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SECTION 1. PRELIMINARY REMARKS.

Relative clauses have been a favored focus of interest
on the part of generative grammarians since the beginnings
of transformational studies. There are many articles and
research-papers specifically devoted to relative clauses,
some dealing with English and some dealing with other
languages, including non-Indo-European ones. Moreover,
in a considerable number of studies devoted to other topics,
a great deal of the evidence presented derives from obser-

vations about relative clauses.

In the first category, I may make mant}nn cf the
following papers:
C.3, Smith: Determiners and Relative Clauses in a Generative
Grammar of English. Lanquage 40 (1964), 37-52.
P,M. Postal: Crazy Notes on Restrictive Relatives and
other matters. Unpublizhed mimeocgraph, 1967.
$.Y. Kuroda: English Relativization and Certain Related
Problems. Lanquage 44 (1968), 244-266.

C.S. Bird: Relative Clauses in Bambara. The Journal of

West African Lancguages, Vol.2, Ho 1.

1..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 Posscssive Phrases in

Two Australian Languages. Lancuage 45 (1969),35-




E. Annamalai: Adjectival Clauses in Tamil. Ph,.D. Dissertation,
University of Chicago, 1969,
K,L, Hale: Relative Clauses in some non-Indo-European Languages,
Paper read at the First Annual Meeting of the New
England Linquistics Society, November 1970,
S. Kuno: Relative Clauses., Notes on Japanese Grammar (18).
Report NSF-27 Ailken Computation Laboratory of
Harvard University, November 1970,
S. Kuno: Themes and Relative Clauses. Notes on Japanese Grammar
{19). Report NSF-27 Aiken Computation Laboratory of
Harvard University, November 1970,
TeJ. Klokeid: Relative Clauses in Mabuiag, Unpublisghed
Report, M.I1.T., December 19Tﬂ.l
A.M., Schwartz: General Aspects of Relative Clause Formation.

Working Papers 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 Betwe=n Grammatical System;.
Lanquage 40 (1964}, 1-20.
5.5. Annear: English and Mandarin Chinese: Definite and
Indefinite Determiners and Modifying Clause
Structures. POLA Report No 11 (1965) 1-55,
J.P, Deant! Determiners and Relative Clauses. Unpublished
Mimeograph, M.I.T. 1966,
J.R. Ross: Constraints on Variables in Syntax. Ph.D. Disser-

tation, M.I.T. 1967,




E.W. Bach: Houns and Noun Phrases., In: E.Bach and R.Haras,
Universals in Linquistic Theory, 1968,

A.N. Chomsky: Conditions on Transformations.

The attention lavished upon the relative clause is not
hard to justify. The relative clause i{s important in grammar.
It is, after all, one of the few recursive devices in lan-
guage., It is a good thing when scholars familiar with un-
-familiar languages write about the characteristics of rela-
tivization in these languages, even if the descriptions they
produce do not alwavs happen to go beyond observational ade-
quacy. Assimilating such accounts may help t? free the stu-
dent from hig linquistic prejudices, be it the prejudice that
all languages are basically like English, or the prejudice

that languages differ in generally unpredictable ways.

Moreover, since J.H. CGreenberg's well-known typological
study, we know that sometimes unexpected correlations can be
found between seemingly unrelated grammatical phenomena.

In particular, the study of correlations between the structure
of the relative clause and other areas of syntax may be ex-
pected to yield significant insights into the realm of uni-
versal grzmmar. An obvious prerequisite to such studies is
that reliable data on relative clauses in a wide variety of

lancuages 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.

Furtherrore, it is fitting to start the exploration of
the syntax of Basgue with a study of relative clauses,.
Many parts of Basque grammar cannot be fully understood with-
out 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 ﬁart uﬁ relative clauses, or, at least interrelate closely

with them.

In view of this, it seems surprising that so little space
has been devoted to relative clauses in grampmars and textbooks
of Basque. In fact, relative clauses are mentioned only in
passing, if at all. The only exception I know of is I.M. Echa-

ide's work Sintaxis del Idioma Fuskaro {(San Sebastian, 1912},

vwhere.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 are 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 derives very largely
from personal field work carried out in the Basgue Province
of Guiplzcoa, the most recent of which was done in the £fall

of 1969, My field notes have been supplemented by observations
gathered through reading numerous literary and non-literary
Basque texts. Especiallg;halpful were also the answers I ob-
‘tained to written questionnalres from a number of cbliging
infnrﬁants.-ln this cannecfion, I:am particularly grateful

for the invaluable help of Ms Mari-Pilar Lasarte (Leiza)

and Mr Xabier Unzurrunzaga (Zarauz).
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SECTION 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 atructure of the sentence contains a noun
phrase identical to the noun phrase it modifies. The concept
of linguistic identity that is needed here is not mere iden-
tity in form but also includes identity of reference,

The whole construction consisting of the sentenée together
with the noun phrase acts again as a noun phrase. It can thus
be clagsified as an endogentric constructi#n with a noun

phrase as its head. (Cf. L. Bloomfield, Lanquage, $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 thar&fvre
appropriately termed the "antecedent" of the relative pronoun,

and, by extension, of the relative clause,

In Basgque, aa we will scon see, there is no reason to
ppeak of relative pronouns. The relative clause, moreover,
precedes its head., Using the term "antecedent" here would
easily lead to confusicn. Yet, we need convenient terms to
refer to each of the two coreferent noun phrases present in

the underlying structure, Therefore, I will sometimes use




the term “"postcedent" to refer to the head noun phrase that
the relative clause is attached to, and “procasdent" to re-
fer to the noun phrase internal to the relative clause
which 1ia coreferentiazl to the head., We will ses that, in

Basque, the procedent is always deleted.

We will now proceed to examine an example of a relative
clause. With the nouns aita 'father', nai 'will','desire®,
ama 'mother', liburu 'book' and the verbs irakurri ‘*read’

and erre 'burn' we can form the following sentences

(1) Aitak irakurri nal qu amak erre duen liburua.

*Pather wants to read the book that Eothgr has burned,?
We have a matrilx sentenca:

{1)a Aitak irakurri nai du liburua.

IFather wants to read the book.!
Aind we have a constituent sentence:

(1)b Amak liburua erre du.

tMother has burned the book.?

The shared noun phrase liburua '‘the book! {(questions of
definiteness versus indefiniteness will not be raised here)

has been deleted from the constituent sentence, which serves




as a prenominal medifier of the postcedent liburua in the
main clause. The finite verb form du ‘'(he)has(it)’' of the
relative clause carries a suffix whose shape seems to be -en.
Actualiy, I will show a little later that the real phonologi-
ifal form of the suffix is -n. I will call this suffix the
jﬂ“relativizer". It is worth noting that the relativizer shows
//\Elnﬂ agreement with the postcedent or with any noun phrase in
&? the sentence: its shape is absolutely invariant. Clearly,

then, the relativizer is not a relative pronoun, in fact,

it is not even a noun.,

As we can see from (l)a, the finite verb nead not come
at the end of its sentence. In relative clauses, however,
the verb is always final. Hence, we may visualize the rela-

tive clause construction as [ 8 - n - NP ]  where the
NP NP

relativizer -n functicns as a link between the clause and

ey the postcedent noun phrase.

We have seen one example of a relative clause in Basgue
and we wilill see many more in the rest of this work, but it
may be useful to stop here a moment and ask if the preceding
analysils of relative clauses in Basque 1is correct. Ia it
true that the deep structure of a relative elause contains
a noun phrase identical to the head, and that this noun
phrase is obligatorily deleted? We assumed above that sentence

(1})b Amak erre du liburua. *Mother has burned the book!'

® e underlies the relative clause in (1). It may be thought,
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however, that the extra noun phrase liburua 'the book' is

quite saperflucus, and that it is really (1llc

{l)e Amak erre du,

*Mother has burned it.,?!

which underlies the relative clause in (1), thus obviating

the need for a deletion transformation.

That this proposal fails, however, is not too difficult
to show. Of course, (l)e in isolation is a well-formed sur-
face structure solely by virtue of thé fact that unstressed
(i.e. non-contrastive, non-focussed) pronouns are recularly
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 locatiwve
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 becok in has gone,!

(The argument that I am about to give is wvalid 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 doninated by an § node, This S must be
generated in its underlying form by the same bagse rules thst
generate sentences in isolation. Now, if the proposal we are
discussing is correct, then, just as (l)ec is the constituent
sentence of the relative clause in (1), (2)az must be the

constituent sentence of the relative clause in (2):

" (2)a *Amak liburua ezarri du.

ff 1*Mother has put the book.!
|
AN
QCH But (2)a, being an ungrammatical sentence, will rot be gene-
J@f rated by the base rules. What happens is,of course, that the
L% verb ezarri 'put! demands the presence of a locative comple-

ment, as in:

(2)b Amak liburua kutxan ezarri du.

*Mother has put the book in the box.'

(2)e Amak liburua onetan ezarri du.

*Mother has put the book in here,!

(2)d Amak liburua emen ezarri du.

tMother has put the book here.!

Yet, the relative clause in (2) does not seem to tontain a




locative complement: worse still, it becomes ungrammatical

as spon as a lecative is added to it:

{(2)e *Amak liburua kutxan ezarri duen kutxa joan da.
'*The box that Mother has put the book in the box has

gone, "

(2)f #*Amak liburua labean ezarri duen kutxa joan da.
t#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 ezarri duen kutxa joan da.

'*The box that Mother has put the bock here has gone.!

The only satisfactory explanation for these facts is that
the underlying structure of the relative clause in (2), being
a sentence with the main verb ezarri 'put'’, contains a locative
noun phrase, for the presence of a locative is a necessary
condition for the lexical insertion of the verb ezarri.
from the meaning of the sentence we can tell that this leca-
postcedent noun kutxa ‘box'. As the locative noun phrase does

not appear in the surface structure of the relative clause,
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there has to be some trénsformational mechanisnm 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 with-
out its postposition (in our case, the postposition iﬂ.ﬁﬂ;
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

ident 1tY .

But there is another possibility. It may be the case
that prior to the azpplication of the movement rule, the post-
cedent was a referential variable, a dummy element in the
sense of Chomsky's Standard Theory. Then the underlying struc-
ture of sentence (2) contains only one occurrence of the noun
phrase kutxa. The movement rule will then move thls noun

phrase from the relative clause inte the postcedent position

o5f t+he main clauvse.

Although this proposal comes close to a suggestion

M.%. BErame once made for English relative clauses (See his




unpublished paper 'On the Nature of Relative Clauses.’ M.I.T.
1968) , we cannot adopt it here. Its main flaw is that the
deep structure cf the sentence no loncer indicates in a non-
-adhoc way which of the noun phrases in the constituent
sentence is to be relativized. The same decp siructure fthat

ends up as (2) would also underly (2)i and (2)7:

(2)i Liburua kutxan ezarri duen ama joan da.

'The mother who has put the book in the box has gone.'

(2)3 Amak kutxan ezarri duen liburua joan da.
1IThe hook that Mother has put in the box has gone.'
¥o present theory of grammar, I hope, would be willing

to assign the same deep structure to (2), (2)i and (2)].

There is still another argument against the possibility
of a movement rule being at work here, As J.L. Morgan has
pointed out for a similar phenomenon in Albanian, 'the con-
plete absence of any cases of Pied Piping makes it highly

unlikely that a movement rule is inveolved,

We conclude that the procedent disappears from the rela-
+ive clause by deletion rather than by movement. As any nhoun
whatsoever can be procedent in some relative clause, the dele-
tion cannot be a.deletion of a designated element. The prin-

ciple of Kacoverability of Deletlon, therefore, requires that
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we have deletion under identity.

This provides us with a non-semantic argunent that the
understood locative in (2) is indeed kutzan, 'in the box',

since, otherwise, there would be no way of deleting it un-

der identitye.

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 refef back to the locative comple-
ment of the verb ezarri, but to a locative adverbial that
indicates the place where the action itself occurred. In this

interpretation, (2)e

(2)e Amak liburua kutxan ezarri 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 con-

stituent sentence are possible for (2)}f, (2)g and (2)nh.

Barring those readings, however, (2)e is ungrammatical




because procedent deletion, which is obligatory, has failed
to apply: and (2)}f, (2)g and (2}h are ungrammatical because
no well-formed relative clause can arise in the absence of
coreferential elements. Just how the grammar captures this

in a formal way is of no interest here.

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 treat-
ment of relativization as a grammatical phenomenon, it fol-
lows that the same general processes needed to generate (2)
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 earlier is correct - 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 Basgue, Bayonne 1929, page 8-9)

considers relative clauses as being real genitive construc-
tions. 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 peoint of view, this suggestion is

quite plausible. We have:




Bitak irakurri duen liburua

1The book that Father has read?

Just like:
Aitaren liburua

'Father's book!

And also:

Aitak irakurri duen liburu bat

'A book that Father has readt

just like:

Aitaren liburu bat

A ook of Father's!

Syntactically, the two constructions have several charac—
teristics in common. Both tvpes of modifier precede the head,
are linked to it by a suffix, do not admit anything interca-
lated between them and the head, and do not occur with perso-
nal 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 per-
sonal pronouns cannot be possesszed (*pere zu , '*my you')
seems due to a deep structural or semantic c0ﬁstraint, where-
as I Will:ﬁhﬂw in a later section that the absence of relative
clauses on persconal pronouns is merely a matter of surface

structure,)




There are languages (e.g. Chinese) where the same forma-
tive that functions as a genitive marker also accompanies
relative clausas. For WNasgue too, various authors have iden-
tifieé the relative marker with the genitive marker. So
I. Omaechevarria in his book Buskera (Zarauz, 1959), page 1l:
"La *-n' de 'zuek jaten dezute-N ogia' es la misma que la de
'gure amare-N ogia': por lo gue puede traducirse: 'el pan DE
vosotros coméis.'" (The *-n*' of 'zuek jaten dezute-i 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, however, points out
correctly that the form of the relative marker is -n, a form
different from that of the genitive: "Mais on ne peut assimi-
ler purenent et simplement les formes verbales relatives aux
formes nominales de génitif, et voir dans les 'propositions
relatives', avec M. Gavel, "des expressions qui sont en réa-
1ité des génitifs". Le suffixe relatif est proprement =-ng:
l'e de -en et 1'a de -an sont des voyelles de liaison, dont
l'emploi s'est sans doute étendu a partir des cas ol 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 basgue au xVi® siécle, Bordeaux

1943, I, p. 457-458)

Lafon is referring here to the -en of such forms as duen

in (1), in contrast to du in (1)b. I look upon this vowel -e-




and the -a- of some other forms a little differently from La-
fon. Although Bascologists so far have failed to recognize it,
there is a lot of evidence for the existence of a nhonological
rule ¢f vowel truncaticn in final position., I will DLriefly
indicate some of the evidence. Assuming a final vowel trunca-
tion rule provides an explanation for the fact that the sanme
vowel shows up with all three suffixes that can be added di-
rectly onto the finite verb. These suffixes are: the relativi-
zer -n, the finite complementizer -la and the now largely ob-
solete suffix -Ro ‘'until!, 'while'. In Northern Guipuzcoa

du gives duen, duela and dueflo, in Southern Guiplzcoa du gives

duan, duala and duano. Leaving Guiplizcoa for a moment and tur-

ning to the valley of Roncal, we see that in the Ronczalese

dialect du gives dion, diocla and diono. Roncalese has a

rule by which u goes to i before a low vowel (e.g. buru bat,
'‘one head', buria *'the head'). This rule must be ordered ai=-
ter vowel truncation: an instance of a bleeding order in the
sense of Kiparsky. In Roncalese the underlying form of du is

duc.

In Guiplizcoa da gives dan, dala, dafio, but in all areas

East of Guipilzcoa (including Roncal) we have the alternation:

da, den, dela, deno. Again we find the same vowel for all

three suffives. The alternation itself now becomes cquite
easy to handle: da has as its underlying form dae, with the
e dropping by final vowel truncation; but with a suffix added

the rule cannot apply and we get den, dela, deflo by an in-




dependently motivated rule that.reduces ae to e. For Guipiz-
co=n and Bizcavan the underlying form is simply daa, (Miche-
lena derives den from daen historically, but analyses the
latter as daten rather than as daein, without giving any

justification for this analysis. FPonética Histdrica Vasca,

p.117) To get dezu 'vou have it' and its relative form dezuu,
we can set up an underlying form dezuu, or more simply, restrict
vowel truncation to low vowels, as it seems to be needed for

a and e (and in Roncalese also o) only.

Notice furthermore the alternation dit 'he has it for me®
and didazu 'you have it for me', which we can now analyse as
d+1i+da+9 and d+ i+ da+ zu, where d indicates a 3rd
person object, i the presence of an indirect ohject, da a
first person singular (here as an indirect object: in other
forms it can be agent also), # a third person agent, and
2zZu a second person agent. (The absence of any plural markers
indicate that the direct object, the indirect object and the
agent are all singular: hence the glosses given above,)

To the underlying representation dida , vowel truncation and

final obstruent devoicing apply, in the intrinsic order.

The relativized form of det 'S have it' is dedan.
Starting out from the underlying representation deda, the

sanme rules as above will give the correct outputs.

We thus see that the facts are best handled if we assume =

that the underlying form of du is due (dua in Southern Gui-




ptizcean, duoc in Roncalese), thus explaining the relativized

form duen (duan in Southern Guipi@izeoan, dion in Roncalese).

As Lafon recognizes, the underlving form of the relative
marker is -n. That this is indeed so results from the follow-
ing observation: All past tense verb forms in Basque end in -#.
When the relativizer is added to such forms, no formal change

results, Thus the string of segments Aitak irakurri zuen 1i-

burua 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 2zuen + n giving zuen. The relative

marker, therefore, does not contain an initial vowel.

It zeems plausible to assume that the stress rules of
Bazque 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 Gurascak irakurri zdten liburua.

'The parents read the book.?

(3}b Gurasoak irakurri zutén liburua

*The book that the parents read’

Likewige:

(4)a Gu iltzera zetdrren gizona.

'The manh was coming to kill us,!®




(4)b Gu iltzera zetorrén gizona

*The man who was coming to kill us!

The picture, howsver, 1s not as clear as il may seon
first sight. Intonational phenomena in Guiplzcoan Basque are
elusive in the extremne. Yo one knows what the system of rules
for stress assignment looks like+ to date, not even cbservati-
onal adeguacy has been achieved. The difficulty is partly that
the intonation can be markedly different in neighboring villsz-
ges all over the area, so that informants are very unsure of
themselves and are reluctant to make judgmnents about what
constitutes a coerrect intonation and what does not, and part-
ly that stressed syllables have very little acoustic prominence
over the others, as contrasted with the =ztressed svlilables of
Spanish, English or Russian. I will quote from L. Michelens,

Fonética Histdrica Vasea, Chapter 20:

"..ee €n los dialectos centrales y occidentales, es decir, en
las variedades mejor conccidas vy més prestiqiosas de la len-
gua, las diferencias de intensidad, altura y duracidn de

unas silabas a otras son pegueflas v dificiles de percibir.

El valor distintivo del acento es por otra parte reducido,
puesto que hay excelentes gramAticas gue no lo mencionan
sicquiera. La versificacidn, cue en la poesia popular es inse-
parable-del canto, no lo tiene en cuenta, ni siguiera en sule-

tino." (Pl’age 37%2)




("... in the Central and Western dialects, that is to say,
in the best known and most prestigious varieties of the
language, the differences in intensitv, pitch and duration
from one svllable to the others are small and hard to Dexr-
celve, 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 ac-

count, not even in the Souletin dialect.")

To return now ta.cur examples (3)a,b and (4}a,b, the
following comments must be made:

First, there is no independent E?idaﬁﬂe that I am aware
of that the stress rules in Basque are seﬁsitive to the pre-
sence of double conscnants, or, more generally, of consonant
¢lusters.

