tme irregularity, an irregularity shared
by the genitive marker and a whole set of other suffixes.

The conclusion, then, that these other suffixes are based on the genitive is obvious
and has been drawn explicitly by most native grammarians. So, e.g,, I. M. Omaechevartia
in his wotk Euskera: “Efxeareniyat, etxearengatik y aun ebxearekin se pueden considerar
como detivaciones del posesivo enxearen”. (Op. cit. p. 3) (Etxearentzat (“for the house”),
etxearengatik (“because of the house”) and even etxearckin (“with the house”) can be
considered as forms derived from the possessive eixearen (“of the house™).
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It hardly needs to be mentioned that the deletion rule that I have postulated to
account for the free variation between idiarengatik and idiagatik, both meaning
“because of the ox”, does not delete the phonological sequence ren. Rather, it deletes
a token of the genitive marker, no matter what its superficial shape is. Thus, the
result of applying it to the form neregatik “because of me” is not *negatik; but nigatik.

We have still to show the morphological complexity of the postpositions -ronsg =
and -raiio. As a start, we note that -ronfg and -raiflo have a common semantic
element: “goal-directed motion”. To this common element, -7on#z adds the notion
that the goal is not necessatily intended to be achieved, and -7ziio adds the notion
of the attainment of the goal despite possible contrary expectations. The morpho-
logical analysis matches the semantic analysis rather nicely: -romtg < -ra + untg, like
~ganoniy < gana + unyz. Similatly, -raifio < -ra + 7o, like -ganaifio < -gana + #o. (The i
of raifio is merely orthographical here). The suffix -7 has independent existence, for it
can also combine with telativized verbal forms. In that case, its value is “until” when
the verb is petfective, and “as long as” when the verb is durative. Examples are:

(72)a Zaude emen, ama itzultzen dafio. (= dan + 7o)
“Stay here, until Mother comes back.”

(72)b Zaude emen, euria ari dafio. “Stay here, as long as it is raining.”

In present-day Guiptzcoan, however, this use of -7 is practically obsolete, so
that its distribution here is faitly limited: it must follow -7z ot -gana.

The formative -7z, which is part of -romfz and -rasfio is identical to the postposition
-ra, meaning “to”. This accounts for the motional sense of the two postpositions.

Of the suffix -unsg, 1. M. Echaide says “hoy no se usa solo”; (Nowadays it is not
used by itself). This quote is from his work Tratado de sufijacion (2-nd edition, 1931)
page 188. I may add that there is no evidence that it was ever used by itself. We
always find it only in combination with -7z or -gena. Yet, in spite of its limited
distribution, Echaide considers -#n#g a suffix.

The form -ronfg that I have been using is a typically Guiptzcoan form of the suffix.
There are dialectal vadiants: -ransy (Bizcayan and partly Guipazcoan), -ansy Bizcayan
and North-Western High Navartese), and, furthermote, some forms in which the -
has been lost: -7tz (Bizcayan) and -rzg (Roncalese). The existence of these forms provides
indirect justification for our analysis, as they can all be detived from the form -raunsy by
means of well-attested diachronic developments. In this connection, see L. Michelena,
Fonética histérica vasca; fot au > a see section 4.5, for au > 0 and a# > # see section 4.6.

Restricting himself to the form -anfy of his native speech, N. Ormaetxea (see R. M.
de Azkue, Morfologia vasca, 1 § 504) has proposed an etymology for -anty, which consists
in identifying it with a noun amfy that means “appearance”, “likeness”. Without any
evidence, Ormaetxea postulates that an#g also meant “face”, and then invokes parallels
from the neighbouring Romance langnages to explain the role of the noun for “face”
in a postposition meaning “toward”. He quotes High Aragonese cara a/ monte for
“toward the mountain”, and Castillian baciz e/ monte, whete hacia derives from an older
form fage 4, with fage meaning “face”. (Cf. J. Corominas, Diccionario critico etimoligico de la
lengna castellana, 11, p. 864) for Ormaetxea, then, the postpositional phtase mendiransz
“toward the mountain” detives from mendira antz “(with) the face to the mountain”.
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Although Azkue seems to approve of this etymology, I have my reservations,
and if I were forced to speculate along the lines opened up by Ormaetxea, I would
prefer to interpret mendira anty as “like to the mountain”, “as if to the mountain”
(not necessarily counterfactual), noting that a person who goes toward the mountain
acts in very much the same way as if he were going to it.

To put it more simply, thete is an obvious similatity between going “to” the
mountain and going “toward” the mountain: hence the form -7z anfy. LIKE TO, where
LIKE is to be interpreted as a reflexive predicate, is an approptiate paraphrase for
-ranty; moreover, -antg is attested as a suffix in just the required meaning:

gorri “red”; gorranty “reddish” (i.e. “like red but not necessarily red”),
ori “yellow”; orantg “yellowish”,

gori “white”; guranty “whitish”,

gazi “salted”; gagianty “slightly salted”,

otz “cold”; otzantzy “a little chilly”.

This use of -antg is no longer productive or even common. It is known only in
scattered localities in Guiptzcoa, Bizcaya and Low-Navatra. (Cf. R. M. de Azkue,
Digcionario vasco-espafiolfrancés, 1, page 47, and P. Migica, Diccionario castellanc-vasco, s.v.
rofizo, amarillento, blanguecino, saladillo). While I do deem this etymology a little more
plausible than the one Otrmaetxea offered, I do not endotrse either of them, if only
because they fail to account for the dialectal variants -ronfz, -runtz. These point to an
older form -rauntg, where -untg remains of unknown origin.

Nort, of course, are we interested in etymology here. What we have to establish
is the synchronic complexity of the postpositions -romtg and -raifie. We have to show
that these postpositions can be further analysed in a way psychologically real to the
native speaker.

It is already clear from the preceding discussion that -7z and -ronsg (ot -raifio) are
not unrelated elements in the language. To start with, the shape of the morphemes
and the dialectal variants adduced eatlier strongly suggest a morphological rela-
tionship between -7z and -romsz. They are related semantically in that they both
contain the notion “goal-directed motion”. They ate also syntactically related in that
any grammatical sentence remains grammatical when -ron#g is substituted for by -7z
'This is a one-sided distributional relation; its converse does not hold. Achievement
vetbs, for example, take -7z but not -rons:

(73)a Donostira iritxi gifian. “We reached San Sebastian.”

(Iritxi is an achievement verb, meaning “reach”, “arrive”).

(73)b *Donostirontz iritxi gifian. “We reached toward San Sebastian.”
(74)a Nekatuta eldu zan etxera. “He artived at home tired.”

(Eldn “atrive”, nekatu “get tired”, nekatnta “tired”).

(74)b *Nekatuta eldu zan etxerontz. “*He arrived toward home tired.”

Now, from the assumption that -ronfg is a modification of -7, it follows that the
distribution of -romfg is included in that of -7z. An analysis, however, that fails to
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telate -7z and -ron#z has no way of accounting for any such distributional relation.
Furthermore, as far as the psychological reality of the relationship goes, what is
interesting in Ormaetxea’s concern with -ranfgy is not so much the actual etymology
that the proposes, but rather the fact that he, as a native speaker, feels the need to
justify an analysis that shows this postposition to be a detivative of the directional a.

All things considered, I conclude that we are warranted to attribute at least
cranberry-status to these postpositions: Native speakers of Basque feel that -romsz
(and similatly -raifio) is -ra + something, like native speakers of English feel that a
cranberty is some kind of a berry. Granted that -ronsg and -raifio are morphologically
complex, what syntactic surface structure can we assign them? A configuration of
the form P '

/ \

P P

would be very unusual, and has not been needed, to my knowledge, in any syntactic

analysis to date. A more plausible assumption is therefore that the structure we have
here is the one shown in diagram (2).

AN AN

ra unry ra o

Diagram (2)

The postpositions #n#z and 7o ate subject to a constraint which will ensure that
they appear only when in construction with a postpositional phrase on the post-
position -7z. Exactly how and where this constraint will be stated I am, at present,
unable to ascertain.

Whether or not diagram (2) gives an adequate picture of the structure of
postpositional phrases with -rom#z and -raifio, the morphological complexity, and with
it the validity of characterization (II), has been sufficiently established.

Characterization (III) follows directly from the proof of charactetization (II) as
given above. ’

Characterization (111):

Postpositions based on the genitive are non-relativizable. Postpositions based on
the directional are also non-relativizable. All other postpositions, including the
directional -7z itself, are relativizable.
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In order to arrive at what I consider to be the most satisfactory characterization
of relativizability, characterization (IV), we must find out more about the syntactic
structure of the non-telativizable postpositions that ate based on the genitive. Since
such postpositional phrases contain the genitive morpheme, it is natural to suppose
that they are also syntactically speaking, genitive constructions. To investigate this
possibility, we will compare a genitive construction such as apaigaren lburutik “from
the book of the priest” with a postpositional phrase such a apaigarengatik “because of
the priest”.