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 parents read {(or: are reading).'

(4)e Gu iltzera datorrén gizona

L]

'The man who is coming to kill us!

Third, while final stress in relativized verb formns is




certainly the rule, exceptions (i.e. cases where the final
stress is not physicallv realized) do ocasionally occur.
Fourth, with even greater frequency, 1t happens that

non-relativized verb forms too get final stress.

We s see that intenation 1s not a fool-proof means

of distinguishing relativized from non-relativized wverb

forms, Faced with this lack of a clear-cut formal distinc-

tion between these forms, some native speakers feel the
need to disambiguate the construction. Thus, in many parts
of Southern Guiplizcoa (e.g. in Ormaiztegui), the suffix
-(elkeo is often added to relativized verb forms, especially
to past tense forms. This suffix ~(elke, which, in the ab-
sence of a better name, is often called the "locative geni-
tive", serves to connect ncun phrases to noun phrases in

nominal constructions: etxeko atea 'the door of the house!

(etxe 'house', ate fdoor'), etxeko alaba 'the daughter of

the house' (alaba 'daughter'), Bilboko eguraldia, 'the

weather in Bilbao! {EHEraldi tweather'), ecgun erdiko lana
1

's half day's work' (equn ‘'day', erdi 'half', lan 'work'),

bi milla jendeko erria 'a village of two thousand inhabi-

tants' (bi 'two', milla *thousand', jende 'people’, erri
tvillage'). For the speakers referred to above, the pre-
ferred rendering of the phrase 'the hook that Father read?

is: Aitak irakurri zuaneko liburua. Examples can also be

found in print:




(5)a Ordurik samurrena maiteari aguregin bear dioneko

garaia izalen du. (D.Aquirre, Garoa, p.233)
*Its (i.c. love's) most tender moment i=s when one has

to take leave from ones beloved,®'

This example shows that -eko 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 lepca moztu-arazi zioneko Joan uraxe bera dala

uste du.,.. (Lau Ebanjeliocak, 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.?)

(5)c KNoan berriro irten nintxoaneko etxe artara.

(Lau Ebanjeliocak, Luc. 11.24b)

‘Let me go again to that house from which I left,*

We saw that the shape of the relative marker is -n.
As 1 have shown on page 336-338 of my article "Is Basgue an

$.0,V. Language?" ‘(Fontes Lincuae Vasconum 1 (1969), 319-351),

the underlving form of the genitive marker is -ren, in older
times possibly -en. Therefore, the relativizer -n cannot be

identified with the genitive suffix -ren.




It may be passihlé, however, to identifv it with something

else, namely with a suffix -n that functions as the"Wh-comple-

mentizer", to borrow a term intvroduced by Joan W, Bresnan
(Cn Conplenentizers, Foundations of Lancuaaz 6 (1970) 207-221).

This suffix characterizes the finite verb of embedded nues-
tions: (Glossary: Ez 'no', 'not': dakit "I know(it)': noiz

'when'; zergatik 'why': nolako 'what kind of': zer 'what's

ikusi ‘'see': bear 'need'; esan 'tell': ari 'be doing!',)

LY
(6)a Ez dakit aitak libura ira%urri duen.

R

'T don't know if Father has read the book.‘®

(6)b Ez dakit aitak liburua noiz irakurri duen.

'T don't know when Father read the book.,!

(6)c Bz dakit aitak liburua zergatik irakurri duen.

'I don't know why Father has read the book.!

(6)a Liburua nolakoa dan ikusi bear degu.

"We must see what the book is like,!

(6)e Esaidazu zer ari zeran.

tTell me what you are doing.'

Direct gquestions do not allow this suffix:




(7)a Aitak liburua irakurri al du?

'Has Father read the book?!

(7)b Adtak liburua noiz irakurri du?

'When did Father read . the book?

(7)e Aitak liburua zergatik irakurri du?

'Why has Father read the book?!

(7)d Liburua nolakoa da?

'What is the book like?!

{(7)e Zer ari zera?

"What are you doing?!

We observe that the Wh-complementizer -n does not fuse
with the interrogative pronouns: (6)a contains the Wh-comple-
mentizer but no interrecgative pronoun, the other examples
contain both. In (6}b we have noiz 'when', in {€)c zergatik

'why', in {6)d nolako (i.e. nola 'how' together with the

suffix (elko) 'what kind of', and in (6)e zer t'what'.

We noted that in direct guestions this complementizer

is not overtlvy present., For IEnglish, Bresnan has postulated

a Complenentizer Deletion rule, Clearly, the facts just given

point to the necessity of such a rule in Dasque. This neces-




gity does not depend on the truth of Bresnan's claim that
coarlemcentizers are part &nd parcel of the deen strueturse
of every sentenco., A performative analysis of cuestions

and statements of the general type provosed by J.R. Ross

{(On Declarative Sentences. In: R.Jacobs and P.5. Rosenbaun

(eds.), Readings in Enclish Transformational Crammar)

and J.P. Sadock (llypersentences. In: Papers in Linouistiecs,

1 :2) will, in all probability, also require a Complemen-

tizer deletion rule.

We have seen that we find the same suffix as a Wh-comple-
mentizer and as a relative marker., Does this reveal a deep
syntactic correlation betwzen relatives and interrogatives,
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 let more about universal grammar than we do at pre-
sent, 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 are actually derived from relative
clauses. This, however, seems to me rather unlikely., First

of all, I am uvnable to find a semantically plausible source




along these lines for an indirect yes-no guestion like (6)a.
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Secondly, although it mayv seem at first that (6}b, (6lc Tad

(6)e (but hardly (6)d ) can be derived from relative clauses,

namely, from the Basgue eguivalents of:

(b) I don't know the time that Father read the book.
{(c) I don't know the reason why Father has read 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 cuestions

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), (¢) and (e), are ungrammatical:

(8)b *Ez dakit aitak liburua irakurri duen ordua.

'I don't know the time that Father read the book,!?

(B)e *Ez dakit aitak liburua irakurri duen arrazoia.

'I don't know the reasen why Father has read the book.'

(8)e *Esaidarzu ari zerana.

'Tell me the thing that you are doing.!
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Contrast these with the grammatical sentences:

(B)f Ez naiz gogoratzen aitak liburua irakurri duen orduaz.

'T don't remember the time that Father read the book.!

(8)g Ez naiz gogoratzen aitak liburua irakurri duen arrazoiaz,

'*I don't remember the reason why Father has read the book.'

(8)h Ez da gogoratuko ari 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) d&es
not allow noun phrases as objects, while the verb gogoratu
‘remember' is subcategorized for noun phrases with the instru-

mental postposition -z.

This is not to say that there are no cases in which
Jjakin shows noun phrase cbjects in surface structure.,
Such objects, however, are highly restricted in nature,
and their occurrence is best accounted for by deletion

processes acting on underlying sentential obijects,

The most obvious examples of thiz are sentences like
(8)i and (8)3§, of which (8)k and (8)1,respectively, are

exact paraphrases:




(8)i

(8)3

(8)x

(8)1

Ez dakit zure izena.

*I don't know your nane.’

Ez dakit zure zuzenbidea ere.

'I don't know your address either.

Ez dakit zure izena zer dan.

*I don't know what yvour name is.

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)1 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

(8)n

*Ez dakit zure txirringa.

'T don't know your bike,'

*Ez dakit zure emaztea.

'I don't know your wife,!®

(8)m and (8)n are ungrammatical because their only

sources are (B8)o a2nd (8)p, and these sentences are them-

selves ungrammatical.




(8)o *Ez dakit zure txirringa zer dan.

**I don't know what your bike is.'

(8)p *Ez dakit zure emaztea zer dan.

**I don't know what your wife is,'

The latter gsentence, of course, is grammatical in the
reading where it asks for the profession, the status or the
fnla of "your wife". In that reading, however, (8)p does
not reduce to (8)n. Thus, the deletion process has to distin-
guish between a question asking for identification, as in
(8)k and (8)1, and a gquestion asking for a property, as in
the grammatical reading of (8)p. Moreover, ;nly identifying
questions with zer 'what' can reduce in this way, not identi-
fying questions with zein 'which': (8)q is grammatical, but

it does not reduce to (8)m:

(8)q Ez dakit zure txirringa zein dan.

1T don't know which is your bike.!

The deletion of zer dan 'what is' is governed not just

by the lexical verb jakin, but also by a whole collection of

semantically related verbs. Among them are: gogoratu 'remember?’,

aaztu 'forget', ikasi flearn', irakatsi 'teach', esan 'tell’.
Presumably, all these verbs contain a prelexical element

JAKIN 4in 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)s Ez dakit ijito orren berririk.
'I don't know anything about that gypsy.'

(Literally:'1I don't know any news of that gypsy.')

(B)t Ez al dakizu ori?

'"Don't you know that?!

{8)u Zuk zer dakizuz?

*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 dcoes not readily suggest itself. Still, I do not

consider them genuine counter-examples. The object pronouns




in (8)t, (8)u and (B8)v refer to something that must be propo-
sitional, 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 jakin 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 Eng-
lish 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 zu 'you' in focus position in front of

the verb, we do not get:

*Zu zazkit.
Hor do we get a periphrastic construction:

*Jakiten zaitut,
A different verb ezaqutu 'be acguainted 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 jakin could take noun phrases at all as

objects at the deepest level, we would be hard put to ex—-vjﬁi

AT 4
plain why animate objects should Le excluded, since the &hjﬁﬂx
meaning of the verb would make it equally applicable to
animate and inanimate objects.

An even stronger argument is contained in the obser-
vation that the idiomatic transiation of 'I know Basgue.®
is not Ba dakit euskera (euskera *'the Bascque language')
as we might expect, but rather:
k

(8)# Ba dakit euskeraz,

'I know Basque.'
The -z of euskeraz is the instrumental ending, characteristic
of manner adverbilals:
(8)$§ Oinez etorri naiz,

'TI have come on foot.,®
Combined directly with jakin 2 manner adverbial does nect
seem to make sense. I claim, however, that jakin must always
have a sentential object, and I propose as a source: —




(8)% Ba dakit euskeraz itz egiten.

'T know how to talk Dasque.’'

( itz *word'; egin 'do', 'make'; itz egin 'make words', i.e.

*talk')

(8)% is synonymous with (8)#, and the manner adverbial is
appropriate here: 'talk in Basque®, that is, '"talk in the

Basgue 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
lixe (8)b and (8)c could ever arise - 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 underlylng structure,
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 thelr appearance in the derivation of
(6)b and (6)c. It could indeed ba that the conversion of

(8)b and (8)c into (6)b and (6)c, respectively, is obligatory.

However, there are solid argumenta against this analysis
that have ncthing 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
only, There is a particle ba in Basgue, 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 sen-

tence, on its truth wvalue, so to say.

(9)a Aita ba al dator? - Bai, aita ba dator.

'Ig Father cdming?* - Yes, Pather's cdming.'

In both the guestion and the answer, £he focus is not on
the subject (i.e. the question is not equivalent to:'Is it
Pather whe is coming??), rather, tha subject is taken for
granted and the truth of the proposition itseli is being
questioned or asserted. This 1s in contrast to a sentence

like:

(9)b Aita al dator? - Bai, aita dator.

'Is Father coming?® - Yes, FAther is coming.'

The question is (9)b but not that in (9)a can be rephrased

as: Zein dator? Aita? 'Who's coming? Father? .

The absence of ba in (9)b indicates that the constituent
immediately in front of the verb (note that the gquestion
particle al, like ba itself, is a proclitic to the verb),

here the subject aita, is the focus of the utterance.




Normally, the particle ba occurs only with synthetic

(i.e. non-periphrastic) verb forms. ®*FPather has come' is

/]

torri da aita, not *Etorri ba da aita. Exceptionally, it

is possible to say: Aita ba da etorri. 'Father has come.'

“Unicamente en tono de disputa se contesta a frases como

Ez da etorri con Ba da etorri s.... " (Severo de Altube,

De Sintaxis Euskérica, San Sebastian, 1920, Chapter III,(4))

"Only in a quarrelsome tone of voice is it possible to answer

sentences like Ez da etorri ('He hasn't come') with Ba da

etorri (He has come)ess."

This ba, now, can occur in indirect yes-no questions:

(9)e Ez dakigu ba datorren ala ez.

'We don't know whether he is coming or not.,®
But, ba never occurs in relative clauses:

(g)a Datorren ijitoa ez datorrenaren anaia da.
'The gypsy who is coming is the brother of the one

who is not coming.®

We do not get ba here, although we might have expected
it because of the contrast between 'the gypsy who is coming®

and 'the one who is not coming':




LT

(9)e *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 ba is excluded from relative clauses?
The reason is, I believe, that ba would be totally redundant
in that context. Relative clauses are always presupposed to
be true; thus, ba, as an affirmative particle, has nothing
new to add to the content of the embedded proposition.
The fact that relative clauses 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 ote, glossable as
‘perhaps', can occur in all kinds of guestions, but does

not occur in relative clauses:

-

{10)a Aitak liburua irakurri ote du?

'‘Has Father perhaps read the book?!

(10)b Ez dakit aitak liburua irakurri ote duen.

*I don't know if Father has by some chance read the book.'
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(10)e Aitak liburua neoiz irakurri ote dur?

tWhen did Father ever read the book?!

{10)4a Ez dakit aitak liburua noiz irakurri ote duen.

1T don't know when Father ever read the book.!

{10})e Aitak liburua zergatik irakurri ote du?

'Why has Father ever read the book?!

(10)f Ez dakit aitak liburua zérgatik irakurri ote duen.

'I don't know why Father ever read the book.,' ,

2

1«/
But certainly not: e

! A
A ‘“‘-\x
(10)g *=Ez dakit| aitak liburtua--irakurri ote dueﬂ*ordua.{

\‘ " — /
'*I dnn*f know the time that Father ever read the book.'

{10)h *Ez dakit aitak liburua irakurrl ote duen arrazoia.

' T 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 ote (witness the ungrammaticality of (10)g and
(10)h ), and indirect guestions such as (6)b and (6)c do ad-
mit it (as in {10)}a and (10)f ), it mu=t follow that indirect

questions cannot be derived from relative clauses,
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It is possible to contest the cogency of this argument

concerning ote. The reasoning might go as follows:

The force of the argument just given resides 1in the
claim that the deep structure of indirect questions musf
be significantly different from that of relative clauses,
because ote occurs in the former, but not in the latter.
That is, it is assumed that the exclusion of ote from rela-
tive clauses is a deep structure fact, presumably connected
with the meaning that relative clauses have.
However, it appears that the efﬁlusinn of ote is not due to
semantics, as can be inferred from the faet that it has syno-

nyms that do occur in relative clauses: apika, bearbada and

onenean, which all can be glossed as 'perhéps'.

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

d ' i .
under the influence of the Spanish phrase a lo mejor , 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 criminal in

Europe lives in Madrid.!




(10)5 Egunen batean bearbada nere emaztea izango dan
emakumea etorrikeo da gaur gu ikustera.
tThe woman who perhaps one day will ke 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 perhaps

cause us7!

Therefore, so the reasoning migﬁt continue, we can still
derive indirect questions from relative clauses, if we
assume that sentences like (10)g and (10)h are, in prin-
ciple, grammatical, and, therefore, can undérly (10)d and
(10)f, but are thrown out at the end by a surface structure
constraint.

The surface structure constraint in question will bes one
that disallows proclitic elements from appearing inside
relative clauses. The following partiecles are all proclities,
and - none of these particles occur inside relative clauses:
ba "affirmative”; omen 'reportedly’'; al "question marker")

ote ‘perhaps®, ba "conditional". Examples:

(10})1 *Etorri ba diran ijitoak pozik egongo dira.

'The gypsles who hive come will be happy.!

( ijito 'gypsy', poz-ik egon 'be in a state of happiness?®)




{10)m

(10)n

{(10)o

(10)p

*Etorri omen diran ijitoak pozik egongo dira.

'"The gypsies, who, reportedly have come, will be happy.'

*Etorri al diran ijitoak pozik egongo dira.

*#The gypsies, who have they come? will be happy.'

*Etorrl ote diran ijitoak pozik egongo dira.

'The gypsies, who maybe have come, will be happy.'

*Pozten naiz etorri ba diran ijitoak 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 ote in relative

clauses, which makes the examples containing ote completely

irrelevant to the issue of the deep structure origin of indi-

rect questions.

I firmly disagree with this alleged counter-argument,

for the following reasons:

l). There is no constraint against proclitics appearing inside

relative elauses, as demcnstrated by the occurrence of the

- clearly proclitic - negation particle ez inside relative

clauses:




(10)q Etorri ez diran ijitoak pozik egongo dira.

'The gvpsies who have not come will be happv.®

The ungrammaticality of examples (10)1, (10)m, (10)n, (10)eo
and (10)p can be explained without reference to the proclitic
character of the particles contained in then.

The ungrammaticality of (10)1 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,
cannct be presupposed to be true, and hencalcannnt function
as a relative clause, (10)n is ungrammatical in BEnglish as
well: interrogative sentence cannot occur as relative clauses,
the reason being, once again, that the truth of a relative
claus is invariably presupposed. Sentence (10)o, the one con-
taining ote, is, as I will argue under 2). , ungrammatical
for the same reason as (10)n is. (10)p is ungrammatical in
English tco; hence the fact that conditional ba is a pro-

clitic in Basque is shown to be irrelevant.

It turns out, therefore, that there is no independently
motivated surface structure constraint against proclities

in relative clauses.
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2), While apika, bearbada, onenean and ote can all be glossed

as 'perhaps', there are syntactic differences bestween 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:

(103 r Onenean azaldu da.

'*Perhaps he has shown up.'

(10)s +#*Onenean azaldu al da? ' ’

'Hias he perhaps shown up?!

{10)+ *Azaldu al da onenean?

'Has he perhaps shown up?'
Compare:

(10)u Azaldu al da bearbada?

'Has he perhaps shown up?!

Important for us is, however, the fact that ote, but not
bearbada, or apika , (See (10)u ) is incompatible with the

question marker al :

{10} #hzaldu al ote da?

t%Has he, mavbe, shown up?!




(10)w *Azaldu ote al da?

'*Has he, maybe, shown up?!

Furthermore, the presence of ote in a main e¢lause

automatically turns the sentence into a question, Compare:

(10)x Bearbada azaldu da.

'Perhaps he has shown up.’

(10)y Azaldu ote da?
*Has he perhaps shown up?t
i
Ote, therefore, is similar to al in a way that bearbada
is not. Ote 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 observation:
In indirect gquestions oraindik can mean 'more®, 'else’, but

in relative clauses it can only mean *still‘':

(11)a Ez dakit aitak liburua noiz oraindik irakurri duen.

'T don't know when else Father has read the book.'
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(11)b *Ez dakit aitak liburua uralndiﬁjirakurri duﬁn ordua.

'*I don't know the time when Fathé? has sti

book."

A

i o

//”' The last argument that I will present here is that indi-

rect questions sometimes allow more than one interrogative

constituent, There are no corresponding relative clauses:

{12)a Ez dakit liburua

'I don't know who

(12)b Ez dakit liburua

*I don't know who

3 But not:

H (12)e *Ez dakit 1liburua

"#T don't know the

e —

(12)a *Ez dakit liburua

*T don't know thq

In order to show th

zeinek noiz irakurtzen duen.

reads the book when.'

zeifiek zergatik irakurtzen duen.

reads the book for what reason.,'

zeiflek irakurtzen duen ordua.

time who read the book.!

zeinek irakurtzen duen arrazoia,

reason why who read the book.'

at sentences like (12)a and {12)b are

not uncomﬁun in -Basque, 1 will now quote some examples of

double questions found in texts. The first example is taken

from a Souletin text, the book Onsa Hilceco Bidia, published

in Orthez, 1606; the second example is from a Labourdin story

g\

l/read the ™ )



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, Onea Hilceco Bidia, page 2.)

'Against him, who will say what? Who will do what?!

{12)})f Hehorrek hire burua funditu balimbaduk, nork zer hoben

dik beraz? (Jean Barbier, Ichtorio Michterio, p.l1l0,

quoted by Ernst Lewy, Elementare Syntax des Baskischen,

Kleine Schriften, p. 537

'If you have injured yourself, who is then to blame for

what?? !

{12)g Nik zer dakit, ba, nor nun dabiltlen? (D.Aguirre,
Garoa, p.l56)

'*What, then, do I know who's walking where?!

{(12)h Joanes'ek ez zekian zer esan, zer egin ta zer nori
agindu. (D.Agquirre, Garoa, p.l6l1)
1Joanes didn't know what to say, what to do or what to

command whom (te do).!

(12)i Orregatik bearrezkoa det jakin nork eta nundik zenbat
-diru biali didan. (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.!




Examples (12)g, (12)h and (12)i are indirect questions.
It seems clear that there are no relative clause construc-

tions that thevy could derive from.

I have found one sentence, 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 bizirudpegiratu gabe...
(Lau Ebanjelioak, p.116)

!ess 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)x 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 gquestion

(nork zer 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 -a 2nd the dative postposition -ri.
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What has happened here is that a noun phrase nork zer esando

dion has been derived from the sentence nork zer esango dion

by quoting: "Nork zer ezango dion"-ari biziro hegiratu galke.

This accords well with the meaning of the sentence, and, of
course, the verb begiratu 'look', 'pay attention to', ‘'watch

out for' does take indirect questions as complements:

(12)1 ©Yola egiten dezun begiratu bear dezu.

'You must pay attention to how you do it.?*

The last two arqunents 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), p.197-219.

For all these reasons, then, it seems out of the guestion
that indirect questions are derived from relative clauses in
Basque. Rather, the conclusion must be that the suffix -n is
basically a complementizer, and that its occurrence in rela-
tive 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 surface structure, the verb need not be final, but,
as I have arqued in my article "Is Basgue an S5.0.V. Lanquage?"
(Fontes Linguae Vasconum 1 (19269) p.319-351), Basque is verb-

~final on a deeper level. Complementizers, then, originate
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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 cl:auses, but not in most other s;tordin1te clav-
ses, the verb must also be final in surface structure,

This leads to the following picture of the relative clause

in Basque:

NP, N -n NPy

=

Diagram (1)

This result is in line with the conception of the
English relative clause adopted by J.E. Emonds in his

dissertation Root and Structure-Preserving Transformations,




which also underlies recent work by J.W. Bresnan. The advan-
tages of this conception for English are brought out by the

following quocte from Emonds:

"Many grammarians have held that that is not a relative pro-
noun when it introduces relative clauses, but rather the
same particle that intrcduces other {non-relative) dependent
clauses. In this view, an NP or a PP replaces COMP (the mor-
pheme that in most clauses) by means of the Wh fronting rule.
Such an analysis accords the same status to all S-introduc-
tory that's, explains why prepﬁsitinna never precede that
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 Preservinag Transformations,

Section 1IV.2.1)

Indeed, a similar observation was made by Otto Jespersen
in 1924:
"ees it may be questioned whether English that is not the
conjunction rather than a pronoun: compare the poaaibility
of omitting that: "I know the man (that) you mentioned" and
"I know (that) you mentioned the man", and the impossibility
of having a preposition before that : "the man that you spoke
about® as against “the man about whom you spoke.""

(0. Jespersen: The Philosophy of Grammar , Chapter VI, p.85)

I am making no claim here that diagram (1) represents,

or even approximates the deep structure,or semantic represen-




tation, of relative clause constructions. All I claim is that
relative clause constructions look like diagram (1) at some

- probably fairlv 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 eclause 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 ﬁnglish is=
mainly the unmarked complementizer that, in Basque, it is

the Wh-complementizer -n.

Incidentally, the English complementizers for ... to
and -ing are also able to connect relative clauses to their

heads, as shown by the following sentence:

FPor a bachelor wanting to meet a lot of girls,

the thing to do is to buy a red sports car.
This sentence cannot be derived by ordinary relative clause
reductiaﬁ, since the supposedly unreduced form

#Por a bachelor whe is wanting to meet a lot of girls,

the thing that is to do is to buy a red sports car.




is ungrammatical, and relative eclause reduction in English

iz alwavs optional,

While one difference between Basque relative clauses and
English-relative clauses resides in the choice of the comple-
mentizer and does not seem predictable from more general
characteristics of Basgue 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 jus=t what the implicans of this universal is to be,
Different authors differ indeed as to what other feature of
grammatical structure they deem the lack oé such a movement

rule to be most closely connected with,

For C, Leroy Baker, the absence of a rule moving relati-
vized constituents is correlated with the position of the
clause in front of the modified noun phrase, i.e. preceding
its head,rather than following it, as in English. (C,L. Baker,

Hotes on the Description of English Questions, Foundations of

Language 6 (1970) p. 209}

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£f.)

For A.M, Schwartz, the absence of a movement rule for
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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. Schuartz, Genecral

Aspects of Relative Clause Formation, Working Papers éﬁ

Linguistic Universals, December 1971, Stanford University.)

None of the authors offer a convincing argument in favor
of their respective claims. Basgue, 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., This. however, cannot be

attempted here. i

Returning now for a moment to the genitive suffix -ren,
I should mention that the possibility of some relaticnship
between it arnd the complementizer -n is not to be ruled out.
Indeed, as R.Lafon notes in this connection, there is a va-
riant form of the genitive, the suffix -re, which iz used
= obligaterily and only - with singular personal pronouns
and with qu ‘we’ : nere 'my', ire 'thy', zure 'your (sg.)',
gure ‘our', bere ‘his(own)'; but: zuen *your (plural)' and

beren 'their({own)'.

Lafon, who takes the suffix to have been -e rather than
~re, adds: "Y1 est possible que -e ait été i date trés an-
cienne ltindice de gEnitif commun i touz les noms, et qu'il

ait été renforcé, dans les substantifs, les adjectifs et la




plupart des pronoms, par l'addition de -n, suffixe treés géné-
ral servant a marquer la relation de déterminant a déterniné.”

(R, Lafon, Le systéme du verbe basgue au xvi® siéﬂle: I, p.458)

The segmentation -re-n 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, Langgége 45 {19691,35;44.
I quote from page 38:
"The relation between a possessive phrase and the noun it
qualifies could be treated as an additional svntactie 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 certainly not ahsurd:
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.
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We noted that two of the personal pronouns do hav& a
genitive ending in -n : zuek 'you all' and berak 'they(them-
selves)'. For zuek, the fact that it has a regular genitive
(zuen 'vour(plural)', is, no doubt, due to its being a rela-
tively modern creation. Zu (genitive zure) which is now the
polite second person singular, used to be a form for the se-
cond 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 art coming
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 zatoz (from z-a-tor-z) shows the suffix -z,
indicating a plural subject in an intransitive verb fornm.
The form zatozte 'you all are coming' is formed from zatoz
by adding another plural marker -te. This -te 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 brinaging itr, du 'he has it', dute 'they

have itr,)




The second paradigm shows forms of the type nau 'he has

me', which occur mainly as auxiliaries in periphrastic verb

forms, as in ikusi nau 'lI'e has seen ne'.
n-a-u : lie has me
a=-u : He has thee
d -u : He has hirm
g-a-it-u : 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 -it- indicates plurality of the
direct object. Again, the polite second person form zaitu is
morphologically plural. The naw plural second person form

zaitute has the plural marker -te mentioned above. A variant

form zaitue with a plural marker -e 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 gottem *zau (like
au 'he has thee') instead of zaitu. Spnradicaliy, however,
this restructuring did happen, and forms like zaut (instead
of zaitut) 'I have you' are attested in the South-Eastern
subdialect of Bizcayan, e.g. in Mondragén (geographically in

Guipﬁzcoa! and in Aramayona (geographically in Alava).




As to beren 'their own' versus bere 'his own', the fol-
lowing remark by P.Lafitte may be taken as corroborating
Lafon's conjecture that the fipal -n of genitives originated
as a reinforcement of an earlier construction with -re in-

stead of -ren:

"La diffgrence entre bere 'son', et beren, "leur', est,
semble-t-~il, assez rgcente. Beaucoup d'auteurs traduisent
'sien' et 'leur' par bere et ne font de beren qu'un intensif

de bere.* (P, Lafitte, Grammaire bascue, 8211.11)




SECTION 3, RELATIVIZABILITY.

After the general considerations that have occupied us
so far, we will now examine a variety of examples, and try
+o find out what restrictions there are on the process of

relative clause formation.

Not surprisingly, there are no restrictions whatsoever
on the function of what we have called the "postcedent" in

the main clause, witness the following examples.

Sentence (13) Irakasleak quztia daki.

'The teacher knows everything.'

i
can be embedded as a relative clause on the noun irakasle

tteacher' regardless of the role of the latter in the main

clause. So we get:

{13)a Guztia dakien irakaslea ez da gaur etorriko.

'The teacher who knows everythirng will not come today.'

(13)b Guztia dakien irakaslea lendakari izendatu zuten.

'They made president the teacher who knows everything.’

(13)e Guztia dakien irakasleak esan du.

"The teacher who knows everything has said it.'

Since esan 'say' is a transitive verb, its subject irakasglea
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receives the ergative suffix -k. The subject,of course, is

not just irakaslea 'the teacher', but cuztia dakien irakaslea

'the teacher who knows evervihing'.

(13)d Guztia dakien irakasleari eman bear dioqu cure dirua,
'We must give our money to the teacher who knows every-

thing."

(13)e Guztia dakien irakaslearen emaztea bildur da.

'The wife of the teacher who knows everything is afraid.'

(Like its English translation (13)e is ambiguecus as to who

it is who knows everything, the teacher or his wife.)

(13)f Guztia dakien irakaslearentzat ekarri det au.
'I have brought this for the teacher who knows every-

th ing . ‘.

(13)g Guztia dakien irakaslearengatik ez nintzan etorri.
'T didn't come because of the teacher who knows every-

thing.*

(13)h Guztia dakien irakaslearengandik ikasi det ori.
'*I have learned that from the teacher who knows every-

‘thing."*




We will now go on to consider the syntactic role of the pro-
cedent in the constituent sentence, that is, inside the rela-

tive rclause. Let the clause to be embedded be (14):

(14) Gizonak txakurra jo du,

'The man has hit the dog.!

We can then derive either (l1l4)a or (14)b, according to which

noun we take as a postcedent: gizona 'the man' or txakurra

*the dog':

(l14)a Txakurra jo duen gizona gaiztoa da.

]

'The man who has hit the dog is bhad.®

(14)b Gizonak jo duen txakurra gaiztoa da.

"The dog that the man has hit is bad.’

As we saw earlier in our discussion of sentence {(1l)c, unstressed

personal pronouns that are in an agreement relation with the
verb are normally deleted. Perhaps we should rather say that
they are 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 :itafian
form of verbs is the past participle, the shortest of the
non-finite verb forms) and the auxiliary du 'has®. This

form of the auxiliary indicates a third person singular agent,
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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 gizona °'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 carries therefore the

ergative suffix -k. The direct object pronoun has been deleted:
i

(16) Gizonak jo du.

'The man has hit him (her, it).°
Embedding (16) as a relative clause to gizona gives (l6)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) Emakunmeak gizonari aur au eman dio,.

'The woman has given this child to the man,!
We can have all of the following relative eclause constructions:

{17)a Gizonari aur au eman dion emakumea guztiz ederra da.
'"The woman who has given this c¢hild +o the man is ex-

tremely beautiful.!

{(17)b Emakumeak gizonari eman-dion aurra oso txikia da.
"The child whom the woman has given to the man is

very small.'

{17}e Emakumeak aur au eman dion gizona zaarra da.

"The man who the woman has given the child to is old.!

In (17)e the procedent is the indirect object of the relative
clause (Cf. (17) ), deleted here in the process of relativiza-

tion.
Again, the nearly obligatory deletion of unstressed per-

sonal pronouns gives rise 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 a) child to him.'

b) 'The child who has given it to him is bad.'

From (18)b Aurrak eman dio.

'The child has given it to him,'

c¢) *'The child whom he has given it to is bad.®

From (18)c Aurrari eman dio. ’

'He has given it to the child.®

In (18) Eman dion aurra gaiztoa da , aurra ‘'the child®

has the zero case marking required 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 aur

'*child' in the original constituent sentence.

We observe here a general property of the relativization
process in Basque: relativization wipes out whatever postposi-
tion the ﬁracedént may have had, thus making it impossible for
the surface structure to indicate the syntactic function of

the deleted noun phrase in the constituent sentence, i.e in-




side the relative clause.

Basque relative clauses, then, are less precise than
their English (and, more generally Indo-Europezn) counter-
parts, where a relative pronoun normally indicates the fune-
tion of the coreferential lower noun phrase in its clause,

as in the English sentence:
I walked with the woman because 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 guestion how to characterize
the range of syntactic functions that the pfacedent noun phrase
can assume in the lower clause, such that the resulting rela-
tive clause is grammatical. In other words, what is the gene-

ralization underlying the okservation 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 atzerritarra 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 straichtforward way:

(19)b *Bizibidea galdu dedan emakumea atzerritarra da.
(19)b is totally uninterpretable.

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 considerable 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 preposi-

tions in English (e.g., under, around, below, behing, over),

they always involve a relational noun in Basque. The following

example is typihal:

maiaren azpian or mai-azpian , 'under the table?',

We have here a noun azpi which is linked to the noun mai *table’
in either of two ways: b? means of the possessive suffix -ren
added to the definite form maia 'the table' of the noun mai,

or by way: of nominal compounding. The ending of azpian is the
locative postposition -n preceded by the definite article a.

Other postpositions can also occur here instead of the locative:




maiaren azpira
a e
maiaren azpiraino

maiaren azpitik

In fact, the noun azpi

L)

'to under the table’',
'as far as under the table’',

tfrom under the table!',

can occur without any postposition:

(20) Maiaren azpia zikifa da.

"It is dirty under the table.,'

It is clear, then, that there is a relational noun azpi,

with the approximate meaning 'sﬁaee extending downward from

the under-surface of X and including this under-surface”.

Similar remarks apply

mai(aren)
mai(aren)
mai(aren)
mai(aren)
mai(aren)
mai(aren)
mai(aren)
mai(aren)

mai(aren)

aldean
aurrean
atzean
barruan
erdian
ertzean
gaiffean
inguruan

ondoan

-

L1

-

(1]

to: I

'beside the table?*,

'in front of the table?,
'behind the table!,

'inside the table’,

' at the middle of the tabler’,
‘at the corner of the table’',
‘on top of the table',

‘around the table’,

‘iiext to the table',

These are all plain genitival canatrﬁctinns, like, say: apaiz-

aren liburuan *in the book of the priest', and, as such, do not

call fer any special treatment.




In general, of course, the items which it will be our
task to pass in review are the postpositions of Basque, not
the wvarious lincuistic 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 basgue frangais

(page 315) and of I. Lopez Mendizabal, who counts it among

the suffixes expressing grammatical relations (Manual de Con-

versacién, p.297-300), there are good reasons for considering
gabe to be an adjective that takes noun phrase complements

and not a postposition. These reasons include the following:

1) Gabe admits the article -a 4 Only the genitival postposi-
tions -ren and -(e)ko 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: Compare €l)a, b with (22)a,b :

(21)a Andres etorri da emaztea gabe,

'tAndres has come without his wife.?

(21)b Bera bakarrik emaztea gabea da

tHe alone 1s 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 emaztea gabea, with the article -a inserted

in predicate position, as is usual for predicate nouns and
adjectivés in most Basque dialects. This does not happen in

(22)b : the form *emaztearekifia does not exist anywhere.

The genitival postpositions -ren and -(elko éo admit the
article: ijitoarena 'the one of the gypsy',.and etxekoa '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: ijitoaren zaldia

'the horse of the gypsy' and etxeko tellatua 'the roof of the
house'!., Under certain circumstances, pronominalization can
delete a noun or a noun phrase and leave behind its determiner.

When this happens here, the forms just cited are produced:

(23)a 2aldi 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.,*®




Gabe, however, is not a genitival postposition. It cannot link

two noun phrases together: *emaztea gabe gizona. To get the

meaning 'the man without his wife', the genitival postposition

-(e)ko must be inserted here: emaztea gakeko gizona,

2) There is a suffix -(r)ik

that combines with all past par-

ticiples, most adjectives and some nouns, and whose meaning

is "being in a state of ...'.

etorri
ikusi
il

eman

on
oso
zabal
bakar

isil

poz
bildur

barau

(L] LL}

-

'come?t,
lse%n 1] ’
rdied’,

*agiven',

With adjectives:

"Igobd! ’

'whole?®,
'wida?',
*lonely!’,

'quiet'._
With nouns:

1 jﬂ.}r. #
tfear?,

*fast',

Exanmples:

With past participles:

etorririk
ikusirik
ilik

emanik

onik
osorik

zabalik

bakarrik

igilik

pozik

-
-

bildurrik:

baraurik

-
-

‘thaving come?,
"having seen',
thaving died,dead’,

Thaving given'.

'wall',
'camplﬂtaly',
'wide open',
talone',

tgsilent'.

Thappy'.,
tafraid’,

'empty stomached’.,




This suffix is never added te postpositions:

etxean tin the house!', *etxeanik,
etxera rtc the house!', teterarik,

etxearentzat 'for the house', *etxearentzatilk,

However, it is often added to gabe:

(24)a Diru gaberik etorri da.

*He hag cone without money.!

(24)b Zu gaberik ezin bizi du.

'He cannot live without you.! i

1) In Northern parts of the Basque Country, inecluding the
North-Eastern part of Guipfizcoa, gabe can remain behind in
surface structure after the head noun of its phrase has been
deleted by pronominalization processes. Nowhere in the Baaque
Country, however, can a postposition ever survive without a
supporting head in surface structure. An informant from Oyar-

zun gave me this sentence:

(25)a Pipa nerekin daramat, ezin naiteke 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 Icharo-
pena, Zarauz 1958, without name of author), which reflects

the speech of San Sebastian, we read,p.38:

(25)b Utzi naizkizu erautziga batzuek, gabe gelditu naiz.
'Lend me some cartridges, I have run out,' (Literally:

'I have remained without.')

The form naizkizu here, instead of the more common

ezazkidazu is an interesting example of what is known as

the "solécisme de la Cdte". It consists in treating indirect

objects morphologically as direct objects: peseta bat zor

nazu ‘you owe me one peseta' instead of : peseta bat zor

didazu 'you owe to me one peseta'., For those innocent of

the solecism, the form naizkizu of (25)b does not even
exist, since its n- marks the direct object as a first
person singular, but its -zki- marks the same direct object
as a third person plural. This solecism was already mentioned
by Prince Louis Lucien Bonaparte and it was alsoc discussed
by Hugo Schuchardt in his introduction to the new edition

of Leigarraga's New Testament Version (first edition 1571,
new edition Strassburg 1900) p.LLXXXI - there are several
instances of the solecism in Leigarraga's text - and later
at much éreater length in his article Zur Kenntnis des

Bagskischen von Sara, Abhandlungen der Preussischen Akademie

der Wissenschaften , 1922, Philosophisch-Historische Klasse,

No. 1, p. 3-39. (See especially p.l1l3-15).