A reasonable structure for apaigaren Gburntik is shown in diagram (3). Postulating
the exact same structure for gpaigarengatik we obtain diagram (4).

N\

AN

apaiza ren Libnra tik

Diagram (3)

N

AN

apaiza ren ga tik

Diagram (4)
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Diagram (4) as a representation of agpaszarengatik “because of the priest” is not
without some justification. There is a noun g/ “matter” and the Bizcayan form of
gatik is -gaitik. All by itself, the postposition -#§ can, in certain contexts, mean
“because of” as in:

(75)a Utra etortzetik ni etxean gelditu nintzan.
“Because of his coming, I stayed at home.”

(75)b Onera etorti naizenetik Donostira joango naiz.
“Since I have come here, I will go to San Sebastian.”

(Both examples have been taken from D. ]. de Alzo, Estudios sobre ¢l euskera
hablado (p. 23), who lists por “because” among the possible meanings of the
postposition -##&). Thus, detiving apaizarengatik “because of the priest” from apaizaren
gaitik “from. the matter of the priest” does not seem altogether unreasonable.

Of course, for a postpositional phrase like apaigarentzat “for the priest”, which is
also a non-relativizable postposition based on the genitive, there is no justification
of this sort for an analysis like that given in diagram (4). In fact, even for apaizaren-
gatik, the analysis of diagram (4) cannot stand. There are significant syntactic
differences between genitive constructions such as apaigaren liburatik and complex
postpositional phrases such as apaigarengatik which demolish the credibility of
diagram (4).

To start with, the segmentation of gatik into ga(i) and #ik may or may not be
correct from an etymological point of view, it is totally unjustifiable from a
synchronic point of view. There is no noun gz, and the second syllable of gazik is
not a morpheme, in particular it is not the postposition -#& Two observations are
sufficient to show this: From Apaizaren Liburatik eta sitoaren liburatik “from the book
of the priest and from the book of the gypsy” we can derive Apaigaren liburu eta
gitoaren liburutik “from the book of the priest and the book of the gypsy”, in which
the postposition -#& attaches to the whole conjoined noun phrase: (Apaigaren lburn
ta djitoaren libura)tik. But, from Apaizarengatik eta gitoarengatik “because of the priest
and because of the gypsy” we never get a phrase like *Apaizarenga ta ijitoarengatik.
This, now, could simply be dismissed as a consequence of the fact that there is no
surface noun ga. The following observation is therefore mote important.

In Apaizaren Liburntik eta jjitoaren iburatik “from the book of the priest and from
the book of the gypsy” we can pronominalize the second occurrence of the noun
liburn “book” and detive: Apaizaren liburatik eta iitoarenctik “from the book of the
priest and from the one of the gypsy”. But from _4paizarengatik eta ijitoarengatif we
cannot detive *4paizarengatik eta iitoarenetik by pronominalization of the second
occurrence of ga.

We must thus conclude that ga#ik is a single constituent. It is also clear that ga#ik
is not a noun phrase; it has none of the properties of noun phrases: it cannot take
determiners, postpositions or adjectives, etc. Moreover, the whole construction apaiza-
rengatik “because of the priest” behaves quite differently from a genitive construction:
Alongside Apaigaren liburna eta iitoaren liburua “the book of the ptiest and the book of
the gypsy”, we also have Apaizaren eta ijitoaren liburua “the book of the priest and of
the gypsy”. But alongside Apaizarengatik eta ijitoarengatik “because of the priest and
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because of the gypsy” we do not have *Apaigaren eta ijitoarengatik “because of the
ptiest and of the gypsy”.)

Since the postpositional phrase apaigarengatik acts in no way like a genitive
construction, I conclude that it can not be analyzed like one, in spite of the
"presence of the genitive marker ren. Ren and gatik ate both single postpositions and
no further structure can be justified at the level that I am working on. What then is
the structure of apaigarengatik?

We can discard the structue P on the same ground
f
ren  gatik
as we discarded the structure /P and we are left
P P
[
ra 7o

with only one possibility: the one shown in diagram (5).

NP
NP /
N\
NP P P
ren , gatik
Diagram (5)

Guatik requites the presence of the postposition e, and it requires it to occur in
precisely the above configuration, although, as we have seen, Possessive Deletion
may remove it from the surface structure. This explains why *Apaizaren eta jitoa-
rengatik (see page 121) is impossible, since the structure of this conjoined noun phrase,

shown in diagram (6), does not satisfy the requirement because of the intervening
citcled NP.

) Although this example was rejected by the informants I had consulted, similar examples from
Basque literature are cited in EGLU IV, p. 43.
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NP
/ i i
NP
NP P NP p
apaiga ren et Zjitoa ren gatik

Diagram (6)

Noting the identity in structure between diagram (2) and diagram (5), which to-
gether take care of all non-relativizable postpositions, we have artived at charac-
terization (IV), basically a restatement of characterization (II) in syntactic terms.

Characterization (IV):

Relativization cannot apply to postpositional phrases of the form NP but only

/ \
NP P
/\
NP P
to those of the form }\T{’ This can be formulated in an even simpler way:
NP P

Characterization (IV)a:

Only postpositional phrases of the form NP  where the lower of the two NP’s
/ \
NP P
does not immediately dominate a P can undergo relativization.

There are two special cases that our charactetizations do not cover: Special case
(A) and special case (B).
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Special case (A):

When the postposition on the postcedent (i.e. the head noun phrase) is the same
as the underlying postposition on the procedent (i.e. the deleted lower noun phrase),
relativization is always possible, even when that postposition is otherwise non-
relativizable.

This, of course, was the reason why we added a special provision against just
this situation in our definition of relativizable postposition on page 86. Had we not
done that, all postpositions would, strictly speaking, be relativizable.

We have seen that -(g)kin “with” is a non-relativizable postposition. Accordingly,
(76)a is impossible. Unexpectedly, however, (76)b is grammatical:

(76)a *Mendian ibili naizen emakumea ederra da.
“The woman with whom I have walked in the mountains is beautiful.”

(76)b Mendian ibili naizen emakumearekin ezkondu nai det.
“I want to marry [with] the woman with whom I have walked in the
mountains.”

Diego J. de Alzo in his work Estadios sobre el euskera hablado (p. 81) cites an
example of just this type:

(77) Joan naizen gizonekin eraman det.
“I have suffered with the men with whom I have gone.”

The matrix sentence is here:

(77)a Gizonekin eraman det. “I have suffered with the men.”
bThe constituent sentence is:

(7T7)b Gizonekin joan naiz. “I have gone with the men.”

Normally, a noun phrase catrying the postposition -(rg)&in cannot be a procedent
for a well-formed relative clause. But because the postcedent carties the same post-
position, relativization goes through according to special case (A). A last example of
this special case involves the non-relativizable postposition -(ren)gatik “because of”.

(78)a *Pello’k bere burua il zuen emakumea ederra da.
“The woman because of whom Pello killed himself is beautiful.”

(78)b Pello’k bere burua il zuen emakumearengatik Andres’ek ere bere burua il
nai du.

“Andres too wants to kill himself because of the woman because of whom
Pello killed himself.”

Special case (A) provides an argument for deriving relative clauses from coor-
dinate sentences. To see why, let us consider the conjoined sentence (78)c.

(78)c Pello’k emakumearengatik bere burua il zuen eta Andres’ek ere emaku-
mearengatik bere burua il nai du.
“Pello killed himself because of the woman and Andres too wants to kill
himself because of the woman.”
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In this sentence, there is complete identity in structure between the two
occurrences of the noun phrase emakumearengatik “because of the woman”. If
something like (78)c undetlies (78)b, and if the Structural Description of Relative
NP Deletion is able to refer to a sufficiently eatly stage in the derivation, the
complete identity between the two occurtences of emakumearengatik will allow the
transformation to apply, taking for the identical noun phrases in its Structural
Description the noun phrases emakumea together with their postpositions -rengasik.)

In a structure like that of diagram (1), however, there can be no structural identity
between the two occuttences of emakumearengatik, since the postposition -rengatik on
the second occurtence of emakumea will modify the whole relative clause construction
Pello’k (emakumearengatik) bere burna il guen emakumea rather than just the noun phrase
emakumea. In other words, in the structure given in diagram (1), the topmost NP may
have a postposition associated with it, but the two coreferential noun phrases NP,
must be noun phrases that do not immediately dominate a non-zero postposition,
fot, otherwise, they could not be structurally identical.

As this is the only argument specific to Basque that I have been able to find for
deriving relative clauses from conjoined sentences,” and as the details of such a
derivation are rather unclear, I will not pursue this matter any further.

I now leave special case (A) and pass on to special case (B).

Special case (B):

When the head noun of a relative clause is “semantically related” to a non-
relativizable postposition, relativization on this postposition is possible. An example
will make clear what I mean by “semantically related”:

(79)a Arrazoi onengatik nere burua il nai nuen.
“For this treason I wanted to kill myself.”

(79)b Nere burua il nai nuen arrazoiaz ez naiz gogoratzen.
“I don’t remember the reason why I wanted to kill myself.”

Here the head noun of the relative clause, arragoi “reason”, is semantically related
to the postposition (ren)gatik. (79)b, then, is a good sentence, although (79)a shows
that the procedent arragei must have had the non-relativizable postposition (ren)gatik
in the constituent sentence. I have no explanation to offer for this fact.

Ignoring the complications introduced by special cases (A) and (B), we can state
the transformation of Relative NP Deletion as follows:

9 As Prof. D. M. Petlmutter has noticed, the reasoning given here is an argument for a detivation in
which the procedent and the postcedent originate in separate sentences, but, no inference can be drawn
as to the way in which these two sentences are connected to each other, by conjunction, or otherwise.

) Notice that this argument presupposes a type of grammar in which NP and PP belong to the same
deep structure category, as was assumed by early generative semanticists like P. Postal and J. R. Ross. At
present, I would consider the phrase emakumearengatik a PP, and not an NP.
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W— [pX—NP —P) —Y—V],— COMP — NP — ®)],; —Z
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 =
1 2 %) @ 5 6 7 8 9 10

Conditions: 1) 3 = §,
2) 3 does not immediately dominate a P.
3) 5 does not begin with a P.

Conditions 2) and 3) are merely there to ensure that characterization (IV) 2 is
satisfied, so that relativization is possible.

The variable Y in the Structural Desctiption is an essential variable. Relativization
in Basque, as in English, can go indefinitely far down in the tree:

(80) Zoroa dala guztiak dakitela esan zizutela idatzi zenidala uste dedan ijitoak
musu eman zidan.

“The gypsy I believe you wrote me they told you everybody knows is
crazy kissed me.”

The suffix -/z that we find here added to the finite verb forms dz “(he) is”, dakite
“(they) know”, gizuten “(they) had (to yow)”, zenidan “(you) had (to me)” is comparable
in function to the English complementizer fhat. Unlike its English counterpart,
however, -la never occurs in the function of a relative marker. The telatvizer is
always -n, as in usse dedan “who 1 believe”, or -neko (see pages 23-24), an extended

version of -# Diagram (7) pictures the structure of sentence (80) immediately before
Relative NP Deletion applies.

The Isiand Constraints

As sentence (80) demonstrates, when a procedent has a relativizable postposition,
the clause containing the postcedent need not be the next higher clause in order for
relativization to be possible. Sentence (80) was an extreme example of this kind of
situation; a few more examples will be useful to illustrate the kind of relative clause
constructions that are grammatical and also easily accepted —and sometimes used—
by native speakers.

(81)a Ara non dezuten gaur etorriko ez zala ziozuten gizonal
(From 1. Lopez Mendizabal, Manual de conversacion, p. 353)
“Thete is the man who you said would not come today!”

(81)b Franco’ren alde dala dakigun legegizonak zurekin itz egin nai du.
“The lawyer who we know is on Franco’s side wants to talk to you.”

(81)c Zeukan guztia ostu ziotela aitak esan zigun esnekaria alargun aberats bate-
kin ezkontzera doa.
“The milkman Father told us they had stolen all he had from, is going to
matty a rich widow.”

(81)d Geienik etxeko andtea naizela iruditzen zaidan tokia oillotegia da.
“The place where it seems to me that I am most the lady of the house is
the chicken-run.”
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(81)e Etorri ez zitezela nai nukean gizon asko etorri ziran.
“*Many people came who I would have liked that would not come.”

(81)f Franco’ten alde ote dan ez dakidan apaiz batek zure galdera egin du.
“*A priest who I do not know if he is on Franco’s side has asked for you.”

At times, the English version of such sentences is extremely awkward ot even
ungrammatical; yet the Basque sentences are quite natural and easily understood by
any native speaker of the Guiptzcoan dialect.”

It is not possible to relativize when the procedent is in a coordinate structure.
The Coordinate Structute Constraint as formulated by J. R. Ross (Constraints on
Variables in Syntax, 1967, § 4.2) holds for Basque.

Examples: Take the conjoined sentence (82):

(82) Andres’i dirua prestatu nion eta bere semea Ameriketara zijoan.
“I lent Andres money and his son went to the Americas.”

This sentence cannot be turned into a relative clause on dirna “the money”.

(82)a *Andres’ prestatu nion eta bere semea Ameriketara zijoan dirua bear det.
“*T need the money that I lent Andres and his son went to the Americas.”

It is not possible either to relativize out of conjoined sttuctures other than
sentences. Procedents can never be conjoined with other noun phrases, although the
procedent as a whole may be a conjoined noun phrase. From a constituent sentence
like (83)a and a matrix sentence like (83)b, there can be no relative clause on the
procedent Zamudio: (83)c is ungrammatical.

(83)a Aitak Zamudio’n eta Bilbo’n igaro zuen gaztaroa.
“My father spent his boyhood in Zamudio and in Bilbao.”

(83)b Aitak Zamudio’n bezela itz egin zuen.
“My father talked like (they do) in Zamudio.”

(83)c *Aitak gaztaroa eta Bilbo’n igato zuen Zamudio’n bezela itz egin zuen.
“*My father talked like in Zamudio, where and in Bilbao he spent his boy-
hood.” ,

Inverting the two conjuncts does not make the sentence any better:

(83)d *Aitak gaztaroa Bilbo’n eta igaro zuen Zamudio’n bezela itz egin zuen.
“¢My father talked like in Zamudio, in Bilbao and where he spent his boy-
hood.” '

The reason I gave this particular example is that the native Basque grammarian
R. M. de Azkue does allow himself to violate the Coordinate Structure Constraint in
Spanish, in a sentence with the meaning of (83)c:

k) T add one more example that I found in a novel: E#z neskatxa illaren ondsan agertn gan Pern Okotz-ena
xala esan desuten aiztoa ere. (A. Albisu, Ereka uloan eta..., p. 64), “And next to the dead girl there
appeared also the knife that you have said belonged to Peru Okotz”.
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(83) Mi padre, aun que nacié en Lekeitio, hablaba como en Zamudio, donde y
en Bilbao pasé su adolescencia. (Azkue, Morfologia vasea, 1, p. 300, note (3))
“My father, though he was born in Lekeitio, talked like in Zamudio, where
and in Bilbao he spent his boyhood.” }

Although Azkue was an absolutely fluent speaker of Spanish and has composed
dozens of volumes in that tongue, his native Basque may have produced some
occasional interference in his practically native command of Spanish. But how can
his Basque substratum be responsible for this violation of the Coordinate Structure
Constraint, which we have seen is just as operative in Basque as in Spanish?

I think the answer to this puzzle is that Spanish relative clauses should not be
compared to Basque relative clauses, to which they bear little or no similarity in
surface structure, but rather to Basque Wh-questions. Spanish relative clauses
contain relative pronouns, which have the same form as the interrogative pronouns.
These relative pronouns ate also distributionally similar to the interrogative
pronouns: they both tend to take the position directly in front of the verb. This, of
course, is exactly the position of the interrogative pronouns in Basque: since an in-
terrogative word is ipso facto focus in its sentence, it has to occupy focus position,
that is, the position immediately preceding the verb.

Thetefore, if, for some individual speaker, the syntactic system of Basque is
going to affect the syntax of Spanish in this domain, we should not be surprised if
Spanish relative clauses ate influenced by Basque Wh-questions; the differences in
structure between Spanish relative clauses and Basque relative clauses being too
fundamental for any influencing one way or the other to be possible.

Now, as was mentioned on page 54, Basque Wh-questions do not undergo Wh-
movement, and, hence, ate not subject to the Coordinate Structure Constraint. The
following are all perfectly natural Basque sentences:

(84)a Atzo aita ta zein joan ziran Donosti’ra?
“Yesterday who went to San Sebastian with Father?”
Lit.: Yesterday, Father and who went to San Sebastian?

(84)b Berrogei ta zenbat urte dituzu?
“*You are forty and how many years old?”

(84)c Apaizak txapela ta zer geiago galdu zituen Bayona’n?
“What besides his beret did the priest lose in Bayonner”
Lit.: The priest lost his beret and what else in Bayonne?

Only the rightmost constituent of a conjoint noun phrase can be questioned;
perhaps because of the constraint that restricts interrogative words to the positon
immediately ini front of the verb. Thus, the following sentences are ungrammatical:

(85)a *Atzo zein eta aita joan ziran Donostira?
“fYesterday who and Father went to San Sebastian?”

D A virtually identical example of what may constitute a violation of the Coordinate Structure
Constraint occurs in an English text: (be) emerged into a tunnel by which and others he eventually reached the end of
the block. (Arthur Train, Tutt and Mr. Tuss, Bantam ed. 1946, p. 41).
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(85)b *Zenbat eta berrogei urte dituzu?
“fYou are how many and forty years old?”