In the 1?th

century classic Gero by Pedro de Axular
(not written in Guipfizcoan, but in "Navarro-Labourdin"),

we read (Chapter XI, 2):

(25)c Bai, ba da zenbait, zeren Eliza ezin dateke gabe,
(Talking about true Christians) 'Yes, there are

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)@ +*Bai, ba da zenbait, zeren Eliza bethi ekin da.

1
'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 ekin.

4) As we will see later on in this section of the the-
sis, if gakbe 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 Basgue orthography recognizes
this, in that it does not write gabe tcgether 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 gizona-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 biotz berorik gabe ori 'that

heart (of vours) without any warmth'. Here Lerorik 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 bete *full’,e.g.:

biotz pozez bete ori 'that heart (of yours) full of joy'.

Bete and gabe are similar in that they both take noun phrase
complements, yet, bete is subcategorized for noun phrases
with the instrumental postposition -z, and gabe for noun
phrases that can be either partitive, determined or indeter-

mined; beroz bete '"full of warmth', berorik gabe 'without

any warmth', beroa gabe 'without the wamth', bero gabe
rwithout warmth'. Moreover, bete can occur without a com-
plement in surface structure: ontzi au betea da. *'this vessel

is full®', gabe cannot do so! *gizon au gabea da., However, in




former times, cgabe could be used also as an independent ad-
jective, with the meaninag 'destitute' (See R.M. de Azkue,

Diccionario ?asca-Espanol—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 connec-
tion between relativizability and the syntactic function of

the procedent, we can report as a first result the following

observation:



With regard to thelir acceptance of relative clauses,
the native speakers of Guipidzcoan 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 mprphological
agreement between the procedent and the verb of the

relative clause.

(B) A wider system, which I will refer to as "the main sys-

tem, to be characterized 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 predicate.

Example:

(28)a Datorren astean joango naiz.
'I 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 Garizumako asteak ba datoz.

'"The weeks of Lent are coming.®




The presence of the affirmative particle ba in some of
the examples and its absence in others is connected with the
concept of focus, as I discussed earlier (See page 36-37)
of this thesis.). As I explained there, affirmative ba never

occurs inside relative clauses,.

2). Subject {(agent) of a transitive predicate. Example:

(29)a Tresna ori darabillen errementaria indartsua da oso.

'"The smith who is using that tecol is very strong.'

Cf.:

(29)b Errementariak ba darabil tresna ori..

*The smith is using that tool.!

(29)e¢ 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.'
CE,?

{30)b Alkateak ba dakar liburua.

'"The mayor is bringing the book.'




{30)e 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.'

CL.:

(31)b Ogia dakarkiot eskaleari.

'T am bringing the beggar bread.’ |

{(31)e Ogia dakarkiet eskaleai.

*I am bringing the beggars bread.'®

b). With an intransitive predicate, e.g. azaldu 'appear’,

Ishow up':

(32)a Aingerua azaldu zaion artzaia bildurrez dago.

'The shepherd to whom an angel has appeared is afraid.!

CE.:

(32)b Artzaiaril aingerua azaldu zaio.

*An angel has appeared to the shepherd.!




(32)c hftzaiai aingerua azaldu zaie.

'An angel has appeared 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 gram-
matical in the main system hut_nutaide the scope of the re-
stricted system, informants speaking this variety do not
alwayvs uniformly reject them. Rather, the typical response
is a double inconsistency. FPirst, instances of exactly the.

same type of relative clause may be treated differently bv

the same informant. One informant accepted (33)a,

(33)a Lenengo aldiz ikusi zindudan erria 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 vear.'

Secondly, the same informant was also found gquilty of incon-

sistency over time. At one time, he accepted (33)e, - rejec-




ting, 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 I was born.!

When asked again six months later, the informant rejected
{33)c, insisting that a non-finite relative clause construc-

tion,(33)d, should be used instead:

(33)a Ni jaiotako erria maite det.
'T love the village where I was born.'

In non-finite relative clauses, the predicate has the
form of a past participle, e.g. jaioc 'horn', etorri ‘come'.
To this form the relational suffix -tako is added, linking
it to the following noun, the postcedent of the relative
clause. Mainly outside Guiplizcoa we find a suffix -rikako
{or 'EEEE} used instead of -tako, and in the Northern dia-
lects the suffix may be @#. The suffix -tako (and also -rika-
ko, riko) can be ﬁecompqsad into two parts: a "stative®
suffix ~ta (or rika, rik, the suffix discussed on page 70}

jaiota 'having been born' (also: jaiorik), etorrita, etorri-

rik *having come', and the "locative genitive" suffix (elko
that we have discussed earlier (page 23).

Az there i3 no finite verb in such relative clauses, personal




pronouns cannot be deleted. We thus get: ni 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

"iWhat does it mean?".

{33)e Ezkondu nintzan erria maite det.

*I love the village where I got married.’

(If have not starred (33)c and (33)e, because they are gram-
matical in the main system, which I take as a standard.
Both are, however, ungrammatical in the restricted systemn,

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 re-
stricted system prohibiting sentences like (33)c - are trans-
formational rather than deep-structural in nature, for, pre-
suﬁably, (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 constraints on re-
lative clause formation in the restricted system should al-
low the mﬁre complex (33)d and rule out the simpler (33)c

remains a mystery, especially since the main transfeormation

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 blockad 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 considersd ungrammatical
in the restricted system, and (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. Yon-finite relatives are available for
the perfect aspect and also for the future modality ('things

to be done'), but not for the imperfect asﬁect as such.

The formation of the perfect aspect non-finite relative
has already been explained: past participle + ta-ko, e.g.

etorritako 'having come?’., The future modality non-finite rela-

tive is formed from the verbal noun (i.e., the present parti-
ciple without its locative ending -n) to which is added the
suffix -ko, directly, without an intervening -ta : etortzeko

‘coming?, 'which is to come'. (The present participle is :

etortzen).

Thus, a non-finite variant exists for (34)a, namely (34)b:

(34)a Etorri dan ocsaba aberatsa da.

*The uncle who has cone is rich.?




(34)b Etorritako osaba aberatsa da.

'The uncle who has come is rich.!

Similarly, alonside (35)a, there is a near paraphrase (35)b

with a non-finite relative:

{35)a Etorriko dan esaba 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

constructions (36), (37) and (28):

(36) Zetorren osaba aberatsa zan.

'The uncle who was coming was rich.?

{(37) Datorren osaba aberatsa da.

'The uncle who is coming is rich,'

(38) Igandero etortzen dan osaba aberatsa da,

'*The uncle who comes every sunday is rich.

imperfect

From now on, I will let non-finite relatives rest, as theilr

rele in the overall picture of Basgue svntax is not nearly




hs central as that of finite relatives.

Now that we have clarified the nature of the restricted
system, we pust address ourselves to the more arduous task
of determining the limits of the main svstem. We know that
there are such limits, since (19)b is ungrammatical in the

majin system too.

In the examples of crammatical relative clauses that
we have seen so far, there appears to be a rather close re-
lation between the procedent noun phrase and the verb of
the constituent sentence. In the ungrammatical example (15)b,

which I repeat here for convenience:

(19)b *Bizibidea galdu dedan emakumea atzerritarra da.
'The woman because of whom I have lost ny job is a

foreigner.?

there is no particularly close relationship between the under-

lying procedent noun phrase emakumearengatik 'because of the

woman' and the verb galdu '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 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.)




tdwell?)

{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 £ind myself in a tight spot.'

Relative clauses with a locative procedent are attested
from the oldest texts on. In the earliest Basgue book, Etxe-

[
pare'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 Emazten favore, line 27)

'I don't see any pleasure in a place where there are no

women. *
Aad also:

(45) Andre hona den lekhura ailtxa itzak begiak.

(From the poem Andre Dena Maria, A, 4r, line 2)

'Lift up your eyes to the place where the good Lady is.t




This characterization correctlv excludes (19)b, it proverly
includes the restricted system, and it seems like a very na-
tural constraint for a language with procedent deletion to

impose on relativization.

Unfortunately, it is not empirically 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 etxean
*in the house' is involved in the strict subcategorization

of the verb izan "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,'
llere the constituent sentence is:

(40)a Gizonarengan fidatzen nintzan.

'T trusted [in] the man.®




We have also met two non-relativizable pﬂstpositioﬁsz

-(ren)gatik (motive) and -(ren)gan (animate locative).

Here are still a few more examples of relative clauses

involving locative procedents. First an example of a non-

-restrictive one:

(41) Baztanga dagoen etxe oiek gureak dira. (From: I. Lopez-

-Mendizabal, Hanual de Cbmvnrsacién Castellano-Euskera,
p.355)

'Those houses, in which there is smallpox, are oursa,’

The constituent sentence is here: !

(41)a Etxe oietan baztanga dago.

'In those houses there is smallpox.!

(42) Orain bizi naizen baserria erosteko asmoa det.

'I 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




The verb fidatu *trust' is clearly subcategorized for animate
noun phrase with the postposition -{ren)legan 'int', Yet, rela-

———

tivization on such a noun phrase is not possible,

From this it follows that strict subecategorization is
irrelevant to relativization, so that we have to abandon

this putative characterization of the main svstem.

A more careful investigation of the facts is therefore
in order. It appears that relativizability depends on the
underlving postposition that characterizes the svntactic
function of the procedent. Hence, we can divide the Basgue
postpositionz into two classes according to whether or not.
relativization is possibkble. We will call afpostpﬂsition re-
lativizable if there is a well-formed relative clause such
that its procedent carries this postposgition, We will see
later on in this section that it is necessary to add a prﬁw
vigion to this definition of relativizable postposition,
the provision being that the postpeosition on the postcedent
(i.e. the coreferential noun phrase that appears in surface

structure) is not morphologically identical to the deleted

underlving postposition.on the procedent.

Up to now, we have found the following postpositions to
be relativizable: -@ (absolutivel}, -k (ergative), -ri (dative),
-n (locative). We will encounter three mere: -ra (directional),

~tik {ablative) and -z (instrumental).




tends to use it less than the Northern area does. As I men-
tioned above, I will assume that the formative -ren is al-
ways there in the underlying 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 morphophonemic behavior. The following
table will demonstrate this, using the lexical items lan
‘work', idi 'ox', alaba 'daughter', ni 'I', i 'you (familiar),
qu 'we', and the postposition -(ren)gatik 'because of',
All other postpositions beginning with -ren (and also —55515
‘with') behave in exactly the same fashion., For the sake of
terminological homogeneity, I will call forms carrying the

postposition -(ren)gatik "motive" forms.

The table has three columns. Thev 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 interroga-

tives zer 'what!'! and zein 'which': Zein idirengatik kezkatzen

zera? ' Because of which ox (or oxen) are you worried?' or:

*Which ox (or oxen) are vou worried about?*

As personal pronouns are semantically definite and occur

in none of those contexts, I have classified them with the




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 arrived at six o'clock.?

(46)b Gabean lan egiten det.

*I work at night.!'

Seietan is the locative plural of sei 'six', the word ordu

'time', 'hour' being understood. Gabean is the locative singu-

lar of gau "night'.

Relative clauses on such time expressions are cuite comnmon:

(47)a  Mendiratu gi¥an equna euritsua zan oso.

*The day we went to the mountains was very rainy.®

Compare (47)b : Egun artan mendiratu giffan.

'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,®

Compare (48)b : Goiz batean aita erori egin zan.

'"On a certain morning Father fell.,®




What is the morpheme egin and what is it doing in (48)b7
The utterance "on a certain morning Father fell" is usually
taken as conveying an answer to the hypothetical guestion:
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 cuestion: When did Father £all? 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 verb and not on any
of the noun phrases in the sentence. Now in Basque, as we
noted on page 35, a noun phrase in focus must be put immedi-

ately in front of the verb, In the Guipfzcoan dialect and in

\ ]

most, though nct all, varieties of Bizecayan, this is also
true of the verb itself: If the verb is in focus, it must
be put immediately in front ¢f what must then be the main
verb, namely, egin 'do' when transitive, 'become' when in-
transitive. Whenever a verb is in focus, it cannot be conju-
gated, the verb egin 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: Noiz

erorike da? '"When will he fall?' Not: *Noiz erori egingo da?

All this applies to periphrastic verdb forms only.
Synthetic vert forms are focussed upon by means of the pro-

clitic particle ba, 28 we saw on page 35.




We never find this emphatic egin in relative clauses,
just as we do not find the affirmative particle bz in rela-
tive 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 impertant in the constituent sentence, and, hence,
there can be no focus different from this procedent. In parti-
cular, 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)ec is:

(48)c Aita goiz batean erori zan,

*Pather 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 Leigarraga's translation of the New Tes-

tament (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....'




There is an even earlier example in the poetry of Etxepare,

Linquae Vasconum Primitiae of 1545:
(50) Bizi nizan egunetan, bada, ez zitut utziren. (From the

poem Potaren Galdatzia, line 17)

*I shall not leave vou on the days that I live,®

The directional postposition -ra 'to', and the ablative

-tik 'from' are relativizable:

(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 more concrete procedent is (52):

(52) Sarri joaten naizen sagardotegia jendez beterik dago beti.

'The ciderhouse where I often go is always full of people,'

Here the ceonstituent sentence is:

(52)a Sarri sagardoteaira joaten naiz,

'T often go to the ciderhouse,!




Before giving some examples of relative clauses where the
postposition on the procedent is -tik, I want to point out
that glossing this postposition as 'from' covers up an inte-
resting difference between Basque and English. This is due,

I claim, to a2 complication of English, not of Basque.

A concrete example will make the matter clear.

(53) Irufiattik Donostiratu nintzan.

(53)* '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 }nferreﬂ not only
that, having been in Pamplona I went on to San Sebastian, but
also that my journey on that occasion actually started in Pam-
plona., Of ccurse, I needn't have been in Pamplona for any
great length of time. I might just have arrived there, Pam-
plona being the final destination of aprevious journevy.

Still, sentence (53)' presents the journey it talks about

as departing from Pamplona. If the journey did start some-

where else, not (53)* but (53)'*' must be used:

(53)** I went to San Sebastian through (via, by way of) Pam-

p;ﬂna.

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'tik etorri naiz.
has to be rendered in English as either (54)' or (54)'' :

(54)'" I have come from Pamplona.

(54)'* I have come via Pamplona.

Likewise, (55):

(55) Basotik etorri naiz. '
is either (55)* or (55)'' :

(55)" I have come from the woeds,

(55)*'" T have come throuah the woods.

Another way to bring out the difference between Bascue
and English is as follows: Given that any one who drives from

Cicago to Urbana must pass through Kankakee, the question:
- Do you often drive from Kankakee to Urbana?

can still be answered with:

- No, but I often drive from Chicago to Urbana,




The corresponding Basgue question, however;
- Askotan Kankatee'tik Urbanal'ratzen al zera?

does not admit of such an answer.:
- Ez, baiffa askotan Chicago'tik Urbana'ratzen naiz,
would make no sense at all, under the circumstances,

I ﬂave carefully avoided using the term ‘ambigquous’
when I was referring to the Basque sentences (53), (54) and
(55). As I interpret the facts, these éentences are not am-
bigucus at all. All that happens is that English is forced.
to make a distinction unnecessary in Basqué.

Languages which are like English in this respect seen
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 pos=-
sible to decide for an individual sentence which of the
two values, from an English peoint of view, wazs intended by

the speaker.

In Turkish, the value of the postposition dan/den

depends upon the head noun:

Izmirden geldim.

'I pame from Izmir,!




Pencereden geldim,

'T came through the window.!

But, as Turkish speakers have told me, JIzmirden geldim

cannot ever mean 'I came through Izmir.,'

As E. Wayles Browne has pointed out to me, the same situa-

tion obtains for Persian too. There we have:

dez Izmir amaedaem

'] came from Izmir."

Aez paenjaere amaedaem. '

'T 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 amedaem.
1T ¢ame through Izmir,!

It is usually possiﬁle in Basque to express the meaning
of 'through' in such a way that the interpretation tfrom' is
excluded, This is done, for instance, by using the adverb
zear ‘across' in combinatior with the locative case of the

head noun:




(56) Basoan zear etorri 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, zear 1s not used:

(57) Zubi zaarretik etorri naiz,

'I have come by way of the old bridge.'

and not:

(57)a 2Zubi zaarrean zear etorri naiz.

'I have come through the bridge.,’®

unless the bridge covers a truly large area.

I will now give three examples of relative clauses

where

the procedent has the postposition -tik, two with the gloss

*from' and one with the gloss 'through':

(58) 2Zoaz etorri ziflan lekura! (A.M. Labayen, California ...

ku-ku! page 149)

' Go to the place vou came from!"

Compare (58)a : Leku aretatik etorri ziflan.

'You came from that place.,’




{(59) Noan irten nintzan etx»e artara.

'Let me go to that house [from] which I left.!

Compare: (59)a Etxe aretatik irten nintzan.

'T left [from] that house.,®

(€0) Itxi zazu sartu zeran ateal

*Close the door through which yvou have come in!!

Compare: (60)a Atetik sartu zera.

"You have come in through the door.?
Also relativizable is the instrumental postposition -z:

(61) 2Zuek ez zenduten gu konturatu gifan 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 konturatu *realize’, like ‘oroitu'‘remember' aaztu

tforget! and a few others, takes instrumental objects.

With this, the list of relativizable postpositions is
complete. No other postposition is relativizable. To illus-
trate, I will give a set of examples. In each of these, the

a) - sentence is grammatical, but cannot serve as a consti-
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tuent sentence for a relative clause taking as its procedent
the noun phrase fitted with the postposition under considera-
tion. The b)-sentences are 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 zuek ekarri ditudan neaka.negarrez daco.

*The girl for whom I have brought these flowers is cryving.

-{ren)gatik ‘'because of!',

(63)a Emakume batengatik lanbidea galdu det.

*I have lost my job because of a woman,®

(63)b *Lanbidea galdu dedan emakumea atzerritarra da.
'The woman because of whom I have lost my job is a

foreigmer.'

-(relkin ‘'with'.

(64)a Neskatxa onekin mendian ibili naiz. i

*I have walked with this girl in the mountains.®




(64)h  *lMendian ibili naizen neskatxa maite det.

'T love the girl with whom I have walked in the mountains.
~-(ren)gan 'in' (for animate noun phrases).

(65)a Gizon arengan ez naiz fio.

1T 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).

{e6la FEuskaltzain askorengana jo degu, auzi au erabaki naiaz.
'In order to decide this guestion, we have turned to

many Basque academicians (Euskaltzain),

(66)b *Auzi au erabaki naiaz, jo degun euskaltzaifiak h-zale
porrokatuak dira.
' The Basque academicians we have turned to in order to

decide this question are fanatic h—supportefs.'

Do not confuse (66)b with (66)¢c, which is grammatical, but

means something entirely different:




(66)c Auzi au erabaki naiaz, jo ditugun euskaltzainak
h-zale porrokatuak dira.
'The Basque acadcmicians we have beaten up in crder to

decide this question are fanatie L—aupporEera.'
Underlying 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 Lkesaten up

some Basque academiclans.?

Superficially, the only difference between (66)b and (6€)c.
is in the auxiliary: dituqu in (66)c and gigg in (€6)b,

Both forms indicate a first person plural agent (-qu 'we'),
but, in addition, ditugu is marked for a plural object,

while dequ is unmarked for plurality of object.

In (66)e, jo , constructed with a direct object, is the verb
‘beat (up)', whereas in (66)b, jo, constructed with a direc-
tional obiject and without an expressed direct object, means
'turn to'. The latter use of jo probably comea from atea 3o,
'knock on the door'. As we have seen, finite verb forms agree

in number (and person) with a direct obiject, but not with a

directional object.

~-{ren)oandik '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)ganontz ‘'towards' (for animate noun phrases).

(e8)a Gudarienganontz aurreratzen gera.
'We are advancing towards the soldiers,'
]
(68)b t*Aurreratzen geran gudariak armarik gabe gelditu dira.
'The soldiers towards whom we are advancing have re-

mained without arms.!?

~(ren)ganaifio ‘'as far as, up to' (for animate noun phrases)

{69)a Errege arek Aita Santuarenganaifio biali zituen mezulari:

'That king sent messengers even to the Pope.!

(69)b *Errege arek mezulariak biall zituen Aita Santuak ez
;izkinn jaramonik egin.
‘*The Pope up to whom that kinog sent messengers paid no

attention to them.®




-rontz ‘'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 kilometers from here,'

-raifio ‘'as far as', 'up to' (For inanimate noun phrases).

(71)a

Zurekin runduaren bazterreraifio ibilike nintzake.
i

*T would walk as far as to the end ¢f the world with
you,'

(71)b *Zurekin ibiliko ez nintzakeen bazterrik ez dago.

' There is no spot as far as which I would not walk
with you ., '

Of course, (71)b can be grammatical when the postposition
on the procedent is assumed to be either -ra 'to' or -n 'in';
‘There is no spot to which I would not walk with you.' or:

"There is no spot in vwhich I would not walk with you.'.

We have reached the end of our survey of postpositions.

To recaptitulate our findings:
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Relativizable postpositions are?

4] : absolutive,
-k : ergative,

-ri : dative,

-n t loeative,

-ra : directional,
-tik : ablative,

-2 t instrumental.

Non-relativizable postpositions are:

Z(ze)kin : 'with' (sociative), 1
-rentzat : tfor' (benefactive),

(1]

—{ren)gatik 'bacause of' (motive),

=(renl)gan 'in*' (for + Animate Noun phrases),

- {ren)gana 1to' (for + Animate FNoun phrases),

~{ren)gandik : .'fram' (for + Animate Noun phrases),

- (ren)ganontz: 'towards' (for + Animate Noun phrases),
-({ren)ganaino : ‘as far as' (for + Animate Noun phrases),
~rontz : ttowards' (for - Animate Noun phrases},
-raino : tag far as' (for - Animate Neun phrases).

¥What I have Jjust given amounts to the worst possible
characterization of relativizability: a mere list of cases.
Are there, then, no generalizations walting to be captured
here? Is there no better way of characterizing relativizabi-

lity? I think there is.




Indeed I have found several better wavs of characterizing rela-
tivizability: (1), (II), (IIXI) and (IV). Of these, the least
satisfactory one is (I) and the most satisfactory one is (IV).
(IV) indeed seems to express best the generalization that un-

derlies relativizability in Basque.
Let us have, first of all, characterization (I).

Characterization (I):

FPhonologically light pﬂatpoait;uns - that is, postpositions
consisting of not more than three segments - are relativizable,
but phonologically heavy postpositions (four or more segments)

are non-relativizable. ]

The optional elements -re- in -(zelkin and -ren- in
~-{ren)gan etc. are to be counted here as part of the under-
lying form of the postposition, deletable by a late morpho-

phonemic rule of Possessive Deletion.

From a strictly formal point of view, this characteriza-
tion 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 characterization been advanced that provides as little
insight inte the phenomenon characterized as this one offers.
Why on earth should a deep syntactic property, which relativi-
zability certainly is, be tied to such a superficial phonolo-

gical attribute as the number of segments in a postposition?




The only merit of characterization (I) may well be that it
provides an irrefutable - although rather trivial - example
of a valid generalization that is not linguistically signifi-
cant.

Fortunately, 1t is possible to restate this characterization

in a more palatable form!

Characterization (IX):

Hﬂfphnlagically simple postpositions are relativizable,

Morphologically complex postpositions are non-relativizable.

This looks somewvhat less adhoc than the previcus formu-
lation, since 1t suggests that the charactgrization may have,
after all, a syntactic basis rather than a purelv 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 inspecticn. 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 ~(re)kin). According to Azkue's Diccionario

Vasco—EspanulﬁFrancés ."1905, {(see Vol. I, p.323, under gan),

this formative is optional in Roncalese and Souletin, invari-
ably present in High Navarrese, Low Navarrese and Northern
Guipﬁzcnan, and absent in Bizcayan and Southern Guipﬁzcoan.
My own expsrience indicates that it can be considered opti-

onal in the whole of Guiplzcoa, although the Southern area
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determined forms, although they lack any overt morphological

manifestation of determinedness.

CASE

Absolutive
Genitive

Motive

Absolutive
Genitive

HMotive

Absolutive
Genitive

Motive

Abasolutive
Genitive

Motive

Absolutive
Genitive

Motive

Abzsolutive
Genitive

Motive

UNDETERMINED

lan
lanen

lanengatik

idi
idiren

idirengatik

alaba
alabaren

alabarengatik

DETERMINED

lana
lanaren

lanarengatik

idia
idiaren

idiarengatik

alaba t
alabaren

alabarengatik

ni
nere

neregatik

i
ire

iregatik

DETERMINED FLURAL

lanak
lanen

lanengatik

idiak
idien

idiengatik

alabak
alaben

alabengatik

gu
gure

guregatik
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I have not indicated here the v - glide, which many varieties
of Basgque in Guipﬁzcoa and elsewhere will insert between i

and a low vowel, giving idiva, idiven instead of 1idia, idien.

(For the details of this rule and other gimilar rules, see ny

paper"Vowel Interaction in Bizcayan Basque”, Fontesz Lincuae

Vasconum, 2 (1970), p.149-167).

Qur table shows that in all instances, the motive has the
form of the genitive followed by the suffix -gatik.
Therefore, the formative -ren in motive and other forms and
the genitive marker -ren sharé exactly the same irregular be-
havior. It can be argued, as I did in my article "Is Basque
an $.,0.V. Language?" (Fontes Linguae #aacunpm 1 (1969}, 319-351)
(page 337-338), that the different forms of the genitive of
nouns in the three declensions can all be accounted for by re-
gular phoneclecgical processes. Thus, I derived a form like
idien 'of the oxen' from an underlying idi-a-g-ren, where a
is an article, g a plural marker and ren the genitive suffix.
The synchreoniec validity of this derivation is not beyond ques-
tion, but even if it is correct, it provides no account of the
way in which the genitive suffix combines with personal pro-
nouns. As the table sho;s, the genitives of the pronouns ni
*I', i 'you' and gu 'we' are nere, ire and gure, not the

expected Tforms *niren, *iren and “tuen . This is a true ir-

reqularity, an irregularity shared by the genitive marker and

a whole set of other suffixes,.
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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. Omaechevarria in his

work Euskera: "Etxearentzat, etxearengatik y aun etxearekin

se pueden considerar como derivaciones del posesivo etxearen"

-

(Op. Cit., p.l1l3). (Etxearentzat ('for the house'), etxearen-

gatik { *because of the house') and even etxearekin ('with the

house') can be considered as forms derived from the possessive

etxearen ('of the house').

It hardly needs to be mentioned that the deletion rule
that I have postulated to account for the free variation be-

tween idiarengatik and idiagatik, both meaning 'because of

the ox', does not delete the rhonological sequence ren, rather,
it deletes a token of the genitive marker whatever its super-
ficial shape. 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 -rontz and -raifo.
As a start, we note that -rontz and -raifio have a common se-
mantic element: 'goal-directed motion'. To this common element
-rontz adds the notion that the goal is not necessarily inten-
ded to bg achieved, and -raific adds the notion of the attain-
ment of the godl despite possible contrary expectations,
The morpholegical analysis matches the semantic analysis rather

nicely: -rontz { -ra + untz, like -ganontz < -gana + untz,




similarly, -raifio <-ra + fio, like -ganaific < -gana + fo.

(The 1 of raifio is merely orthographical here,)

The suffix -ho has independent existence, for it can
also combine with relativized verbal forms. In that case, its
value is 'until' when the verb is perfective, and 'as long as'

when the verb is durative., Examples are:

(72)a 2Zaude emen, ama itzultzen daflo. ( = dan+flo)

*Stay here, until Mother comes back.,®

{72)b Zaude emen, euria ari daflo.

*Stay here, as long as it is raining.’

In present-day Guiplizcoan, however, this use of -fo is practi-
cally obsolete, so that its distribution here is fairly limited:

it must follow -ra or -gana.

The formative -ra, which is part of -rontz and -raino
is identical to the postposition -ra, meaning 'to'. This ac-

counts for the moticnal sense of the two postpositions.

Of the suffix -untz, I.M. Echaide says "hoy no s2 usa solo"”
(N¥owadavs it is not used by itself). This quote is from his

work Tratado de Sufijacién (2-nd edition, 1931) page 188,

t

I mav add that there is no evidence that it was ever used bv

itself. We always find it only in combination with -ra or

——

-I3Na. Yet, in spite of its limited distribution, Echaide con-




o siders -untz a suffix.

The form -rontz that I have been using is a tvpically
Guiplzcoan form of the suffix, There are dialectal variants:

-runtz (Bizcayan and partly Guiplizcoan), -rantz Bizcayan and

North-Western High Navarrese), and, furthermore, some forms
in which the -n- has been lost: ~rutz (Bizcayan) and -raz
{Roncalese). The existence of these forms provides indirect
justification for our analvsis, as they can all be derived
from the form -rauntz by means of well-attested diachronic

developments. In this connection, see L, Michelena, Fonética

Histdérica Vasca : for au > a see section 4.5., for EE:} o

and ﬂ7 u see section 4,6, '

Restricting himself to the form -rantz of his native

speech, ¥. Ormaetxea (See R.M. de Azkue, Morfologia Vasca, I

#504) nas proposed an etvmology for -antz, which consists

in identifyinﬁ it with a noun antz that means 'appearance',
*likeness'. Without any evidence, Ormaetxea postulates that
antz also meant 'face' and then invokes parallels from the
neighbouring Romance languages to explain the role of the
noun for 'face' in a postposition meaning 'toward'. He quotes

High Aragonese cara al monte for 'toward the mountain', and

Castillian hacia el monte, where hacia derives from an older

form faze a2, with faze meaning 'face'. (Cf. J. Coronminas,

36 Diccicnario critico etimoldgico de la lenqua Castellana, II

P, 864) For Ormaetxea, then, the postpositional phrase




mendirantz 'toward the mountain' derives from mendira antz

t{with) the face to the mountain',

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

nendira antz as 'like to the mountain', 'as if to the mountain'

(not necessarily counterfactual), noting that a person who coes
toward the mountain acts in very much the same way as if he
were going to it.

To put it more simply, there is an obvious similarity between
going "to" the mountain and going "towérd" the mountain: hence
the form -ra antz, LIKE TO, where LIKE is to be interpreted

as a reflexive predicate, is an apprnpriaté paraphrase for
-rantz; moreover, -antz is attested as a suffix in just the

required meaning:

gorri ‘red! : gorrantz 'reddish' (i.e., 'like red but not
ori ‘yvellow®' : orantz 'yellowish?', necessarily red)
zuri *white' ¢ zurantz ‘whitish’,

azi ‘salted! gaziantz 'slightly salted’,

fcold!?

=}
t
]

otzantz 'a little chillv'.

This use of -antz is no longer productive or even common.
It is known only in scattered localities in Guipizcoa, Bizcaya

and Low-Navarra. (Cf. R.M de Azkue, Diccionario Vasco-Espatiol= =

Francés, I, page 47, and P. Migica, Diccionario Castellano-Vasco

5.V, rojirzo, amarillento, blanguecino, saladillo )




While I do deem this etvmoloay a little more plausible
than the one Ormaetxea offered, I do not endorse either of
them, if onlv because thev fail to account for the dialectal

variants -rontz, -runtz. These point toc an older form- -raunts,

where -untz remains of unknown origin.

Nor, of course, are we interested in etvmology here.
What we have to establish is the synchronic complexity of the
postpositions -rontz and -raifio. We have to show that these
postpositions can be further analvsed in a way psychologically

real to the native speaker.

It is already clear from the preceding discussion that -ra .and
-rontz (or -raifio) are not unrelated elements in the language.
To start with, the shape of the morphemes and the dialectal
variants adduced earlier strongly suggest a morphological re-
lationship between -ra and -rontz.

They are related semantically in that they both contain the
notion "goal-directed motion".

They are also syntactically related in that any grammatical
sentence remains grammatical when -rontz is substituted for
by -ra. This is a one-sided distributional relation; its con-
verse does not hold. Achievement verbs, for example, take -ra

but not -rontz:

(73)a Donostira iritxi gifian.

*lie reached San Sebastian.,'




(73)b *Donostirontz iritxi gifan.

*#WWe reached toward San Sebastian.,'

(74)a Nekatuta eldu zan etxera.

'He arrived at home tired’

(74)b *Nekatuta eldu zan etxerontz,

**He arrived toward home tired.'

Now, from the assumption that -rontz is a modificatien of -ra,
it follows that the distributién of -rontz is included in that
of -ra. Indeed, putting D(x) = { S l xX€S, S€L } where L
is the set of sentences grammatical in Basgue, we know tha£
-xra € -rontz # D{(-rontz) < D(-ra), according to
the laws of Boolean Algebra.

An analysis, however, that £ails to relate -ra and -rontz has

no way ¢f accounting for anv such distributional relation.

Furthermore, as far as the psychological reality of the
relationship goes, what is interestino in Ormaetxea's concern
with —-rantz is not so much the actual etymology that he pro-
poses, but rather the fact that he, as a native speaker, feels
the need to justify an analvsis that shows this postposition

to be a derivative of the directional -ra.

All things considered, I conclude that we are warranted

to attribute at least cranberry-status to these postpositions:
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Native speakers of Bascgue feel that -rontz (and similarly -raillo)

is -ra + something, like native speakers of Cnoglish feel that

a cranberry is some kind of a berrv.

Granted that -rontz and -raifioc are morpholosically com-
plex, what svntactic surface structure can we assign them?

-

A configuration of the form /{{\ would be verv unusu=zi,
F )=
and has not been needed, to my knowledge, in anv syntactic ana-

lvsis to date. A more plausible assumption is therefore that

the structure we have here is the one shown in diagram (2).

NP MNP

- S
N 2NN\
L

P
untz

5

Diagram (2).

The postpositions untz and flo are subject to a constraint
which will ensure that they appear only when in construction

with a postpositional phrase on the postposition -ra.




Exactly how and where this constraint will be stated, I am, at

present, unable to ascertain.

Whether or not diagram (2) gives an adeguate picture of
the structure of postpositional phrases with -rontz and -raifo,
the morphological complexity, and with it the validity of cha-

racterization (II), has been sufficiently established.

Characterization (III) follows directly from the proof

of characterization (II) as given above.

Characterization (III):

Postpositions based on the genitive are non-relativizable.
Postpositions based on the directional are also non-relativi-
zable. All other postpositions, including the directicnal -ra

itself, are relativizable.

In order to arrive at what I consider to be the most sa-
tisfactory characterization of relativizability, characteriza-
tion (IV), we must find out more about the syntactic structure
of the non-relativizable postpositiona that are based on the
genitive,

Since such postpositional phrases contain the genitive mor-
pheme, it is natural to suppose that they are also syntac-
tically speaking, genitive constructions. To investigate this
possibil;ty, we will compare a genitive construction such as

anaizaren liburutik 'from the book of the priest' with a post-

positional phrase such as apaizarengatik 'because of the priest®




A reasonable structure for apaizaren liburutik is shown

in diagram (3) and postulating the exact same structure for

apaizarencatik we obtain diagram (4).

NP

rt
[
o

apaiza ren liburu

|
|
|

Diagram (3).

O\

aEaiza_ ren tik

N

Diagram (4).




Diagraﬁ (4) as a representation of apaizarengatik ‘because of

the priest' is not without some justification. There is a noun

qail *matter' and the Bizcayan form of aatik is -gaitik. All by

itself, the postposition -tik can, in certain contexts, mean

tbacause of' as in:

(75)a Ura etortzetik ni etxean gelditu nintzan.

iBecause of his coming, I stayed at home.’'

(75)b o©Onera etorri naizenetik Donostira joango naiz.

'Since I have come here, I will go to San Sebastian.

(Both examples have been taken from D.J. de ilzo, Estudios

sobre el Euskera hablade (p.23), who lists por 'because’

among the possible meanings of the postpesition -tik.,)

Thus, deriving apaizarengatik 'because of the priest' from

apaizaren gaitik 'from the matter of the priest' does not

seem altogether unreasonable.

0Of course, for a poatpnaitlanal phrase like apaizarentzat

*for the priest?!, which is also a non-relativizable postposi-

tion based on the geuitive, there is no justification of this

sort for an analysis like that given in diagram (4).

In fact, even for apaizarengatik the analysis of diagram (4)

cannot stand., There are significant syntactic differences

cetween genitive constructions such as apaizaren liburutik




B and complex postposilitional phrases such as apaizarengatik

which cast doubt on the appropriateness of diagram (4).
These differences show up very clearly with conjunction reduc-

k tion and pronominalization.
First two facts about conjoined noun phrases.

Fact 1. Alongside Apaizaren liburua eta ijitoaren liburua

'The book of the priest and the book of the
gypsy.'
we also havej Apaizaren eta ijitoaren liburua.

'"The book of the priest and of the gypsv.'

But alongside Apaizarencatik eta ijitoarenagatik

*Because of the priest and because of the gypsy'

we do not have: *Apaizaren eta ijitoarengatik

'Because of the priest and of the gvpsy'.

Fact 2, Apaizaren liburua eta ijitoaren liburua

*The book of the priest and the book of the gypsy'

cannot reduce to Apaiza ta ijitoaren liburua

'"The priest and the gypsy's book!

But: Apalzarengatik eta ijitoarengatik

'Because of the priest and because of the gypsy'

does redqca to: Apaiza ta ijitoarengatik

‘Because of the priest and the gypsy!

'@
Fact 3 involves pronominalization.
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Apalzaren liburutik eta ijiteoaren liburutik

Fact 3. In
'"From the book of the priest and from the book of

the gypsy*
we can pronominalize the second occurrence of liburu

'book' and derive:

Apaizaren liburutik eta ijitoarenetik

*The book of the priest and the one of the gvpsv'.

But from: Apaizarengatik eta ijitoarengatik

'Because of the priest and because of the gvpsy'

*Apaizarencatik eta ijitoarenetik

we cannot derive

i
by pronominalization of the second occurrence of ga.

TO BE CONTINUED.

The second and last part of this thesis will consist of 40-50

pages and should arrive in Professor Hale's office sometine

this Friday afternoon

For a preview of the second part, see the summary page 6-16.




and complex postpositional phrases such as apaizarengatik

which demolish the credibility of diagram (4).

To start with,the segmentation of gatik into ga(i) and
tik may or may not be correct from an etymological point of
view, it is totally unjustifiable from a synchronic point of
view. There it no noun ga, and the second syllable of gatik
is not a morpheme, in particular it is not the postposition

-tik. Two observations are sufficient to show this:

From Apaizaren liburutik eta ijitoaren liburutik 'from

the book of the priest and from the book of the gypsy' we

can derive Apaizaren liburu eta ijitoaren liburutik *from
Fy

the boock of the priest and the book of the gypsy', in which

the postposition -tik attaches to the whole conjoined noun

phrase: (Apaizaren liburu ta ijitoaren liburultik,

But, from Avaizarengatik eta ijitearengatik 'because

of the priest and because of the gypsv' we never get a

phrase like *Apaizarenga ta Ijitoarengatik. This, now, could

simply be dismissed as a consequence of the fact that there
ig no surface noun ga. The following observation is therefore

more important.

In Apaizaren liburutik eta ijitoaren liburutik *‘from

the book of the priest and from the book of the gypsy' we can
pronominalize the second occurrence of the noun liburu 'book’

and derive: Apaizaren liburutik eta ijitoarenetik 'from the

book of the priest and from the one of the gypsv'.