(85)c *Apaizak zer eta txapela galdu zituen Bayona’n?
“*The priest lost what and his beret in Bayonne?”

Sentences (86)a, (86)b and (86)c have a surface structure similar to (85)a, (85)b
and (85)c but are characterized by a highly typical intonation and have meanings
quite different from those of (84)a, (84)b and (84)c.

(86)a Atzo zein eta aita joan zan Donosti’ral
“Yesterday, Father, of all people, went to San Sebastian!”

(86)b Zenbat eta betrogei urte dituzul
“How absolutely remarkable that you are 40 years old!”

(86)c Apaizak zer eta txapela galdu zuen Bayona’n!
“The priest lost his beret, of all things, in Bayonne!”

These sentences do not contain true conjoined noun phrases, as can be seen e.g.
from the verb form gan in (86)a which is marked for a singular subject, while the
corresponding form in (84)a ziran is marked for a plural subject. Likewise, the vetb
form gwen in (86)c indicates a singular direct object, while the corresponding vetb
form in (84)c gitwen indicates a plural direct object.

I take it that these sentences are derived by a form of conjunction reduction
applied to a question-answer pair, such as those given in (87)a, (87)b and (87)c,
which T consider likely sources for (86)a, (86)b and (86)c.

(87)a Atzo zein joan zan Donostira? Atzo aita joan zan Donostira.

“Who went to San Sebastian yesterday? Father went to San Sebastian yes-
¥ y ¥y
terday.”

(87)b Zenbat urte dituzu? Berrogei urte dituzu.
“How old are you? You are forty years old.”

(87)c Apaizak zer galdu zuen Bayona’n? Apaizak txapela galdu zuen Bayona’n.
“What did the priest lose in Bayonne? The priest lost his beret in Bayonne.”

Conjunction reduction can apply to these pairs, apparently, because through the
absence of Wh-movement, the surface structures of the question and the answer
match each other exactly. The peculiar exclamative force of (86)a, (86)b and (86)c
can also be explained from (87)a, (87)b and (87)c. In the latter, the speaker provides
an answer to his own question, immediately following this question. This is a typical
thetotic device, the effect of which strikes me as quite similar to the effect
provoked by (86)a, (86)b and (86)c. ‘

To teturn now to the matter at hand, the following question is grammatical in
Basque:

(88) Aitak Bilbo’n eta nun igaro zuen gaztaroa?
“Where besides Bilbao did Father spend his boyhood?”
Lit.: Where and in Bilbao did Father spend his boyhood?
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This fact, then, explains in my opinion Azkue’s use of the strange construction
w.. Zamudio, donde y en Bilbao pasé su adolescencia ... Zamudio, where and in Bilbao he
spent his boyhood”.

Relativization in Basque is not possible out of a complex noun phrase. The
Complex Noun Phrase Constraint, as given by J. R. Ross (Constraints on Variables in
Syntax, § 4.1) holds for Basque. It covers two cases: (1) no relativization out of a
relative clause, and (2) no relativization out of a complement clause on a noun.
Thus we do not get:

(89)a *Bost aldiz irakurti duen apaiz bat ezagutzen dedan liburua irakurri nai det
nik ere.

“*], too, want to read the book that I know a priest who read five times.”

(89)b *Eramaten zuen emakume bat ikusi nuen soifiekoa emazteak erosi nahi du.
“*My wife wants to buy the dress that I saw a woman who wore.”

And with a sentential complement on a noun:

(89)c *Burutik egifia dalako seifialea ikusi dedan poliziak jo egin nau oso gogor.
“*The policeman who I saw a sign that was insane has beaten me very badly.”

We do get, however:

(89)d Burutik egifia dalako ustean nagoen poliziak jo egin nau.
“*The policeman who I am of the opinion that is insane has beaten me.”

Here too we have a case of a sentential complement on a noun, namely us#
“opinion”, “belief”, as evidenced by the definite locative ending -az on #ste and by
the presence of the suffix -&0 which serves to connect the whole preceding clause
together with its complementizer / to the governing noun #ste: burntik egifia da-la-ko
uste-an, literally, “in the belief of that he is insane”.

Yet, sentence (89)d is all right. The reason that the Complex Noun Phrase
Constraint is relaxed here is probably that the expression wstean egon “be of the
opinion”, which is used in (89)d, is equivalent to #ste izan “to believe” (Literally,
“have belief”). Uste in uste izan no longer take complements as nouns do, but only
as vetbs do: Buratik egifia dala uste det. ““I believe that he is insane.”

Ustean egon, being semantically equivalent to uste igam, is then allowed to entet
into the same syntactic constructions that the latter enters into, despite the presence
of the suffix -4o.

Questioning of a constituent inside a complex Noun Phrase is, of coutse, pos-
sible, since no movement is involved. Examples of such questions are:

(90)a Zeifiekin zijoan emakumea ikusi zenduen?
“You saw a2 woman who went with whom?”

(90)b Zeifien adiskidea dan ijitoa ikusi dezu?
“You have seen a gypsy who is whose friend»”

(90)c Nola jantzita zegoen apaiza ikusi dezu?
“You have seen a priest who was dressed how?”
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Such sentences are especially appropriate as echo questions. But, unlike their
English counterparts, the Basque questions of (90)a, (90)b and (90)c are not re-
stricted to such a function.

The Sentential Subject Constraint does not hold for Basque:

(91)a Amotratuak dirala bixtan dagoen zakur oiekin ez det ibili nai.
“I don’t want to walk with those dogs that it is obvious are rabid.”

(91)b Pello’k irabaztea gerta diteken diru guztia aitari emango dio.
“Pello will give Father all the money that it may happen that he eatns.”

In the English versions of these two sentences Extraposition has applied to the
sentential subjects. In Basque, however, it has not. There is no extraposition in

Basque, apart from the regular scrambling of sentence constituents. Yet (91)a and
(O1)b are fully grammatical.

Stacked relative clanses:

There are still a few topics that I want to discuss in this section on rela-
tivizability. The first of those is the issue of stacked relative clauses. When the noun
phrase relativized is itself a relative clause construction, the result is a stacked
relative clause. Native speakers differ in their judgements on the acceptability of
some of these sentences. Spontaneous examples are occasionally heard and can be
found in texts as well™ This example is probably acceptable to everyone:

(92)a Irakurri ditugun idatzi zituen liburu batzuek oso interesgatriak dira.
“Some books that he wrote that we have read ate very interesting.”

Example (92)b occurred in an improvised comment made by the Basque
academician Zeleta during a session of the Basque Academy in 1959:

(92)b Eta au esaten det urte asko daramazkidalako euskal aldizkari zabaltzen eta
askotan aurkitu naizelako euskaltzale ta euskaltzale ez diran euskera irakurtzeko
zaletasuna duten irakutleekin. (Transctibed in Euskera 5 (1960) page 140).
“And I say this because I have been distributing Basque magazines for many
yeats, and because I have often met readers who like to read Basque who
are Bascophile, and who are not Bascophile.”

As this example is a little too complicated to discuss, (the editor of Euskera
stigmatized it with a sic) I have constructed a slightly simpler example which has
exactly the same structure as far as the stacking of relative clauses is concerned. The
example cleatly shows the difficulty of understanding that a some of these sentences
present.

m) Bg in the wotks of J. A. Mogel, we find: Tz orain jatort gogora gaztetan ikasi neban asko esan gura
daben ipuin han. (P.Ab. 88), ”A tale that has a lot of meaning which I learned in my youth now comes to
my mind”.

Bere arima barruan dagozan, dragoiak bano kaltetsnagoak dirian pekatuak. (C.O., p. 32), “Sins that are more
pernicious than dragons, which are inside his soul”.
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(92)c Askotan arkitu naiz baserritarrak ditan eta basertitarrak ez diran beientzako
Fanderiko pentsuak onenak dirala dioten gizonekin.
“I have often met men who say that Fandeti’s fodder is the best for cows,
who are farmers and who ate not farmers.”

Since, normally, relative clauses cannot be separated from their heads (there is no
extraposition of relative clauses in Basque), there is a strong tendency to interpret
the clause baserritarrak diran eta baserritarrak e3 diran “who are farmers and who are
not farmers” as a relative clause on bei “cow”. A heavy pause between ... eg diran
and beientzako “for the cows” will help arrive at the correct interpretation.

The upshot of this seems to be that stacked relative clauses are grammatical in
Basque, but that many speakers have a stylistic constraint. that rules out as unac-
ceptable any sentence containing a relative clause that immediately precedes a noun

phrase that is not its head. For such speakers, (92)a is acceptable, but (92)b and
(92)c are not.

Relative clanses on proper nouns and non-restrictive relatives:

Another topic that I must touch upon in this section is that of relative clauses
on proper nouns. Many Basque grammar books contain statements to the effect that
relative clauses on proper nouns are not allowed.

F. I. de Lardizabal, for instance, in his important wotk of 1856 Gramdtica vas-
congada makes the following claim (page 60):

Cuando el nombe que viene con relativa de persona que hace, es nombre
propio de hombre o mujer, no se hace en vascuence la oracidén por telativo, sino
por otros modos equivalentes...”

“When the noun that carries a relative clause of the personal agent type is a
proper name of a man or woman, in Basque, the sentence will not be constructed
as a relative clause, but put in some other equivalent form...”

In his book Sintaxis del idioma enskaro (San Sebastian, 1912), I. M. Echaide writes:
(page 55).

Advertencia importante: Los nombres propios de persona nunca van acom-
pafiados del relativo, sino que se acude 2 otro gito para exptesar la idea en cues-
ti6on. Ej.: Supongamos que tenemos que traducir la frase:

Pedro, que tiene tanto dinero, quiere mas.

Por medio del relativo se dirfa: (Orrenbeste diru due)n Pedro-k geyago nai du.

Pero, como llevamos dicho, esto no se usa; he aqui algunos giros que se
pueden usar en este caso para sustituir al relativo:

Pedrok orrenbeste diruba dauka, bafian geyago nai du = “Pedro tiene tanto
dinero, pero quiere mas”.

Pedrok orrenbeste diruba izan atren, geyago nai du = “Aunque Pedro tiene
tanto dinero, quiere mas”.

%) Actually, Lardizabal’s statement is a literal quotation from Latramend?’s grammar published in
1729; cf. El imposible vencido, 152.
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Pedro oso dirutsuba da, bafian diru geyago nai du = “Pedro es muy adinerado,
peto quiere mas dinero”. Etc., etc.

Important notice: Proper nouns refetring to persons never go with relative
clauses, rather, to express the idea in question other locutions must be resorted to.
Ex.: Suppose we have to translate the sentence:

Pedro, who has so much money, wants mote.

By means of a relative clause, one would say: (Orrenbeste diru due)n Pedro’k
geiago nai du.

But, as we have already said, this is not used; hete ate a few locutions that can
be used in this case to substitute for the relative clause:

Pedro’k orrenbeste dirua dauka, baifian geiago nai du = “Pedro has so much
money, but he wants more.”

Pedro’k orrenbeste dirua izan arren, geiago nai du = “Pedro, though having so
much money, wants more.”

Pedro oso dirutsua da, baifian diru geiago nai du = “Pedro is very wealthy, but
he wants more money.” Etc, etc.

Echaide, although at one time he became president of the Basque Academy,
was not a native speaker of Basque. In the preface to the work from which T just
quoted, he admits having learned Basque only recently: duchando con el inconve-
niente de ser novicio en la materia, pues hace pocos afios que aprendi6 el vascuen-
ce» (page 6).

The examples he gave in the paragraph I quoted are nearly identical to the ones
Lardizabal used (E.g., Latdizabal (orthography modernized): Pedro’k ainbeste izanik,
zertako nai du geiago? “Pedro, having so much, why does he want more?”). I
suspect therefore that Lardizabal is the soutce of Echaide’s “Important Notice”, so
that we do not have here two independent testimonies against the admissibility of

relative clauses on proper names of persons. At any rate, none of my informants
objected to (93)a:

(93)a Egunero kilo etdi bat txokolate jaten duen Beobide’tar Pantxika ez da bat
ere gizentzen.
“Francisca Beobide, who eats a pound of chocolate every day, does not
get fat in the least.”

Moteover, a vety reputable text book (I. Lopez Mendizabal, Manual de conver-
sacidn) contains the expression (page 222): INik asko maite gaitudan Andone, “Antonia,
whom I love very much”.

Lardizabal, but not Echaide, stipulates that the forbidden relative clause must be
of the personal agent type, that is, the postcedent must carry the ergative post-
position - However, (93)b, where that is the case, is no worse than (93)a:

(93)b Egunero kilo erdi bat txokolate jaten duen Beobide’tar Pantxika’k txo-
kolategille batekin ezkondu nai du.
“Francisca Beobide, who eats a pound of chocolate every day, wants to
marry a chocolate manufacturer.”

9 Some time after this was written, however, I found that a souletin speaker, Miss Madeleine de
Jauregiberti from Sibas near Tardets, did object to this very sentence.
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Furthermore, an example comparable to (93)b occurs in the book Orvitzak ta
beste ipui asko by B. Iraola Aristiguieta (page 15):

(93)c ... esan zion erdiko gelan dagon Meltxorrek...
“... Melchior, who lives in the room in the middle, said to him...”

Relative clauses on proper nouns are, of coutse, generally non-restrictive. This
brings us to the last topic I want to include in this section: What about the
distinction between restrictive and appositive relative clauses, so important in the
grammar of English and other Indo-European languages?

I can be quite brief here: I am unaware of any syntactic differences in Basque
between these two types of relative clauses, except for the obvious universal co-
occutrence testrictions between either type of relative and certain types of head noun
phrases. In Basque, like everywhere else, a relative clause that modifies a noun phrase
with an underlying (i.e. deictic) demonstrative element must be non restrictive.
When certain quantifiers, like guzz “all” and bakoity “each” occur associated with the
head noun phrase, the relative clause can only be restrictive. Apart from this,
however, my investigations have failed to show any differences in syntactic behavior
between the two. In particular, there is no difference in intonation between res-
trictive and appositive relative clauses in Basque. In this essay we have seen a great
many examples of restrictive as well as non-restrictive relative clauses.

This concludes this section on relativizability. We can now go on to section 4.

Summary of Chapter 3

Chapter 3 was concerned with constraints on relativizability. No constraints were
found on the syntactic function of the postcedent in the matrix sentence, but there
are heavy constraints on the syntactic function of the procedent in the constituent
sentence. This is probably due to the fact that any postposition that the procedent
may have had in the constituent sentence is deleted together with the procedent
itself in the process of relativization, so that the surface structute cannot indicate the
syntactic function of the procedent in its clause.

Two dialects (i.e. two sets of idiolects) were found with respect to telativization: a
rather restrictive dialect that accepts a relative clause only when there is morphological
agreement between the procedent and the verb of the relative clause; and a less
restrictive dialect, for which I proposed four charactetrizations of relativizability.
Characterization (IV): Relativization cannot apply to postpositional phrases of the
form [ [ NP Pl P] yp, but only to those of the form o, [NP P] \, seems to be
the most satisfactory one of all the characterizations consistent with the facts.

Two special cases ((A) and (B)) overriding these characterizations have been
noted, but could not be explained.

The Complex Noun Phrase Constraint and the Coordinate Structure Constraint
were found to hold, but not so the Sentential Subject Constraint.

Stacked relative clauses are grammatical, though often stylistically very awkward.

No structural differences could be found between restrictive and non-restrictive
(appositive) relative clauses.
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Chapter 4. Pronominal heads and free relatives
Demonstrative pronouns (a# “this”, o7 “that”, #ra “yon” and their respective
plurals anek, oiek, aiek) can function as surface structure heads of relative clauses:

(94)a Eskuan ikusten dizudan ori zer da?
“What is that, which I see in your hand?”

(94)b Eskuan ikusten didazun au bonba da.
“This, which you see in my hand, is 2 bomb.”

(94)c Arantza’ri eskuan ikusten diogun ura bonba al da?
“Is that, which we see in Arantza’s hand, 2 bomb?”

Demonstrative pronouns can also have human referents, as in:

au
(95) Berandu etorri dan oti [ goseak dago.!
ura
here
“He there , who has come late, is hungry.”
yondet

Personal pronouns (# “I”, i “you (fam.)”, z# “you (pol)”, gn “we”, guek “you
all”) cannot function as heads of relative clauses in surface structure, as we already
mentioned on page 16. Thus, the following sentences are ungrammatical:

(96)a *Berandu etorri naizen ni goseak nago.
“I, who have come late, am hungry.”

(96)b *Berandu etorri zeran zu goseak al zaude?
“Are you, who have come late, hungry?”

Instead of the expected personal pronouns we get the demonstrative ones:

(97)a Berandu etorti naizen au goseak nago.
“I, who have come late, am hungry.”

(97)b Berandu etotti zeran ori goseak al zaude?
“Are you, who have come late, hungry?”

Yet, in general, demonstrative pronouns only allow third person verb forms:
(98)a and (98)b are ungrammatical.

(98)a *Au goseak nago. “¥This one am hungry.”
(98)b *Oti goseak al zaude? “*Are that one hungry?”

1 Vocabulary: berands “late”, etorri “come”, gose “hunger”.
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But we do get (99)2 and (99)b with the intensive personal pronouns #eras (cf.
nere “my”) meaning “I myself” and gerori (cf. gere, gewre “your own”) meaning “you
yourself”:

(99)a Nerau goseak nago. “I am hungry myself.”
(9Nb Zeroti goseak al zaude? “Are you hungty yourself?”

Thetefore, the demonstrative pronouns in (97)a and (97)b seem to be reductions
of the intensive petsonal pronouns of (99)a and (99)b.