But from Apaizarengatik eta ijitoarengatik we cannot derive

*Apaizarengatik eta ijitoarenetik by pronominalization of

the second occurrence of ga.

We must thus conclude that gatik 1is a single constitu-
ent, It is also clear that gatik is not a noun phrasej it
has none of the properties of noun phrases: it cannot take
determiners, postpositions or adjectives etc.

Moreover, the whole construction apaizarengatik 'because of

the priest' behaves quite differently from a genitive construc-

tion:

Alongside Apaizaren liburua eta ijitoaren liburua
'the book of the priest and the book of the gvpsy', 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 because of the gypsy' we do not have

*Apaizaren eta ijitoarengatik 'because of the priest and of

the gypsv'.

Since the postpositional phrase apaizarengatik acts in

no way like a genitive construction, I conclude that it ean
not be analvzed like one,in spite of the presence of the

genitive marker ren. Ren and gatik are hoth single postposi-
tions nn& no further structure can be justified at the level

that I am working on. %What then is the structure of apaizaren-

gatik?




lie can discard the structure P on the same ground

as we discarded the structure #’,R\\h and we are left
P

.

H i

}

with only one possibility: the one shown in diagram i5x,
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Diagram (5).

Gatik recuires the presence of the postposition ren,

and it requires it to occur in precisely the above configura-
tion, althouch, as we have seen, Possessive Deletion may re-
move it from the surface structure. This explains why *Apai-

zaren eta ijitoarengatik (see page 121) is impossible, since

the structure of this conjoined noun phrase, shown in diagram
(6}, does not satisfy the reguirement because of the inter-

vening cireled HP.
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apalza ren eta ijito ren gatik

Diagram (6).

Noting the identity in structure between diagram (2)
and diagram (5), which together take care of all non-rela-
tivizable postpositions, we have arrived at characterization
(1IV), basically a restatement of characterization (II) in

syntactic terms.
Characterization (IV):

Relativization cannot apply to postpositional phrases

of the form NP but only to those of the form NP .
N\
/ HP\ P NP P
RP P




This can be formulated in an even simpler way:

Characterization (IV)a:

Only postpositional phrases of the forn NP where
NP P
the lower of the two NP's does not immediately dominate a P

can undergo relativization.

There are two special cases that our characterizations

do not cover: Special case (A) and special case (B),

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), relati-
vization is always possible, even when that postposition is

otherwise non-relativizable,

This, of course, was the reason why we added a special pro-
vision against just this situation in our definition of re-
lativizable postposition on page £6, Had we not done that,

all postpositions would, strictly speaking, be relativizable.

We have seen that -(re)kin 'with' is a non-relativizable
postrosition. Accordingly, (76)a is impossible. Unexpec-

tedly, however, (76)b is grammatical:



VLD

{76)a *Mendian ikbili naizen emakumea ederrn 3.
*'ha woman with whom I have walked in the mouniains

is beautiful.’

(76)b Mendian ibili naizen emakumearekin ezkondu nai Jdet.

'I want to marry [with] the woman with whom I have

walked in the mountains,!

Diego J. de Alzo in his work Estudios sobre el Euskera ha-

blado (p.8l) cites an example of just this type:

{77) Joan naizen cizonelin eramar det.

'I have suffered with the men with wvhom I have gone.,’
The matrix sentence is here:

(77)a Gizonekin eraman det.

'*I have suffered with the men.'
The constituent sentence is:

(77 b Gizonekin joan naiz.

'I have gone with the men.,®

FNormally, a noun phrase carrying the postposition -(relkin

cannct be a procedent for a well-formed relative clause.
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But because the postcedent carries the same pﬂstpnaitioh,

relativization goes through according to special case (i).

A last e:;ample 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
Andrest'ek ere bere burua il nai du.
tandres too wants to kill himself because of the

woman because of whom Pello killed hinself.?

Special case (A) provides an argument for deriving relative
clauses from coordinate sentences. To see why, let us con-

sider the conjoined sentence (78)c.

(78)c Pello'k emakumearengatik bere burua il zuen eta
Andres'ek ere emakumearengatik bere burua il nai du.
'Pello killed himself because of the woman and

Andres too wants to kill himself because of the wonan.

In this sentence, there is complete identity in structure

between the two occurrences of the noun phrase emakumearen-




gatik ‘becnuée of the woman'. If something like (78)e¢ under-
1ies (78)b, and if the Structural Description of Relative NP
Deletion is able to refer to a sufficiently early stage in

the derivation, the complete identity between the two occur-

rences of emakumearengatik will allow the transformation
Y

to apply, taking for the identical noun phrases in its Struc-
tural Description the noun phrases emakumea together with

their postpositions -rengatik.

In a structure like that of diagram (1), however, there

-

can be no structural identity between the two occurrences of

emakumearendgatik, since the postposition -rengatik on the

second occurrence of emakumea will modify the whele relative

clause construction Pello'l (emakumearengatik) bere burua il
1 =

zuen emakumea rather than just the noun phrase emnakumea,

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 NPi 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 arcument specific to Basgue that
I have been able to find for deriving relative clauses from
conjoined sentences, and as the details of such a derivation

are ratheér unclear, I will not pursue this matter any further.

I now leave special case (A) and pass on to special ca-

se (0.




Special case (B):

When the head noun of a relative clause is "semantically
related” to a non-relativizable postpoaition, 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 reason 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.®

:
Hare the head noun of the relative eclause, arrazol ‘reason®',
is semantically related to the postposition {ren)gatik .
(79)b, then, is a good sentence, although (79)a shows that
the procedent arrazoi must have had the non-relativizable
postposition (renl)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!

W-[ [X-1RP-(P) ~-Y-V]~-COMP - NP - (P)] - 2Z
NP S

%




Conditions: 1). 3 =8 ,
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 (1IV)a is satisfied, so that relativization

is possible.

The variable Y in the Struectural Description is an
essential variable, Relativization in Basque, as in English,

can go indefinitely far down in the tree:

(80} Zoroa dala gquztiak dakitel; n 21zut 1a idatzi
ehbey 15-Ra Cutry Yoora-~la 711 taqbadipme (o
zen1d111 uste de an 131+aak musu eman zidan.
m«b.'-f-.! 15 8 PR V) ﬁ—: ieGLal e
*The gypsy I believe vol wrote me they told vou

everybody knows is crazy kissed nme.'

The suffix -la that we find here added to the finite
verb forms da '(he) is', dakite ‘'(they) know', zizuten
‘{thev) had (to you)', zenidan *(vou) had (to me)' is com-
parable in function to the English complementizer that.
Unlike its English counterpart, however, -la never occurs

in the function of a relative marker. The relativizer is

always -n, as in uste dedan 'who I believe', or =-neko

(see pacges 23-24), an extended version of -n.

Diagram (7) pictures the structure of sentence (80)

immediately kefore Relative NP Deletion applies,




HP uste deda n ijitoak musu eman zid

I~

H? idatzi zenidan la

/\l

P esan zizuten la

f\m

NP quztiak dakite la

f_ \ ’ Diagram (7).




As sentence (80) demoristrates, when a procedent has a
relativizable postposition, the clause containing the post-
cedent need not be the next higher clause in order for re-
lativization to be possible. Sentence (80) was an extreme
example of this kind of situation; a few more examples

will be useful +o 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 I Lopez Mendizabal, Manual de Conversacién, P.3531)

'T}Qre is the man who vou aald would not come todayl‘
&fr\,}( MT*LMU/‘\\M B dac‘,‘?-ﬂﬂ{l'{,iﬂ-— Am\ﬂﬁ@ "‘idﬂ Vﬁd—%‘”&
(61)b Franco'ren alde dala dakigun legegizonak zurekin itz
egin nai du,

"The lawyer who we know is on Franco's aide wants to

talk to you.'

(B1)e Zeukan guztia ostu ziotela aitak esan zigun esnekarila
alargun aberats batekin ezkontzera doa.
1The milkman Father told us they had stolen all he had

from, 1s going to marry a rich widow.?

{81)d Geienik etxeko andrea naizela iruditzen zaidan tokia

oillotegla da.

'The place where it seemsa to me that I am most the lady
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(54

of the house is the chicken-run.®

(8l)e Etorri ez zitezela nai nukean gizon asko etorri ziran,
'*Many people came who I would have liked that would

not conme,"'

-

(81)f Franco'ren alde ote dan ez dakidan apaiz batek zure _Jdr

M

b
9 "
;
side has asked for you,' ﬁfﬂr
m“\

At times, the English version of such sentences is extremely 0

galdera egin du.

'#*A priest who I do not know if he is eon Franco's Ay

2
:
A

e

awkward or even ungrammatical: yet the Basgue sentences are
quite natural and easily understood by any native speaker of 3
the Guipfizcoan dialect.

It is not possible to relativize when the procedent is

in a coordinate structure. The Coordinate Structure Constraint

as formulated by J.R. Ross (Constraints on Variables in Svn-

tax, 1967, 84.2) holds for Bascue. Examples:

=S

Tzke the conjoined sentence (82):

&

e T

(B2) Andres'i dirua prestatu nion eta bere semea Ameriketara

b

*I lent Andres money and his son went te the Americas.'

This sentence cannot be turned into a relative clause on dirua

'the monevy'.




{82)a *Andres'i prestatu nion eta bere semea Ameriketara
zijoan dirua bear det.
*] need the money that I lent Andres and his son

went to the Americas,’

It is not possible either to relativize out of conjoined
structures other than sentences. Procedents can never be con-
joined with other noun phrases, although the procedent as a
whole may be a conjoined noun phrase, From a constituent sen-

tence like (83)a and a matrix sentence like (83)b, there can
be no relative clause on the procedent Zamudio : (83)c is un-

grammatical.

(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 igaro zuen Zamudio'n beze-
la itz egin zuen. '
t*My father talked like in Zamudio, where and in Bilbao

he spent his bovhood.'

Inverting the two conjuncts does not make the sentence any

better:




(83)a *Aitak gaztaroa Bilbo'n eta igaro zuen Zamudio'n be-
zela dtz egin zuen.
1*My father talked like in Zamudio, in Bilbao and

where he spent his bovhood.®

The reason I gave this particular example is that the
native Basgque grammarian R.M. de Azkue deoes allow himself
to violate the Coordinate Structure Constraint in Spanish,

in a sentence with the meaning of (83)e:

(83) Mi padre, aunque nacid en Lekeitio, hablaba como en
Zamudio, donde v en Bilbao pass su adolescencia.

{(azkue, Morfologla Vaseca, I, p.300, note (3) )

'My father, though he was born in Lekeitio, talked
like in Zamudio, where and in Bilbao he spent his bov-

hood."

Although Azkue was an absolutely fluent speaker of Spa-
nish 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 Basqgue substratum be responsible for this violation of
the Coordinate Structure Constraint, which we have seen is

; .
just as operative in PRascue as in Spanish?




I think the answer to this puzzle is that Spanish rela-
tive clauses should not be compared to Basque relative clau-
ses, to which they bear little or no similaritv in surface
structure, but rather to Basgque Wh-guestions. Spanish rela-
tive clauses contain relative pronouns, which have the same
form as the interrogative pronouns. These relative pronouns
are also distributionally similar to the interrogative pro-
nouns: thev both tend to take the position directly in front
of the wverb. This, of course, is exactly the position of the
interrogative pronouns in Basque: since an interrogative
word is ipso facto focus in its sentence, it has to occupy
foecus position, that is, the position immediately preceding

i

the verb.

Therefore, if, for some individual speaker, the svntac-
tic system of Basque is going to affect the syntax of Spanish
in this domain, we should not be surprised if Spanish reiative

clauses are influenced by Basque Wh-questions: the differences
in structure ketween Spanish relative clauses and Basque rela-
tive clauses being too fundamental for any influencing one

way or the other to be possible.

Now, as was mentioned on page 54, Basque Wh-guestions
do not undergo Wh-movement, and, hence, are not subject to
the Coorflinate Structure Constraint. The following are all

perfectly natural Basque sentences:




(84)a Atzo aita ta zein joan ziran Donosti*ra?
'Yesterdav who went to San Sebastian with Father?™'

Lit.: Yesterdav, Father and who went to San Serhastian!

{84)b Berrooel ta zenbat urte dituzu?

"*Vou-are fortv and how many vears old?!

(84)c Apaizak txapela ta zer geiago galdu zituen Bavona'n?
'Yhat besides his beret did the priest lose in Dayonne?!

Lit.: The priest lost his-beret and what else in Davonne?

Only the richitmost constituent of a conjoint noun phrase can
be cuestionedr perhaps because of the constraint thal restricts
interrogative words to the position immediately in front of

the verb. Thus, the following sentences are ungrammatical:

(B5)a *Atzo zein eta aita joan ziran Donostira?

'*Yesterday who and Father went to San Sebastian??

(85)b *Zenhat eta berrogei urte dituzu?

**You are how many and forty vears old?!?

' (85)c *ipaizak zer eta txapela galdu zituen Bayona'n?

'**The priest lost what and his beret in Bavonne?!




Sentences (86)a, (86)b and (86)c have a surface structursa
similar to (85)a, (85)b and (85)c but are characterized bv a
highly typical intonation and have meanings cuite different

from those of (84)a, (84)h and (84)c.

(g86)a Atzo zein eta aita joan zan Donosti'ra!

'*Yesterdav, FPather, of all people, went to 35an Sekastian!®

(86)b Zenbat eta berrogei urte dituzu!

'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 zan in (86)a which is
marked for a singular subject, while the corresponding form
in (B4)a ziran is marked for a plural subject. Likewise,
the verb form zuen in (86)c indicates a singular direct ob-
ject, while the corresponding verb form in (84)c zituen

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 I con-

sider likely sources for (86)a, (B86)b and (86)c.




(87)a Atzo zein joan zan Donostira? Atzo aita joan zan Donos-
tira.
*Who went to San Sebastian vesterday? Pather went to

San Sebastian vesterday.!

(87)b Zenbat urte dituzu? Berrogei urte dituzu,

'How ©0ld are you? You are forty vears old.*

(B7)c Apaizak zer galdu zuen Bayona'n? Apaizak txapela
galdu zuen Bayona'n,
'*WWhat did the priest lose in Bavonne? The priest lost

his beret in Bayonne,®

Conjunction reduction can apply to these pairs, apparentlv,
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 ke explained from (87)a, (87)b and (87)c. In the
latter, the speaker provides an answer to his own gquestion,
immediately following this gquestion. This is a typical
rhetoric device, the effect ¢f which strikes me as cquite

similar to the effect provoked by (86)a, (86}b and (86)c.

To return now to the matter at hand, the following guestion

is grammatical in Basadgue:




(88) Aitak Bilbo'n eta nun igaro zuen gaztaroa?
*Yhere besides Bilbao did Father spend his bovhood??

Lit.,: Yhere and in Bilbao did Father spend his boyhood?

This fact, then, explains in my opinion Azkue's use of the

strange construction ... Zamudio, donde v en Bilbao pasd

su adelescencia ' ... 2amudio, where and in Bilbao he spent

his kovhood.,'

Relativization in Basque is neot possible out of a complex

noun phrase. The Complex Noun Phrase Constraint, as given by

J.R. Ross (Constraints on Variables in Syntax, 84.1.) holds
for Basque. It covers two cases: (1) no relativization out
of a relative clause, and (2) no relativization out of =2

complement clause on a noun. Thus we do not get:

(89)a *Bost aldiz irakurri duen apaiz bat ezagutzen dedan
liburua irakurri nai det nik ere,
‘*I, too, want to read the book that I know a priest

who read five times,.!?

(89)b *Eramaten zuen emakume bat ikusi nuen soifiekeca
emazteak erosi nai du.
I

t*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 egifla dalako seiflalea ikusi dedan poliziak
jo egin nau oso gogor.
'*The policeman who I saw a sign that was insane

has beaten me very badly.’

We deo cet, however:

(89)d Burutik egifla dalako ustean nagoen poliziak jo eqgin nau.

"*The policeman who I am of the opinion that is insane

has beaten ne.,'

Here too we have a case of a sentential complement en a noun,
namely uste ‘opinion’,'belief', as evidenced by the definite
locative ending -an on uste and by the presence of the suf-
fix -ko which serves to connect the whole preceding clause
together with its complementizer la to the governing noun

uste: burutik egiffa 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 Phrasc Constraint is relaxed here is probably that the

expression ustean egon 'be of the opinion', which is used

in {Bglﬁ; is ecquivalent to uste izan 'to believe' (Literally,

'have belief'), Uste in uste izan no longer take complements

as nouns do, but only as verbs do: Burutik egifia dala uste det.

'I believe that he is insane.,'




Ustean egon, being semantically equivalent to uste izan, is

then allowed to enter into the same svntactic constructions
that the latter enters into, despite the presence of the sui-

fj—x _!E-g'

Ouesticning of a constituent inside a complex Noun Phras
is, of course, possible, since no movement is involved.

Examples of such cuestions are:

(90)a Zeiflekin zijoan emakumea ikusi zenduen?

'¥ou saw a woman who went with -whom??!

(80)b Zeifien adiskidea dan ijitoa ikusi deszu?

'You have seen a gypsy who is whose friend?®

(90)ec Nola jantzita zegoen apaiza ikusi dezu?

You have seen a priest who was dressed how?!

Such sentences are especially appropriate as echo questions,
But, unlike their English counterparts, the Basgue questions

of (90)a, (20)b and (90)c are not restricted to such a function.

The Sentential Subject Constraint does not hold for Basgue:

(s1)a ﬁrnrrﬁtuaP dlrﬁé@ hixtan dagoen zakur oiekin ez det
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'Y don't want to walk with those dogs that it is obvious
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are rabid.?

(91)b Pello'k irabaztea gerta diteken diru guziia aitari e-
mango dio.
'*Pello will give Father all the money that it may happen

that he earns.’!

In the English versions.cf these two sentences Extraposition
has applied to the sentential subjects. In Basgue, however,
it has not. There is no extrapesition in Basgue, apart fronm
the regular scrambling of sentence constituents. Yet (91)a

and (921)b are fully grammatical.

There are still a few topics that I want to discuss in
this section on relativizability. The first of those is the

igssue of staclked 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 acceptabi-
lity of some of these sentences. Spantﬁneaus exanples are
oceasionally heard and ean be found in texts as well.

This example is probably acceptable to everyone:
(¢2)a Ifakurri ditugun idatzi zituen liburu batzuek
osc interesgarriak dira.
'Some booka that he wrote that we have read

are very lnteresting.!




Example (92)b occurred in an improvised comment made by the
Basque academician Zelata during a session of the Basgue Aca-

demy in 1959:

(92)b Eta au esaten det urte asko daramazkidalako euskal
aldizkari zabaltzen eta askotan aurkitu naizelako
euskaltzale ta euskaltzale ez diran euskera irakur-
tzeko zaletasuna duten irakurleekin.

(Transcribed in Euskera 5 (1960) page 140 )
*And I say this bécause I have been distributing Basque
magazines for many years, and because I have often nmet
readers who like to rea& Basgue who are Bascophile,

k
and who are not Bascorhile,'

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 clau-
sea 1s concerned. The example clearly shows the difficulty

of understanding that some of these sentences present.

(92)c Askotan arkitu naiz baserritarrak diran eta baserri-
tarrak ez diran belentzako Fanderiko pentsuak onenak

;'iira].a dioten gizeonekin.
'I have often ret men who say that Fanderit's fodder is

the best for cows, who are farmers and who are not far-

mers,!




Since, normally, relative clauses cannot be separated from
their heads (there is no extraposition of relative clauses in
Basgue), there is a strong tendency to interpret the clause

baserritarrak diran eta baserritarrak ez diran ‘'who are far-—

mers and who are not farmers' as a relative clause on bei

‘cow', A heavy pause between ... ez 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 surface structure constraint that rules out as un-
acceptable any sentence containing a relntive clause that
immediately precedes a noun phrase that is not its head.
For such speakers, (92)a is acceptable, but (92)b and (92)e

are not.

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 work of 1856

Oramitica Vascongada makes the following claim (page 60):

"Cuando el nombre gue viene con relativa de persona que hace,
es nombré proprioc de homkre ¢ muger, no se hace en Vascuence

la oracidén por relativoe; sino por otros modos egquivalentes..."




"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 eguivalent form..."

In his book Sintaxis del Idioma Euskaro (San Sebastian,

1912), I.M. Echaide writes: (page 55)
"ADVERTENCIA IMPORTANTE. - Los nombres proprios de persona
nunca van acompaflados del relativo, sino que se acude a otro
giro para expresar la idea en cugstién. Ej.: Supongamos que
tenemos que traducir la frase:
Pedro, que tiene tanto dinero, quiere mis.
Por medio del relativo se diria:
(Orrenbeste diru dve)n Pedro-k geyago nai du.
Pero, como llevamos dicho, esto no se usa: he.aqui algunos
giros gue se pueden usar en este caso para sustituir al relativo:
Pedrok orrenbeste diruba dauka, banan geyago nai du =

'Pedro tiene tanto dinero, pero quiere mis.

Pedrok orenbeste diruba izan arren, geyago nai du =

' Aunque Pedro tiene tanto dinero, guiere mas.

Pedro oso dirutsuba da, bafian diru geyago nai du =
'Pedro es muy adinerado, pero quiere mis dinero.

Etec., etec.,

"IMEFORTANT NOTICE: Proper nouns referring 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 more.

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; here are 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, baiflan diru geiago nai du.
‘Pedro is very wealthy, but he wants more monev,'

Etc,, etc, "

Echaide, although at one time he became president of the
Basaue Academy, was not a native speaker of Basgque. In the pre-

face to the work from which I just quoted, he admits having

learned Basque only recently: “luchando con el inconveniente
de.ser novicio en la materia, pues hace pocos aflos que apren-

dio el vascuence." (page 6)

The examples he gave in the paragraph I cguoted are nearly
identical to the ones Lardizabal used. (E.q., Lardizabal (or-
thography 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 source of




Echaide's "Important Notice", so that we do not have hEré 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 erdi bat txokolate jaten duen Eeobide'tar
Pantxika ez da bat ere gizentzen.

‘Francisca Beobide, who eats a pound of chocolate every

day, does not get fat in the least.’'

Moreover, a very reputable text book (I, Lopez Mendizabal,

Manual de Conversacién) contains the éxpresqinn {(page 222)

Nik asko maite zaitudan Andone, 'Antonia, whom I love very much’',

Lardizabal, but not Echaide, stipulates that the forbidden
relative clause must be of the personzl agent type, that is,
the postcedent must carry the ergative postposition -k.
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 txokolategille batekin ezkondu nai du.
'Francisca Beobide, who eats a pound of chocolate evervy
day, wants to marry a chocolate manufacturer.'
Furthermore, an exanmple comparable to (92)b occurs in the book

Oroitzak ta beste ipui asko by B, Iraola Aristiguieta (page 15):




(93)e ... esan zion erdiko gelan dagon Meltxorrek...
'eee Helchior, who lives in the room in the middle, s=z2id

to him ... '

Relative clauses on proper nouns are, of course, generallv
non-restrictive., This brings us to the last topic I want to in-
clude in this section: What about the distinction between re-
strictive and appositive relative claﬁses, so lmportant 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 clau-
ses, except for the cbhwvious universal cooccurrence restrictions

.
between either tvpe of relative and certain types of head noun
phrases. In Dasgue, 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 guzti 'all' and bakoitz 'each' occur associa-
ted 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 restrictive 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.




SECTION 4, PRONCMINAL HEADS AND FREE RELATIVES.

Demonstrative pronouns { au *this*', ori 'that, ura 'von’

and their respective plurals auek, oiek, aiek) can function

as surface structure heads of relative clauses:

(94)a Ezkuan ikusten dizudan ori zer da?

'‘What is that, which I see in your hand?‘

(24)b  Eskuan ikusten didazun au bonba da.
'This, which you see in my hand, is a bomb.,'
1
{(94)e Arantza'ri eskuan ikusten diogun ura bonbka al da?

t1s that, which we see in Arantza's hand, a bomb?!

Demonstrative pronouns can also have human referents, as in:

au
(95) Berandu etorri dan {ari} goseak dago.
ura

here ;
e theras s who has come late, is hungry.
yonaexr i

Personal pronouns {(ni 'I', i ‘*you (fam.)', zu 'you (pol.}"',
¢
qu twe';, zuek 'vou all' ) cannot function as heads of relative
clauses in surface structure, as we already mentioned on pacge 16.

Thus, the following sentences are ungrammaztical:




(26)a *Berandu etorri naizen ni goseak nago.

*I, who have come late, am hungrv,'

(96)b *Berandu etorri zeran zu goseak al zaude?

‘Are vou, who have come late, hungry??

Instead of the expected personal pronouns we get the demon-

strative ones:

(97)a Berandu etorri naizen au goseak nago.

'I, who have come late, am hungrvy.'

i
(97)b Barandu etorri 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 (928)b are ungrammatieal,

(98)a *Au gosecak nago.

'*This one am hungry.'

(98)b *0ri goseak al zaude?

**Are that one hungry?*

Sut we do get (99)a and (99)b with the intensive personal pro-

nouns nerau (cf. nere 'my') meaning 'I myself' and zerori




(cf. zere, zeure 'your own'} meaning '"vou vourself' :

(99)a MNerau goseak nago.

*T am hungry myself.!

(92)b Zerori goseak al zaude?

* Are you hungry vourself?'

Therefore, the demonstrative pronouns in (97)a and (97)b seen
to be reductions of the intensive personal pronouns of (99)a

and (929)k.

According to I.M. Echaide (Sintaxis del Idicma Euskaro, 32),

the intensive personal pronouns appear on tha 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 neronengan parrak ere izandu
dira .
'In me, in whom vou have found tears, there have been

laughs too.!

(100)k: Falkoak arkitu diran zarorrengan parrak ere izandu dira.
‘In vou, in whom tears have been found, there have been

laucths too.!




The occurrcnce of the intensive personal vronouns as heﬁds
may be explained bv our earlier observation (see page 91)
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 identitv condition ob-
taining between the procedent and the postecedent, then, will
have to be such that it reguires, at least in the case of pro-

nouns, that the postcedent be also in the inténsive form,

Not just demonstratives, but any determiner can serve as
the head of a relative clause in surface structure, In parti-

cular, bat 'a', 'one', and -a 'the' can océ¢ur as such. E.g.:

(101) Berandu etorri dan bat goseak dago.,

This example can be interpreted as either + Specific or - Spe-

cific:

(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 -a we have:

(102) Berandu etorri dana gos=ak dago.
(102)a 'The one who has come late is hungry.' (+Specifie),

(102})b * wWholever) has come late is hungry.' (-Specific).




(102)b is called a free relative in English grammar. I will
call the Basque sentence (102) a free relative, recgardless
of whether its interpretation is specific or non-specific.
Free relatives should not be confused with indirect questi-
ons, as C. Leroy Baker in his article "Notes on the Descrip-

tion of English Questions (Foundations of Lancuage 6 (1970)

p. 197-219) has warned us. In Basque, there is little danger

of confusing them: the surface structures are gquite different:

(103)a Ez dakit zuk dakizuna;

*I don't know what vou know.'

1
(103)a contains a free relative: zuk dakizunz *what you know'.

The meaning of the sentence can be paraphrased as "My knowledce

does not include yours”,

{103)b Ez dakit zuk zer dakizun.

'I don't know what you know.*

(103)b is an indirect question. zer is the interrogative pronoun
‘what', and the -n of dakizun is the Wh-complementizer. The sen-
tence can be paraphrased as 'I have no idea whaf you know' ,

This paraphrase is unambicuously a question, apparently because
Preposition deletion is restricted to questions in these cases, ™

Compare : *I have no idea of what you know'.




Just in ecase the surface head of 1 relative clavse is
the determiner -a, the Complex voun Phrase Constraint does
not hold. Of course, according to Ross's original formula-
tion, we should not expect it to hold here: “lo element con-
tained in a sentence dominated bv a noun phrase with a lexi-
cal kead noun mav be moved out of that noun phrase by a trans-

formation." (J.R. Ross, Constraints on Variables in Syntax,

84.1.3 ) Certainly the Basrue article -a is not a lexical

noun, Compare now sentence (104)a with sentence (104)b:

(104)a Beartsuari dirua ematen diona luzaro biziko da.

'Who gives money to the poor will live long."'

(104)}b Dirua ematen diona beartsuari luzaro biziko da.

*ho gives money to the pcor will live long.’

In (104)b the indirect object noun phrase beartsuari 'to the
poor' has been scrambled out ¢f the relative clause., This is
not possible when the head of the relative eclause is a full

noun phrase, as in llﬂS}a, or a demonstrative pronoun, as in

(106)a, or an intensive personal pronoun, as in (107)a.

(165)a Eeartsuari dirua ematen dion gizona luzaro biziko da.

'The man who nives money to the poor will live long.!

Hiere we cannot scramble beartsuari out of its clause:




-

(105)b

(106)a

(106)b

(107)a

{(107)b

The

does not

(108)a

*Dirus ematen dion gizona keartsuari lurzaro bizilo <.

Beartsuari dirua ematen dion ori luzaro biziko da.
'That one there who gives money to the poor will live

long'.
*Dirua ematen dion ori beartsuari luzaro biziko do.

Beartsuari dirua ematen diozun ori luzareo hiziko zera.

'You, who give money to the poor will live long.'!

#Dirua ematen diozun ori beartsuari luzarec biziko zera.

presence of a case postposition on the determiner 3

interfere with the process:

Beartsuari dirua ematen dionak bhere zaria artuko du.

tiyho 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
ment VEré
1643), I

terest of

many examples of this type in Leigarraga's New Testa-
icn and also in Axular's classic work Gero (Bordeaux,
will guote just one example from the latter. The in-

the example is that scrambling out of the clause



takes place despite the presence of the dative postposition

-rl on the postcedent.

(109)a Egiten derakunari gaizki, zergatik egin hehar 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: ga2izki egiten derakunari 'to{wards) him who acts

badly to{wards) us' has been scrambled to the right of the

phrase egiten derakuna ‘'he who acts towards us'. This phrase

]
carries the dative postposition -ri 'to' (here I have trans-
lated it as 'towards', which is more idiomatic in English).
Here again, the process could not take place when we have

a lexical noun as a postcedent:

{109)b =*Egiten derakun gizonari gaizki, zergatik egin behar

 diogu ongi?

In such a aituatiun,‘giigsi should occupy its normal peosition

in front of the verb!

(109)c  Gaizki egiten derakun gizonari, zergatik egin behar
diogu ongi?

tTowards 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, or, at least, non-specific,
However, this is not a necessary condition for scrambling
something out of a free relative clause, In B, Iraola Aristi-

guieta, Oroitzak ta beste ipui asko (published Tolosa,l1962)

I found the following example: (page 15)

(110) Ala, batian, nere gantzontzilluak jartzera dijuela,
esan zion erdiko gelan dagon Meltxorrek, ecgunian
bi peseta pagatzen dituénak ardorik gabe: Bafura al zuaz?
*S0o, 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 equnian bi peseta pagatzen

dituenak '"he who pays two pesetas a day'. The adverbial

ardorik gabe 'not includinc wine' (literally *without wine')

originates as part of this free relative clause. It has been
scrambled to the right of pagatzen dituenak 'he who pays'.
The -k of dituenak is the ergative postposition, required by
the verb esan 'say'. The reference of the free relative clause

is, of course, unambiguously ‘lielchior’.
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.




Free relative clauses are ouite frecuent in texts, becauce
they orovide a substitute for extraposition., Extraposition of
relative clauses is not possible in Basque, but the aéstence
of free relatives allows one to put sentential and other modi-

fiers 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 errcce bat

'a king' is directly modified by the relative clause zazni

seme—-alaba zituen 'who had seven sons and daughters?,

Now the pseudo-extraposed form (111)b:

(111)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 a free relative clause zazpi 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 antecedent:




B

(112)a Au errege batek, zazpi seme-alaba zituenak,esan zidan.
'A king, one who had seven sons and daughters, told ne

this.!

(112)b Au errege bati, zazpi seme-alaba zituenari, egin nion.
1T did this to a king, to one who had seven sons and

daughters'.

(112)c Au errege batez, zazpi seme-alaba zituenaz, maitemindn
ZANe
'She here fell in love with a king, with one who had

seven sons and daughters.’

(112)d Au errege batentzat, zazpl seme-alaba zituenarentzat
0S50 err~za Zalk.
'Thiswas very easy for a king, for one who had seven

sons and daughters.,!

In all these examples, the postpositions on the antecedent
(ergative -k, dative -ri, instrumental -z , benefactive -rentzat

must be repeated on the free relative clause.

This use of a free relative with a full lexical antecedent

- T will'call this phenomenon "pseudo-extraposition" - is a

relcomne device that can serve to eliminate unacceptable stackind

of relative clauses.




We have zalready seen one cxample of this effect in sentence
(110),. +ithout the use of pseuvdo-extraposition this sentenc=

would have had to be:

(113) Ala, batean, nere cantzontzilluak 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 pavs
two pesetas a day, not including wine, said to him:
Are you going to the bathroom?!
'
(113) is certainly less elegant than (110), moreover, (113)
will be unacceptable for those speakers who have the constraint
on stacking stated on page 144, since the relative clause

ardorik gabe equnean bi peseta pagatzen dituen *who pays two

. pesetas a day not including the wine) immediately precedes the

noun phrasze 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 Urruzuno “"Euskalerritik Zerura"

There we read on page 13:

(1i4)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 urtere




*Grandmother, whom he had loved so dearly, 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 larogeita amaika urte-

rekin,

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.

An interesting property of free relative clauses is that
they admit the diminutive suffix -txo just like nouns and ad-

jectives do:

Nouns:

lan-a '*the job', lantxo-a 'the little job',
t

liburu-a *the book’, liburutxo-a ‘'the little book!',

gizon-a 'the man', agirzontxo-a 'the little man'.




&ﬂlpctiveﬂ:

wrpd twhite?, has the diminutive form 2zuritxo ,
tviki 'small®', has the diminutive form txikitwo ,
apal "humble! has the diminutive form apaltxo .

Note that the noun phrases etxetxo zuria 'the white little house?

and etxe zuritxoa 'the little white house'!, or, biotxo abala

*the humble little heart' and biotz apaltxoa 'the little humble

heart' are not semantically equivalent., (The English transla-
tions I have given here do not exactly reflect the value of

the Basqgue diminutives.)

In the same way, -itxo can be added to free relative clauses.
b
This, of course, proves that the -a of free relative clauses
is indeed the article a , as we have been assuming from the be-

ginning.

So: dakidan-a 'what I know', dakidantxo-a ‘'what little I know',

degun-a 'what we have', dequntxo-a 'what little we havej.

Exanples of their use in sentences:

(115)a 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 ¢ell you.,°'

Example (115)b is doubly diminutive; it also contains the word

pivka 'a little bit', cf. esne pixka bat 'a little milk’.




(1i5)k

Deguntxo pixkaren lotsa gera.

e are ashamed of the little bit that we have,®

Another interesting fact about free (and also ordinary)

relative

clauses is that thev can be repeated for expressive

purposes., Repetition is, in Bas7ue, a systematically used :de-

vice to increase the force of an expression, or its precise-

ness., Examples:

gciz—ean
gau-an

alde-an

(116)a

{}lﬁlb

(117})a

(117)b

'proud’, arro-arro 'real proud’,

*full’, bete-bete 'brimfull’,

'in the morning', goiz-goizean 'early in the morning!,
'at night?, gau-cauan '1Ete at nightt,
'near’, alde-aldean ‘*right near?’,

Etxeraifio etorrl ziran ijitoak

'The aypsies came up to the house,®

Ftxe-etxeraifio etorri ziran ijitoak.

'The gypsies came right up to the house.,!

Lautan etorri ziran.

'They came at four o'clock."!
P

Lav=lauvtan etorri ziran.

'They came at four o'clock sharp.’?




Relative clauses too can undergo this process:

(118)a Zerana zeralako maite zaitut,

*I love you because vou are the one you are.'

(zera 'you are', hence zerana ‘who/what/the one vou are.')

(118)b Zeran-zerana zeralako maite zaitut.

*I love you because vou are just the one vou are.'

In the oldest Bascue book, Etxepare's Lincuae Vasconum Primitiae

(1545), we £find an example just like (118)b. The lancuage of the
book is the Low-llavarrese of the region of St.Jean Pied de Fort.

The example occurs in the poem Potaren Galdatzia, line 10:

(119) Ziren-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 relativesj 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 emakunea zeralako maite zaitut,

'I love you because you are just the woman you are,’




A last observation about relative clauses in Bascue:
there are no sentential relatives, The closest equivalent

to the English construction (121) is not the ungrammatical

(121)a, but (121)b:
(121) Jim called me a * * * , wyhich made me cry.
(121)a * * * deitu ninduen Xantik, negar eragin zidana.

As I just mentioned, this free relative referring to a sen-
tence is impossible in Basque. We can only have the following:
(121)p ® * * deitu ninduen Yantik, cnek négar eragin zidan.

'Jim called me a * * * . this made me crv.

Why sentences like (121)a are impossible in Basque, I do not

knowe.

DEBILE PRINCIPIUM MELIOR

' FORTUNA SEQUATUR.
(Etxepare)




= Part I (pages 1 - 11%) and this part II (pages 120- 16 )
form a conplete prelininary draft of the thesis.
Thua pages 120 and 121 of part I have been cancelled and

- new pages have been substituted for them.

Onitted have been only:

The official title page,
The acknowledgements,
The table of contents,
The bibliocaraphv,

The bdograpiny of the author.

I ppﬁéfto arrive at M.I.T. by 2 P,M. on Wednesday June 7.
expech




NANG=ORE ey e BASOUE  NUMERALS Basgue Linguistics.

Guipuzecoa-Bizc, Laburdine-L.Nav. Suvilctine Roncalese.

1 bat bat bat bat

oy bi. bi, biga bi, biga bi

3 iru hirur hirar irer

4 laun laur laur laur

5 bost bortz bost borz, bost

6 sei sei sei sei

-? zazpl zazpi zAzpi zazpi

3 zorczi zortzi zérezi zortzi

9 bederatzi bederatzi bederftzii bedratzu

10  anaf hamai hinas avaf

11 amaika hameka haméka aneka

12  amabi hama-bi hamna-bi amabi
13  amairu hama-hirur hama-hirur amairos

14 amalaun hama-laur hama=-laur amalaur

15 amabost hama-bortz hama-bost anaborz

16 amasei hema-sei hama-sei amased

.1? amazézpi hama-zazpi hana-zizpi anazazpi

18 emezortzi heme-zortzi hama-zdrtzi cmezortzi

19 emeretzi hemeretzi heneretzii emereitzu

20 ogei hogoi hégei ogel

21 ogei ta bat hegol-ta~bat hogei-ta-bat ogel ta bat

30  ogei ta amar hegoi-~ta-hamasr hngei-ta—hama§ ogel t'amad

40  berrogei berrogoi berrogei berrogei

50 berrogei ta amagd berrogoi~ta~hamas b&rrngei«taﬂhamaﬁ berrogei t!.