According to 1. M. Echaide (Sintaxis del idioma euskaro, 32), the intensive personal
pronouns appear on the surface just in case the relative clause is based —by virtue of
Special case (A)— on a non-relativizable postposition. Let us recall here that for animate
noun phrases, and hence for personal pronouns, the only relativizable cases are the
absolutive, the ergative, and the dative. Echaide gives the following examples (page 55):

(100)a Malkoak arkitu dituzuten neroniengan parrak ere izandu dira.
“In me, in whom you have found teats, there have been laughs too.”?

(110)b Malkoak arkitu diran zerorrengan parrak ere izandu dira.
“In you, in whom tears have been found, there have been laughs too.”

The occurrence of the intensive personal pronouns as heads may be explained by
our eatlier obsetvation that the procedent must be focus in the constituent sentence.
Since the intensive forms are the forms pronouns take when they are focussed
upon, the procedent will have the form of an intensive personal pronoun. The
identity condition obtaining between the procedent and the postcedent, then, will

have to be such that it requires, at least in the case of pronouns, that the postcedent
be also in the intensive form.

Not just demonstratives, but any determiner can serve as the head of a relative
clause in sutface structure. In particular, bar “a”, “one”, and -z “the” can occur as
such. E.g.:

(101) Berandu etorsi dan bat goseak dago.

This example can be interpreted as either + Specific or -Specific:
(101)a “One, who has come late, is hungry” (+ Specific),

(101)b “One who has come late is hungry” (-Specific).

And with the definite article -2 we have:

(102) Berandu etorri dana goseak dago.

(102)a “The one who has come late is hungry” (+ Specific),
(102)b “Who (ever) has come late is hungry” (-Specific).

(102)b is called a free relative in English grammar. T will call the Basque sentence
(102) a free relative, regardless of whether its interpretation is specific ot non-

2 Vocabulary: malko “teat”, arkitu “find”, par “langh”, izan, izandu “be”.
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specific. Free relatives should not be confused with indirect questions, as C. Leroy
Baker in his article “Notes on the Description of English Questions” (Foundations of
Language 6 (1970), 197-219) has wamed us. In Basque, there is little danger of confusing
them; the surface structures are quite different:

(103)a Ez dakit zuk dakizuna.  “I don’t know what you know.”

(103)a contains a free relative: guk dakiguna “what you know”. The meaning of
the sentence can be paraphrased as “My knowledge does not include yours”.

(103)b Ez dakit zuk zer dakizun. “I don’t know what you know.”

(103)b is an indirect question. ger is the interrogative pronoun “what”, and the -»
of dakizun is the Wh-complementizer. The sentence can be paraphrased as “I have
no idea what you know”. This paraphrase is unambiguously a question, apparently
because preposition deletion is restricted to questions in these cases. Compare: “I
have no idea of what you know”.

Just in case the surface head of a relative clause is the determiner -z, the
Complex Noun Phrase Constraint does not hold. Of course, according to Ross’s
original formulation, we should not expect it to hold here: “No element contained
in a sentence dominated by a noun phrase with a lexical head noun may be moved
out of that noun phrase by a transformation”. (J. R. Ross, Constraints on Variables in
Syntax, § 4.1.3). Certainly the Basque atticle -z is not a lexical noun. Compare now
sentence (104)a with sentence (104)b:

(104)a Beattsuati dirua ematen diona luzaro biziko da.
“Who gives money to the poor will live long.”

(104)b Dirua ematen diona beartsuari luzaro biziko da.
“Who gives money to the poor will live long.”

In (104)b the indirect object noun phrase beartsuari “to the poor” has been
scrambled out of the telative clause.®> This is not possible when the head of the
relative clause is a full noun phrase, as in (105)a, or a demonstrative pronoun, as in
(106)a, ot an intensive personal pronoun, as in (107)a.

(105)a Beattsuati dirua ematen dion gizona luzaro biziko da.
“The man who gives money to the poor will live long.”

3 Prof. K. L. Hale has pointed out that “scrambling out of the relative clause” is not the correct way
of speaking about the phenomenon exemplified by sentences such as (104)b. If the constituent beartsuari
“to the poor” had been truly scrambled out of the relative clause, we would expect it to be possible for
material from the main clause (othet than a) to intervene between it and the relativized verb form (dion).
However, this is not possible. Consider the adverb geenetan “in most cases”

(104)c *Dirua ematen diona geienetan beartsuari luzaro biziko da.

“He who givés money to the poor will, in most cases, live long.”

In (104)c, the adverb geienetan “in most cases” cannot be taken as part of the main clause. If it is part
of the main clause, we must have:

(104)d Ditua ematen diona beartsuari geienetan luzaro biziko da.

“He who gives money to the poot, will, in most cases, live long.”
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Here we cannot scramble beartsuari out of its clause:

(105)b *Dirua ematen dion gizona beartsuari luzaro biziko da.

(106)a Beartsuari dirua ematen dion oti luzaro biziko da.
“That one there who gives money to the poor will live long.”

(106)b *Dirua ematen dion ofi beartsuari luzaro biziko da.

(107)a Beattsuasi dirua ematen diozun oti luzaro biziko zera.
“You, who give money to the poor will live long.”

(107)b *Dirua ematen diozun oti beattsuari luzaro biziko zera.

The presence of a case postposition on the determiner # does not interfere with
the process:

(108)a Beattsuati ditua ematen dionak bere saria artuko du.
“Who gives money to the poor will receive his reward.”

(108)b Dirua ematen dionak beartsuari bere saria artuko du.
“Who gives money to the poor will receive his reward.”

There are many examples of this type in Leigarraga’s New Testament Version
and also in Axular’s classic work Gero (Bordeaux, 1643). I will quote just one
example from the latter. The interest of the example is that scrambling out of the

clause takes place despite the presence of the dative postposition -7 on the post-
cedent.

(109)a Egiten derakunari gaizki, zergatik egin behar diogu ongi? (Gero, p. 422,
Villasante’s edition)

“Towards him who acts badly towards us, why should we act nicely?”

Here the adverb gaizki “badly” which normally precedes the verb: gaigki egiten
derakunari “to (wards) him who acts badly to (watds) us” has been scrambled to the
right of the phrase ¢giten derakuna “he who acts towards us”. This phrase carries the
dative postposition -7 “to” (hete I have translated it as “towatds”, which is morte

idiomatic in English). Here again, the process could not take place when we have a
lexical noun as a postcedent:

(109)c *Egiten derakun gizonari gaizki, zergatik egin behar diogu ongi?
In such a situation, gasizks should occupy its normal position in front of the verb:

(109)c Gaizki egiten derakun gizonari, zergatik egin behar diogu ongi?
“Towards the man who acts badly towards us, why should we act nicely?”

In all the preceding examples, the reference of the free relative clause was
generic, of, at least, non-specific. However, this is not a necessary condition for
scrambling something out of a free relative clause. In B. Iraola Aristiguieta, Orvitgak
ta beste 5pui asko (published Tolosa, 1962). I found the following example: (page 15)
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(110)  Ala, batian, nere gantzontzilluak jartzera dijuela, esan zion erdiko gelan dagon
Meltxorrek, egunian bi peseta pagatzen dituenak ardorik gabe: Bafiura al
zuaz?

“So, one time, while he was going to put on my undetpants, Melchior,
who lives in the room in the middle, the one who pays two pesetas a day,
not including wine, said to him: Are you going to the bathroom?”

Here the free relative clause is egunian bi peseta pagatzen dituenak “he who pays two
pesetas a day”. The adverbial ardorik gabe “not including wine” (literally “without
wine”) originates as part of this free relative clause. It has been scrambled to the
right of pagatzen ditwenak “he who pays”. The -& of dituenak is the ergative
postposition, required by the verb esan “say”. The reference of the free relative
clause is, of course, unambiguously “Melchior”.

Therefore, it is immaterial whether the reference of a free relative clause is
specific or non-specific, as far as scrambling constituents out of it is concerned.

Psendo-exctraposition

Free relative clauses are quite frequent in Basque texts, because they provide a
substitute for extraposition. Extraposition of relative clauses is not possible in
Basque, but the existence of free relatives allows one to put sentential and other
modifiers after their head nouns. In this way, one achieves the effect of extraposition.
An example will make this clear:

(111)a Bein ba zan zazpi seme-alaba zituen errege bat.
“Once upon a time, there was a king who had seven sons and daughters.”*

(111)a shows the normal form. The noun phrase errgge bar “a king” is modified
ditectly by the relative clause gagpi seme-alaba zitwen “who had seven sons and
daughters”. Now the pseudo-extraposed form (111)b:

(111)b Bein ba zan etrege bat, zazpi seme-alaba zituena.

“Once upon a time there was a King, one who had seven sons and
daughters.”

Here we have a free relative clause: gagpi seme-alaba Zituena “one who had seven
sons and daughters”. If the relative clause is very long, the pseudo-extraposed
form is more acceptable than the normal form. The free relative clause used with
an antecedent must have the same case, i.e. the same postposition, as this ante-
cedent:

(112)a Au etrege batek, zazpi seme-alaba zituenak, esan zidan.
“A king, one who had seven sons and daughters, told me this.”

4 Vocabulary: bein “once”, zagpi “seven”, seme “son”, alaba “daughter”, errege “king” (Cf. Latin rex,
regem).
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(112)b Au errege bati, zazpi seme-alaba zituenari, egin nion.
“I did this to a king, to one who had seven sons and daughters.”

(112)c Au etrege batez, zazpi seme-alaba zituenaz, maitemindu zan,
“She here fell in love with a king, with one who had seven sons and
daughters.”

(112)d Au errege batentzat, zazpi seme-alaba zituenarentzat oso etreza zan.
“This was very easy for a king, for one who had seven sons and daughters.”

In all these examples, the postpositions on the antecedent (etgative -&, dative -7,
instrumental -g, benefactive -renfgas) must be repeated on the free relative clause.

This use of a free relative with a full lexical antecedent —I will call this phe-
nomenon “pseudo-extraposition”— is a welcome device that can serve to eliminate
unacceptable stacking of relative clauses.

We have alteady seen one example of this effect in sentence (110). Without the
use of pseudo-extraposition this sentence would have had to be:

(113) Ala, batean, nere gantzontzilluak jartzera dijoela, esan zion ardorik gabe
egunean bi peseta pagatzen dituen erdiko gelan dagon Meltxorrek: Bafiura
al zoaz?

“So, one time, while he was going to put on my underpants, Melchior,
who lives in the room in the middle, who pays two pesetas a day, not
including wine, said to him: Are you going to the bathroom?”

(113) is certainly less elegant than (110), motreover, (113) will be unacceptable for
those speakers who have the constraint on stacking stated on page 144, since the
relative clause ardorik gabe egunean bi peseta pagatzen ditwen “who pays two pesetas a day
not including the wine”, immediately precedes the noun phrase erdiko gela “the room
in the middle”, which is not the head of the relative clause.

A much more extreme example of the same situation can be found in a book by
Pedro Miguel Urrazuno Ewuskalerritik gerura. There we read on page 13:

(114)a Ainbeste maite zuan amona, beretzat amarik onena izandu zana, ainbeste
laztan gozo eman zizkana, zerurako bidea ain ondo erakutsi ziona, ill zan
larogeita amaika urterekin.

“Grandmother, whom he had loved so deatly, who had been for him the
best of mothers, who had given him so many sweet embraces, who had
shown him so well the road to heaven, had died at the age of ninety-one.”

If the device of pseudo-extraposition were not available, the sentence would take
on this shape:

(114)b Zerurako bidea ain ondo erakutsi zion ainbeste laztan gozo eman zizkan
beretzat amarik onena izandu zan ainbeste maite zuan amona ill zan laro-
geita amaika urterekin.

Though (114)b may be grammatical, it is utterly unintelligible to the native
listener. With this, enough has been said about pseudo-extraposition, and we now
turn to the next topic.
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Diminutive relatives

An interesting property of free relative clauses is that they admit the diminutive
suffix -#xo just like nouns and adjectives do:

Nouns:
lan-a “the job”, lantxo-a “the little job”,
liburn-a “the book”, libnratxo-a “the little book”,
gigon-a “the man”, gigontxo-a “the little man”.
Adjectives:

qun “white”, has the diminutive form guritxo,
txiki “small”, has the diminutive form #kizxo,
apal “humble”, has the diminutive form agpaltxo.

Note that the noun phrases esxetxo guria “the white little house” and e#xe guritxoa
“the little white house”, or, biogixo apala “the humble little heart” and biotz apaltxoa
“the little humble heart” are not semantically equivalent. (The English translations I
have given here do not exactly reflect the value of the Basque diminutives.)

In the same way, -#xo can be added to free relative clauses. This, of course,
proves that the -z of free relative clauses is indeed the article 4, as we have been
assuming from the beginning.

So: dakidan-a “what 1 know”, dakidantxo-a  “what little T know”,
degun-a “what we have”, degnntxo-a “what little we have”.

Examples of their use in sentences:

(115)a Ez dakit ondo zer gertatu zan, baina dakidantxoa esango dizut.
“T don’t know very well what happened, but what little I know I will tell you.”

Example (115)b is doubly diminutive; it also contains the word pixka “a little
bit”, cf. esne pixka bat “a little milk”.

(115)b Deguntxo pixkaren lotsa gera.
“We are ashamed of the little bit that we have.”?
Repetition of relative clauses

Another interesting fact about free (and also ordinary) relative clauses is that they
can be repeated for expressive purposes. Repetition is, in Basque, a systematically
used device to increase the force of an expression, or its preciseness. Examples:

arro “proud”, arro-arro “real proud”,

bete “full”, bete-bete “brimfull”,

oiz-ean “in the morning”, Qoiz-goizean “eatly in the morning”,
Zan-an “at night”, Zan-gavan “late at night”,

alde-an “near”, alde-aldean “right near”.

P) Another example taken from a Guiptizcoan play is: A/ dantxoa egiten dut beintzat. (A. Labayen,
California ... kn-kul, p. 54), “At least I do the little that one can”.
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(116)a Etxeraifio etotti ziran jjitoak.  “The gypsies came up to the house.”
(116)b Etxe-etxeraifio etotri ziran fjitoak. “The gypsies came right up to the house.”
(117)a Lautan etorri ziran. “They came at four o’clock.”

(117)b Lau-lautan etorti ziran. “They came at four o’clock sharp.”
Relative clauses too can undergo this process:

(118)a Zerana zeralako maite zaitut. “T love you because you are the one you are.”
(zera “you are”, hence gerana “who/what/the one you are™)

(118)b Zeran-zerana zeralako maite zaitut.
“I love you because you are just the one you are.”

In the oldest Basque book, Etxepare’s Linguae vasconum primitiae (1545), we find an
example just like (118)b. The language of the book is the Low-Navarrese of the region
of St. Jean Pied de Port. The example occurs in the poem Potaren Galdatzia, line 10:

(119) Ziten-zirena baitzira, zutzaz pena dizit nik.

“I am aching for you because you are just the one you are.”

Examples (118)b and (119) contain free relatives; it is also possible to have a
lexical head noun here:

(120)a Zeran emakumea zeralako maite zaitut.
“I love you because you are the woman you are.”

(120)b Zeran-zeran emakumea zeralako maite zaitut.

“I love you because you are just the woman you are.”

Relatives to sentences

A last observation about relative clauses in Basque: there are no relative clauses
referring back to sentences (sentential relatives). The closest equivalent to the
English construction (121) is not the ungrammatical (121)a, but (121)b:

(121) Arantza called me a dummy, which made me cty.
(121)a *Kaikua deitu ninduen Arantza’k, negar eragin zidana.

(121)b Kaikua deitu ninduen Arantza’k, onek negar eragin zidan.
“Arantza called me a dummy, this made me cry.

Japanese, Tamil and Turkish, all S.0.V. languages, do not allow sentential
relatives, either. I thetefore conjecture that the absence of sentential relatives is a

general property of S.0.V. languages.

Debile principinm melior fortuna sequatur
(d’Etxepare, 1545)

5 Vocabulary: Aaikn “wooden pail, dummy”, deitn “call”, negar egin “cty”, negar eragin “make cry”, onek
is the ergative form of ax “this”.
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PARTITIVE ASSIGNMENT IN BASQUE*

I. Prefixes and Suffixes

This paper will deal with some of the syntax and semantics of a particular suffix of
Basque. An introductory discussion of the role that suffixes play in Basque grammar
may therefore be useful to those readers who are not familiar with the language.

Joseph Greenberg, in his famous article “Some Universals of Grammar” classifies
Basque (p. 106) as an “exclusively suffixing” language. If taken to imply the absence of
prefixes from the language, this claim is certainly false. There are prefixes in Basque. They
play indeed a most conspicuous role in the motphology of vetbs. The person matkers of
the absolutive (i.e. nominative as opposed to ergative) case are prefixes: #+ 4 4- etc,, as
in: mator “1 am coming”, bator “you are coming’, dator “he is coming” and similarly: zakar
- “he is bringing me”, hakar “he is bringing you”, dakar “he is bringing him”.

In some tenses and moods, the petson markers of the ergative case are also
prefixes. To take just one example, we have the following forms of the conditional:
nuke “1 would have”, bukek, buken “you (male, female) would have”, ke “he (she,
it) would have”. Other incontrovertible prefixes are: conditional ba-, as in banator “if
I an: coming”, banu “if 1 had” and causal bair- as in bainator “for (or. ‘since’) I am
coming”, bainuen “for (or. ‘since’) I had”.