60 irurogel hirur-hogoi hirur-hogei irorogei

i = - i* - - & ® + & a =
”‘iid irurogei ta puoar hirvuvy-hogoi-ta-hamar hirur-hegei-ta-hanz? iroropsi

50 larvopei lanr-hogoi laup-hogei larogel

]

r . ; 5 4 P
90 Laroged ta amadk lavr-hogoi-ta-hamad laur-hogei-ta-hanaf laropei ©la

g 5
? ohiin S

gl il Az
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200 berriun berrehun berréhfun berroin
300 iruseun hirur-chun hirur-ghiin irortin
400 laieun laur--shun 1dur-chiin laurdin
5006  brsteun bortz-chun bést-ehiin korzéin
600 seireun sei-chun séi-ehiin seidin
700 mazplreun zazpl-chun zhzpi-thiin zazpidin
5079 zortceireun zortzi-ehun zﬁftzi—éhﬂn ' zortzidin
+J0  bederatzireun bederatzi-chun  bederatzil-ehiln bedratzudin
1000 milla lf  mila mf1a mi1a

2000 bi milla’ - bi mila bi mila bi mfia
NOTES:

a). Bat might bé’:ﬂiated to bete , *full!, that substitutes for it in meas:

phrases and fixed time expressicns:

esku bete i a handful atz bete 1 a FPingerful

arra bete :.a palmful kolko bete : a breasstful

ao bete ¢ a mouthful begi bete @ an eyeful (idiom. = 'wery 1i

ordu bete'&lénﬂ hour ordu bi : 2 %EEFB

aste bete ¢ one week aste bi : 2 weeks

iila bete : one month illabete bi ¢ 2 months (CP. Otsailla, 'Fe!
mrtourte bete ::nne year urte(bete) bi : 2 years.

But: egun b#ﬁ :. one day (*egun bete) gau bat : one night (#gau beta).
E}; é&g& , ﬁééﬂﬂ§n1y substantively: bl gizon : 2 men (#*biga gizon)
hegol ta biga 1 22 « ‘hogold ta bi gilzon : 22 men.
h hamabi : 12 ; nazver ¥*hamabigs,
W surrixes combine with bi , not with biga.
In Guip. bira meens "heifer% (= 2 year old bovine), which continues

elder bipana {See FPHV. £7.6)

Latr e




L%

Cle

d).

el

£)

gle

h).

i)e

k)n

1).

m)

Boat. For the correspondence iz 4Hat , ace FIV ﬁlB.Ié .
in Suletine theve is a gyachronic rule wz-a /[ r = [ Env. ] .

where Env. includeg at least L and ¢ .

Becderatzi. Bed may be related to bat , 1. Cf, bedera , 'one to eac!
and bederik , 'at least! {“fnr oncﬂ“}.

nmu:.

Therefore : bhederatzni :ﬂ{TaLe 10} Lover {by} i (?)

Amailta. Eka {1?) eccurs nowhere else in Bascgue. There is a {merciy |
ottt st S S e |

phonous ?) werd : amai-fa , 'end-=lessg.
Guipuzeoan emgsertzi, Bizcayan amazortzi .
In Lab. Low=Nav., and Sul. we often find such forms as:

60
80

hiruretan hogei (3 times 20)
lauretan hogoi {4 tigmes 20).

L]

Alpo attested,but lezsz fregquent,are 3
100 ; bortzeban hoged (5§ times 20)

120 : seletan hogoi (6 times 20)

140 : zazpietan hogei (7 times 26)

160 : zortzictan hogei (8 times 20}

130 : bederatzietan hogoi (9 timesz 20) and evea:

360 : hemezortzietan hogei (18 times 20) -

Very rare, but attested in Guipuzcoa is : bkesbossi for 100,

In Lab. Low-Nav. and Sul. we also find hiruretan shan (3 times 100
instead of hiprvp=chun., Lilewise laurstan ehun (4 times 100) etc. .

Berreun : 200. Cf. borri, 'mew', herriz . ‘againt.

t

Hote the analogical p in the Guipuszcoan formes for 700, 800 and 060G,

Milla. Amareonn, 'tenhundrod" iz attested in several dialects.

—— [ ——
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Hirhor Wemoraio:
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fiuin. Dizc. Lan, Lou=Nav,
[ A e e

1iC0  Filla ta eun 2 Mila ehun
1260 Milia ta berreun Mila berzchun
1300 Billa ta irureun ¥ila hirur-ghun

1000 M;lia ta bedevatzirevn Mila bedoratzi-chun.
2000 Bi milia Bi mila
100 Milloi Miliun,

In Lsb. Low-Hav. and Sul, we also find:

1ioo : hamesla-ehun, 1200 : hosmabliechun, 1300 2 hamahisur=chum . up -
1600 ¢ hamasei-ehun,

Examples: 399 ¢ Irurcun da larogeitacmeretzi. {Lab, hiruretan shun
fauretan hopoi ta hemeretzi).

1555 : Mills ta bosteun da berrogeitamabost. (Lsb. Mila bortzchun -
berrogol ta hamabortz.

600 365 : Seiveun da larogeil ta emeretzi milla ¢tz irurecun da lrureg
ta bost. _

{Lab.) : Sei-echun eta lauretan hogoi ta hemeretzi mila hirur-ehun
hiruretan hogeol ta hortz.

Etz (ta, _da) , "and" never cccurs after (h)amar, "10%. Amalau, "14°

and not #amatalau, +#amarrctalau,. :

Eta always appears after ogel, hegei , 20" and after gun, chun ,

L G gt

larogeitamar, "00Y, lareun da berrogei, 430C.

After milla, mila, "iC00", cta is obligatosy in Disd.and Guip., but
left out in Labe 2 bi milla ta beateun, "2500%"; Lab, bi mila bortzc

Bat always follows the noun : gizon bat , "ofre man". . =

Bli wusually folleows the nova in Pize. and Southera Guip. ; and song
in the older Lab. and Low-NWav, texts, In all other dialects it prec

the noun: Bizc. pgizon bi, Y2 men”, Lab. bi gizon.




All other numerals always precede the noun. (In proverb N0O. 673 fro
Oihenart's compilation, ehwun is placed after the ncun, but in NC.63
it is preposed. Cf. Tmé Lafen: L'adjectif &pithdte st les dftermina
en basque. BSLP 59 (1964) p.96)

Unlike demonstratives and the definite article -a , nouns do not ch
For number : gizon bat, 1 man, bi gizon, 2 men.

In 2ll dialects except Suletine, forms like bi glzon are plural for
verbal agrecment: gizon bat ikusi nuen : "I sam one nan.!

bi gizen ikusi nituen : "I saw 2 men".

In Suletine definite plural forn= are considered as plural by {:he
verbal agreement rule, but indefinite plural forms may either i:ake
singular or plural verb forus.

The sane is true FPor 16-th century Low-Navarrese. We read in Detxag
(Linguae Vasconuwm Primitiae, 1545, IXL, 37-38) :

Mila plzon gaixtorik da enazte batendako;
Glzon baten mila andre bere fedean dago.

("Thousznd men are wicked for one weman {who is);

For cue nan (wheo is), thcusand weomen ave faithful.?)

The verb Fforms da and dago are not narked for plural, although
their sub jects are!thousand men' and 'thousand women'! prespectively.
Today, the plural forms dira and daude would have to be used here.

SUFFXXES ON THE WUMERBLS:

A). Ordinals, They are formed with the suffix -garren {SUI-ﬁEéTP%E,
Ronc. garnen). Bxauples: '
bigarren, 'second', irnzavren, 'third’, orpaitiaba{tilkarren, 2t-th, ¢
Bxcept:"Fiprsth : lenengo {len; "before", lerea ,"the mosh befors, 1
frontwost'y ~go » adjectivizer.)

Syn. lenbiziko, lendabizilke . {Bizi: niifen)

¥

Unlilke other adjectives dn Basque, ordinals precede their aowr g ,

Apmarparpen liburua i3 "The tenth book".
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ny. multiplicative Adjeetives:

P

Formed with the suffix ~koit=z or -kun.
Bakeitz @ "unique", haksn @ "simplae', biloitz lbikig) r Ndoubhlen,

ipukeitz (irulun) : 'triple', laukoiisz,"fourfeld] ete.

ek Multipiicative Adverbs:

Formed with the Jocative plural suffix -gtan, or the locative Indelir
suffix -tan : irutan, "3 times", loutan , "4 times", bosteban, "5 tin
"many tGimes". Etc.

Except: bam bein (Lab. bchin), “"ence". berritan : "twice" (boprd, “nc
Cf. also: askotan, "many tianes" (aske, "auch, many"), gutixiian,?feow i
"rareky", (gutii, "Tow, littlel

All these consbtructions can be explained as involving the delebion of

the noun aldi, “time".

D). Distributives:
bara : 1 to each banalkka : 1 by 1 banatan 4§ each once,
e e T . U AL el B At
bina 3 2 to each binzka ¢ 2 by 2 binatar ' each twice,
T e R b e A e D e ey
iruna: 3 to esach drupala ¢ 3 by 3 irunatan : each thrice.
Zauna: 4 to each launska v 4 by 4 dauvnatan : each 4 bimes.

Etec.ete. Also, e.g., ewnaka , "by the hundreds", pillaka, "by the
thousands”,

Furthermere the verbs : banakatu , "to disteibute", BIHMNIE binaskatu,
"to distribute pairwise", irvnakatu, "to distribute 3 by 3", etec.

E}. ' Fractions. Three ways:

a). Suffix -den or -en : irevden, ‘thipd', ldurden, 'Tourthjibosbea, 'Eil

Also amarren , 'tenth". (Mot productive)

Exanmple: izu leurden ; 3/4

Bxcepbions: erdi, 'half' (alco: 'middle’) t libera erdl bat, 'half a
franct, Alse Lab. bheren, 'tidedY, surviving in Gu1p1 in the wowrd 3

eraiﬂﬁﬁun,"tha day befove yeoberday!.
A s . g e e il s

lote:r CGarta ontabilk erdia arbu zven ¢ lic took half of this cheese.

Sasar aucbatik erdialk arbu szituca : lie tooh half of Ghess appl

L
II-J




b).

c).

F).

G).

Constrocticn with the ablative plu.’.aral.

amarretatik zazpi : 72/10 (= 7 out of 10)

bl el S A

Proporticns ! cuneko lau ﬁflﬂﬂ { 4 of 100)

e -

Colliechive Wouns. Suffix -kote
e ety

Bilkote ¢ "pair" (alsct pare), irukote : "triple", laulkote "quadruple

Other suflfixes.
=tgn : "appreximately". evaten pizon t approximately 100 nen.

-urren § lrvrren: "triduua™, bedaratziurren: "novena' s

SENTENCES :

Gizon bat etorri da. 1 One man has come,

Bi gizon aetorrli dira. t Two wen have come.

Bi gizonak etorri dira. ¢ The two men have come.
Gizon batek jo nau. ¢ One wen has hit ne.

Bi pizonek jo naute. : Two men have hit ne.

Bi gizonak jo naute. : The two men have hit ue.
Gizon bati eman dict. t I have given it to some msn.
Bi gizoni eman diet. ¢ I have given it to two men.

Bi gizonai eman diet. t I have given it to the two nen.

Gizon batzuei eman diet.
Gizon batzrek etorri dira. @ Some nen have come.

I have given it to soune men.

Batek esaten duena,beste batek ukatzen du.
What one says , somebody else denies.

Batak esaten duena, besteak ukatzen du.
What the {first) one says, the other one denies.

Bost bel dituenak bat ematen badio iru dituenari, biak launa izango
Ltuzte. three, '
If he who has five cows gives one to him who has i, the two will

feour each.

Urrutilo intxaurralk amalau, bertaratua lau.

Fourteen ara the nuts when far away, four when at the spot.

h
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GERUNDIVE COMPLEMENTS IX

Tlkusi zaitutb

-

Somatu zaitut
Eatzun dizut

Aditu dizut

L2 ]

Tty oiek entzun dizkizut
Itz oiek aditu dizkizut.

Mo H - - H

Gudariale iliusi nituen etortzen.

I saw the soldiers come.

have
have
have
have
have

have

Etxe au ilkusi nuen zuek jasotzen.

seen you.
noticed wvou.
heard you.

hezad you.

heard those words from you.

heard those

I saw this house {being) built by you.

Tkusi zinduedan etxe au jasotzen.

I saw you build this house.

Ilru=i zinduedan erortzen.

I saw you fFall down.

Eiztarial iltzen ikusi nituen.

all, I saw the hunters die.
b). I saw the hunters kill.

c¢). I saw the hunters being killed.

Milla aldiz entzun diot ori esaten.

I have heard him say this a thousand tiues.

Bere arrvebatxoa jotzen somatu nuen.

I noticed him beat his 1ittle sister.

LZer entzun diozu esaten?

What did you hear him say?
t

Lz diot ezer enbtzun.

I have heard him {say) nothing.

Lrertxe ere ez diot entzun.

nave heard him {(zay) nouising wnatzcever.

words from you.
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He does net know how to play the piano.

Miren'ek pianoa jotzen ikasi bear du,.

Miren must learn how to play the piano,

Patxi'k irakatsi bear die planca jotzen.

Patxi must teach her to play the piano.

Patxi'k erakutsiko dio pianoa jotzen.
Patxi will show her how to play the piano.

Pelle'ri pianca jotzen aztu egin zaio.
Pello has forgotten how to play the piano.

Den Primitibo'ri euskera ikasten kostako zaio.
It will cost Don Primitivo a lot of effort to learn Basque.

Txomin pianoa jotzen mutilla da,
Txomin is very good at playing the piano.

Zaills al da pianca jotzdn?
Is it difficult to fay the piano?

Ez, Pianoa jotzen erreza da.

No; it is easy to % play the piano,

Patxi'k zertan irakasten dio Miren'i?
What is Patxi teaching to Miren?

Orain Patxi ingelesaz itz egiten irakasten ari zaio Miren'i.
Right now; Patxi is teaching Miren how to speak English.

THE GEHITIVE AS PREDICATE:

Zakusr au nerea da ¢ This dog is mine,
¥
Zeifiena da zalkur ori? 1 VWhose is that dog?

¢izon beltz orrena da zakurra : The dog 1s of that black man.




s

Gizonarckin

gizon batekin i With one

1iburuarckin

libure batekin: With cne

zurekin

Cizon onelkin

L3
L]

t With the

(1]

L]

With the

apeaT

man
nan
book

book

With wyou

With this man,

Glizoneldin

Gizon batzuelin

L3

L1

Liburuekin :

Liburu oiekin

Zuekin

Gizen auekin %

With the maeon.

With
wWith
With
With

With

several m
the books
thise boo!
yvou {(piur

these nen

VERBAL PARADIGMS § No aliocutive forms inciuded):

Esan
Eaan
Ezan
Ezan
Esan

Esan

Artu
Artu
Artu
Artu
Artu

Aptu

Eman
Eman
Eman
Eman
Eman

Eman

nuen
zuen
genduen
zmenduen
zenduten

zuten

nituen
zituen
genituen
zenituen
zenituzten

zituzten

nion
Zzion
genion
zenion
zenioten

zloten

¢t I gaid (it)u

He said (it).

t We said (it).
: You said (it). -

You said (it).

L L]

They said (it).

I tool them

t He toolt thanm,

it We toolk thenm.

You thok them,
¢t You toglk them,

¢ They took them.

X mave it to him

He gave it.to him
We gave it to him
You gave it to him
You gave it to him

They gave it to him

Esaten det
Esaten dun
Esaten degu

Faaten dezu

Ezsaten dezut

Ezaten dute

i

&

LAl

Artzen
Artczen
Artzen
Artzen
Artzen

Artzen

Ematen
Ematen

Ematen

ditut
ditu
ditugu

dituzn

dioct
dio
diogu
dioczu
dicszute

diote

dituzute

dituzte

e

I

I say

He gays
We say

You say
You (plur.

They say.

I take (%h
He takes (
We take (¢
You take (
You {pl) t

They take,

give it to

He gives it

We pive it h

You glve it |

U give 1t to

Tht’:‘.y givc -i'ﬁ



- Fman

Lman

Eman

zidan H
zenidan 3
zenidatens

zidaten 1

zigun :
zenigun 1
zeniguten:

ziguten ¢

nizuﬁn -
zizun -
genizun 3

zizuten 1@

nizuen s
zizuen
genizuen

zizueten 3

He gave it to me. Ematen
You gave it to me. Ematen
You gave it to m=. Ematen
They gave it to ma Ematen
He gave it to us. Ematen
You gave it to us. Ematen
You gave it to us, Ematen
They gave it to us. Ematen
I gave it to you. Ematen
He gave it to you. Ematen
We gave it to you. Ematen
They gave it tn.rﬁu. Ematen
I gave it to you. Ematen
He gave it to wyou. Ematen
We gave it to you. Ematen
They gave it to you Ematen

dit :
didazu :
didazute:
didate =
digu -
diguzu
diguzute:
digute :
dizut :
dizu :
dizugu 1
dizute :
dizuet :
dizue :
dizuezu :

dizuete :

The plural dject form of all verb forms that incorporate

is formed with ths formative

Eman nizk;auen : I gave them to you.

Emanzo balio : If he gave it to him,

-gki= 2

Before ( = in front of) and Behind :

Etxs
Etxe
Ftxe
Ftio

LeX ..

aurrea : The front of the house.

durrean 3

aurrera :

atzea 3

Iin front of tho house.

The back of the house.

atzcon 3 Behind the Lhouso.

He gives it to @

You give 1T to
You glve it to

They give it to

He gives it to 1
You give it to 1t
You give it to 1
They give it to

I give it to you
He gives it to
We give it to yt

They give it to

I give it to you
He gives it to 3

We give it to yc

They give it to

an indirect obje

Emango dizkiot 3 I will give them t
Emango balizkio: If he gave them tc

To the front of the house, to before the house.



Bein batean, Pernando Amegketarra bazijcan (=%went") mendira, ta gicon
ondo Jantzi bat bere zakurrarchin avkitu zuen.

Alderatu zapean, gizonak ez zion zaunkik egini zakurrak ere ezer esan «
Au da; ez Latak sta ez besteak ez zicten egum onik enan,

Baifla zokurra alderatu zitzaion {Cf. Handeout No.10), praka zaarrak
usaindy zitusn eta atzeko anks altxzatzen asi zan.

Orduan (="then'), Pernando zakurra uxiatu zuen, esanaz (=¥saying"):

- 0a (="go", TYup.) emendik, nagusiaren mutur orrekin!

Au entzunda (=Yhaving heard), jaun ura txit asarretu egin zan eta epal
karl aurrera deitu zuen Pernande.

BEpaikari aurrecan jaun arek esan zuens:

- Gizon onek buria egin zidan.

Pernando'k: = Ez da egia.

Jaunal herrirna;Gizan onek iraindu egin ninduen. (For ninduen, See H.o
Pernandolic: ; Ex da egia.

Azkenik, Jaunak: - Gizon onek esan zildan zakurral: nere muturra zucsla,

Pernando'ki=0ri bai dala egia.

'Epaikariak = Eta iralndu ez zenduela diozu? (diﬂ%& : Yyou are saying'®)

Pernandok: - Ez, noskéd. {("Of course not.")

¥iFE® Epaikayiak 3 - Nola, ordea? (How,thea?®)

Pornando'k ¢ « Ara (= %"look hewre") epaikari Jauna: Zakur au zeifena da’
Bpaikarialk § = Nagusiarena.

Pernando'k i=Eta zakur onen muturra?

Epaikarial: ; Napgusiarena,

Pernando'k = 0ri da nik esan nuena, Zakuvrrak nagusiaren muturra zuela,

t

Guztlak mututu ziran, ori entzun zutenean, eta orya nola Pernando Amezl__

tarrak auzdia FSHLELLOLY drabazi zuon.
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