Yet, Greenberg is not far off the mark. In detivational morphology, prefixes are
extremely scarce, though, it is true, not altogether lacking. As announced by its title.
I. M. Echaide’s book Tratads de sufijacion, prefijacion_y consposicién en el idioma euskaro (2nd
ed., Tolosa 1931) contains a section on prefixation. Many of his alleged examples,
however, are not examples of prefixation but of composition. For instance, the
formatives basa- “wild”, asta- “wild” and w#gag- “foster-, step-”, which occur e.g. in
basakaty “wildcat”, astamats ‘wild raisin”, sgagama “foster mother”, are nothing but
regular allomorphs of the nouns baso “woods”, asto' “donkey” and wgary “breast”,
used whenever they occupy the position of the first element in 2 compound.?

* ASJU VI (1972), 130-173.

! Other names of animals. are used in the same way. We find e.g.: suge-tipula, “wild onion” (lit.
“snake-onion™); otsoporrs, “wild leek” (lit. “wolf-leck™); “wild cherry” (lit. “pig-cherry”) and seori-mats “wild
raisin® (lit. “bird-raisin™). For “wild onion” there ate also the Bizcayan forms erroi-kipula (lit. “raven-onion”)
and sopakipula (lit. “toad-onion™). Data from Placido Migica Dicionario castellano-vaseo, p. 1.644.

2 For the regularity of the change of final o to « in disyllabic first members of compounds, see FHV,
6.1 (Le. Luis Michelena, Fonética histirica vasea). For the -z /-5 alternation in sgasz, see FHV/; 14.6.
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Likewise, formations with the negative e3- as the first element such as egjakin
“ignorant”, eg-ikasi “unlessoned”, eg-axo/ “careless”, can also be considered examples
of compounding, since ez occuts as an independent word meaning “not” or “no”.
Another example of Echaide’s, ba/din is cleatly an independent word, for, along with
the phrase iflor baldin badator “if anyone comes”, we also find baldin ifior hadator with
the same meaning.

A more difficult case to evaluate is that of the models 4/ (an interrogative for
yes-no questions), bide (indicates high probability), oze (dubitative) and omen (“re-
portedly”, “as they say”).?

Azkue and other grammarians call them “modal prefixes of the finite verb”, a
designation that seems appropriate enough in the light of their syntactic behaviot.
Yet, personally, I would prefer to consider them as particles (i.e. independent words)
that obligatorily turn into proclitics in the presence of a finite verb. The reason I am
reluctant to put them down as mere prefixes is that affixes normally (that is, in
non-metalinguistic contexts) cannot survive without a stem supporting them,
whereas some of the elements of this class can occur independently in contexts
where the finite vetb has been deleted. So, for instance, o in examples like the
following: Nork ikusi du? Zuk ote? “Who has seen him? You perhaps?”, Neronek ikusi
det. —Ba ofe? “I have seen him myself. —Really?” liork e3 du ikusi. —Ez ote?
“Nobody has seen him. —Really?” Hark esaten duena... lege ote... enskaldunontzat? “(Is)
what he says... pethaps the law... for us Basques?”.

In this last example, which is taken from Mitxelenaren idagian hantatnak (p. 397),
the copula 4z “is” has been deleted by an as yet pootly understood stylistic rule, and
the remaining particle ofe gives the sentence the rhetorical flavor it has: it is a
queclarative in the sense of Sadock.*

My impression about these modal items is that they are on their way to be-
coming prefixes, but have not quite made it yet all the way.>

3 The glosses here are only a rough approximation. They do no justice to the syntactic and semantic
complexities of these items. A long and probably very interesting dissertation could be written on this
subject, preferably by a native speaker.

4 See Jerrold M. Sadock, “Queclaratives”, published in: Papers from the Seventh Regional Meeting Chicago
Linguistic Society, (1971), 223-231.

5 In past centuties, the positional restrictions on these modal particles were less stringent than
they are nowadays. In the first work printed in Basque, Etxepare’s Linguae vasconum primitiae (1545) ote
is not attested, but, about 2 hundred years later, we find it occurring several times in Oihenarte’s poetty,
published in 1657. There ofe (pronounced ozhe) could either precede or follow the finite verb. Among
the examples are: ba daidita othe huts..? («Would I be making a mistake?”) (0.11; = II, p. 1300, ...
hutsik othe daidita? (“Would I be making a mistake?”) (0.130; = XIII, p. 172). Amets al'egia d'ote nik
enzuna (“Is what I have heard a dream of the truth?) (0.57; = VI, p. 149). Hete d'os is poetic licence
for da ote.

Azkue in his Morfologia vasca (I, p. 469) claims that sentences like Badoz ote (“Maybe he is (already)
coming”) and Egfoz ote (“Maybe he is not coming”) are frequently heard non-interrogatively, although
not in the Bizcayan dialect: “Fuera del B, se oye mucho separado del vetbo cuando no se trata de
preguntar.” Like-wise, omen, according to Azkue, may either precede or follow the verb: “Casi
indistintamente se dicen eforri omen dira o etorri dira omen, ‘dicen que (es fama que) han venido™.
(Morfologia vasca 11, p. 470). Compare also Azkue’s Diccionario vasco-espariol-francés (11, p. 109), where berant
ibili dire omen, is given as a possible variant in the Labourdin dialect of berant ibili omen dira, “It is
rumored the they have been walking late”.
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Thc most obvious examples of prefixes in denvattonal morphology are ara-
’; des-, “an-" and birr-/ berr-, “re-?

Amz— is restricted to Souletin and Low-Navarrese. It combines with a fairly large
number of verbs and with some relational nouns, eg: jin “come”, arrgjin “return’;
egin “make”, arvegin “remake”; phiztw “light up”, arraphizts “relight”; seme “son”,
arraseme “grandson”; loba “nephew” or “niece”, arralloba “great-nephew” or
“greatniece”; maiary “May”, arramaiaty “June”.

Des- is common to all Basque dialects. It combines only with a very small
number of native adjectives and verbs. So we have e.g.: berdin “equal”, desberdin
“unequal”; egoki “appropriate”, desegoki “inappropriate”; egin “do”, desegin “undo”.

From janizi “dress”, however, we do not have *degantyy “undress”, but erantzi
“undress”, which, cutiously enough, has the form of an old causative of jansz.

Both prefixes are evidently of Romance origin. They must have entered the
language via a large scale borrowing of Romance words containing them, so that the
prefixes and their meaning became psychologically real to the speakers of Basque.
As the examples show, they can now be combined with purely native stems as well.

The prefix birr-/berr- is of native origin. We find it in: biresan “repeat” (esan,
“say”); birlandatu “teplant” (landatu “plant™), berpigtu “resuscitate” (pigtu “animate”),
berrerosi “buy back” (erosi “buy”).

Our discussion so far is enough to show that Greenberg’s assessment of Basque
as an exclusively suffixing language cannot stand unamended. Still, on the other
hand, it is very nearly correct. Even when one chooses to include all of the doubtful
cases, the prefixes still are a negligible minority as compared with the overwhelming
number® of suffixes that Basque draws upon for the formation of its lexical items.
Moreover, case relationships are signalled exclusively by suffixes. In this limited
sense, Basque indeed is an exclusively suffixing language.

The following sentence will serve as an illustration of the way cases are matked
in Basque: Jiitoak emakumeari bi musn eman Zizkion masailean. “The gypsy gave the
woman two kisses on the cheeky.

The suffix -& (called “the ergative suffix”) marks the noun #ifa “the gypsy” as the
subject of a transitive verb, here of eman “given”. The suffix -7 marks the noun
emakumea “the woman” as an indirect object (dative). The absence of a suffix on &
musy “two kisses” marks it as a direct object, or, more precisely, as either a direct

In both cases talking about the construction with the particle following the verb, Azkue appears to
be referring to contemporary usage: “se oye mucho”, “se dicen”. Still. Azkue was born in 1864 and his
contemporaries are no longer ours. Although I have not carried out extensive field work on this
question, my feeling is that the particles mentioned can no longer be postposed to the finite verb in any
part of the Basque area. The evidence for this includes the corpus of folkstosies and other ethnographic
materials from many different regions of the Basque country collected by Don José Miguel de
Barandiaran and his students, published in fout volumes as E/ mundo en la mente popular vasca, Coleccion
Aufiamendi, San Sebastidin 1960-62. The great majority of the material was collected between 1920 and
1936, but some folktales (from Ataun) go back as far as the beginning of the first decade of this
century. As we would expect from the nature of the material, the particle omen (including its local
variations, such as emen) occurs with great frequency; however, we invatiably find it in the position
immediately preceding the finite verb, and often written together with it as one word. The same is true
for the less frequent particles o and bide.

¢ For a list of the most important suffixes, see P. Lafitte, Grammaire basque, § 83-86.
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object or a subject of an intransitive verb. This unmarked case is called the
“absolutive”. Finally, the suffix -# of masailean “on the cheek” marks it as a locative.
The form gizkion is a transitive auxiliary of the past tense, which includes reference
to a third person singular subject, a third person plural object, and a third person
singular indirect object.

The case suffixes are added only to the last element of a phrase; thus, “to the very
beautiful woman” translat