Evidentials and evidential strategiesin Basque
Hearsay evidentials have been the object of vardyusactic and semantic approaches in the recent
literature. In the syntactic side, hearsay eviddsthave been claimed to occupy a designated @ositi
in the clause structure, immediately above epistemodality (Cinque, 1999). Other proposals,
attending to the position of the evidential in ellysrelated varieties, suggest a more flexible aagin
to their relative position. Blain and Dechaine (2p6how for the Cree dialect continuum that hearsay
evidentials can be divided roughly into IP-exteraald IP-internal ones, with different epistemic
overtones in each case. Semantically, evidentialse theen argued to make a contribution at an
illocutionary level (Faller, 2002, for the Quechteportative), or a propositional one (Garrett, for
Tibetan, 2000; Zubeldia, 2010, for Basque). Amongsé languages where the hearsay evidential
makes a truth-conditional contribution, it is a taatof debate whether hearsay evidentiality is a
subspecies of epistemic modality (Garrett, 2000p1zki, 1997; Mathewson et alia, 2008) or not (De
Haan, 1999). The syntactic expression of evidatytjiabn the other hand, must be kept apart from
what Aikhenvald calls evidential strategies, or igpammaticalized ways to convey notions related to
source of information. The present paper has aartsto put the Basque dialectal continuum to task
in elucidating these questions. Basque possesdasaisay evidential particlemen that, when
combined with a proposition p, contributes the nmegnhat someone else has said p (see Zubeldia,
2010; Etxepare, 2010). The particle presents istieig syntactic microvariation in the Basque
dialectal spectrum. | will argue that the Basquédential provides support for a fine-grained
subdivision of hearsay evidentiality in closelyateld subtypes, which range from epistemic modality
to an independent category of evidentiality. Irsteense, the data support a pluralistic approach to
(hearsay) evidentiality, as advocated a.o. by Ma@yg2008). Consider first the following differesce
between central (C) and eastern (E) dialeGrsen must merge with the finite auxiliary in central
varieties (1a). In eastern ones, the evidentialatsm show up in non-finite clauses (1b):
QD a. Etorri omen da (C/E) b. Gazte batzuek ogarza bera eginik (*C, E)
come evid is yowsmgne-erg evid thing same done-partc

“Reportedly, (S)he arrived” “Some young pleaportedly having done the same thing”
The finite form is a phonological clitic (Ortiz ddrbina, 94) that can’t occur in first positio®men
behaves as part of the clitic cluster in centraieti&s, but can support the auxiliary in eastaras
2) Omen da paper, eta bertzerik (*C, E)

evid is paper, and other things

“Reportedly there are papers, and other things”

Unlike in central dialects, in eastern omesen can be a parenthetical: (3) Etorri da, omen (*C, E
arrived is evid
“(S)he arrived, they say”

Properties (1)-(3) suggest that the central evidkninlike the eastern one, is a head. The faadtithis
obligatorily related to the presence of a finitiary suggests it is part of its extended prdgmct
None of those properties apply to the eastern atimle The status of centraimen as part of the finite
morphology is related to another property of cdrdialects: there, unlike in eastern dialecisen is
in complementary distribution with epistemic modaliTwo cases will serve to illustrate this. Basque
possesses an evidential strategy akin to the episteonditionals of Spanish, French or Italian
(Squartini, 2004, a.0). Only the eastern evidefdiabmpatible with it:
4) Ba (omen) litaizke 200 bat lagwsagertuak (*C, E)

Aff evid be-conditional 200 one p&odisappeared

“Reportedly, there are said to be aro20@ people missing”
The complementary distribution afmen and epistemic modality in central varieties allothe
conclusion that the evidential occupies the saméasyic position of the epistemic modal itself:
(5) Central {j00ap OMeN hysp ---1]
(5) implies that eastermmen must be outside the domain of the epistemic madlalossibility is that
omen in those cases occupies an independent evidgragtion, as Cinque wants. (5) should be
connected to another difference between centrakastern varieties: only eastemen is compatible
with epistemianust in Basque. Consider the following clause expregsistemic modality:
(7) lkusita zein nekatuta dagoen, bere apetita fetihbar; gaiso egon behar du

seeing how tired she-is  her lackmpetite, etc, she must be sick



(7) expresses overtly the epistemic background dHatvs the speaker to draw the conclusion that
someone is ill. In eastern dialects, sentenceqTikean be supplemented with the hearsay evidentia
(8) Eri izan behar omen du (*C, E)

sick be must evid aux

“Reportedly, (s)he must be ill”
This is not possible in central varieties. In tipgisof Izvorski's analysis of the Bulgarian inétial
evidential, | suggest centraimen is incompatible with the epistemic background respl by behar
“must”. In other words, centradmen would be a modal particle with an evidential ppgmsition
requiring the background information to be basedhearsay. Easteiwmen, on the other hand, would
be an independent evidential, whose meaning isileaéx in a higher layer of structure.
A subset of eastern varieties, which | will designas Eastern2, have developed a more flexible
syntax foromen. In Eastern 2, the evidential occupies positiohgchv are impossible in both central
and most of eastern varieties. Consider first tlewing quotative clause (see Etxepare, 2008, 010
(9) Jendea inguratu zitzaigun. Ezbehar bat gertztia.

People approach aux(past) accident one happdpasti}xComp.

“People approached us. They said that an accidehhappened”
The second clause in the sequence is a main dieasked by a declarative complementizer. This root
complementizer contributes the meaning that sometsg who is not the speaker, has said that p. In
this case, the source of the saying is the people approached ufmen can merge with the
guotative clause in Eastern2:
(10) Jendea inguratu zaigu. Omen ezbehar bat geltdd.

People approach aux. Evid accident one hapmeiCamp.

“People approached us. Reportedly, someone saicihaccident had happened”
As shown by the translation, the presenceroén forces a reading where the source of the saying
clause is not the people approaching us, but rathérdeterminate saying. In Eastero@en can also
occur following the auxiliary (without the typicphuse associated to parentheticals):
(11) Langonen zen (omen) bizi (omen)

Langon-in aux evid live evid

“Reportedly, she used to live in Langon”
The post-auxiliary cases have an intriguing resbrnc they are incompatible with polarity operators
ba- “yes” andez “no”. Under the presence of those operators, dhé pre-auxiliary position is
available: (11) Ez (omen) zen (*omen) Langonein biz

Neg evid aux evidnban-in live
“Reportedly, he didn’t live in Langon”

Haddican (2004, 2008) has shown that polarity dpesan Basque are generated in a low polarity
head neighbouring the VP. From there, they raisa thigher polarity projection preceding the
auxiliary. A natural conclusion is that the incormipgity of post-auxiliary omen with negation and
affirmation results from their sharing the specifiethe same low polarity projection:
(11) ...[ Neg/afflevid Pol [ VP]]
Sinceomen in those varieties can also occupy a position idiately preceding the Auxiliary Phrase,
the syntactic distribution amen in eastern 2 can be summarized as follows:
(12)  a. ...hue AUX [pop2 Neg/affomen Pof [ve VP]]  (see 11)

b. ...[ror1 POP [cviap OMen EVid® [aue Aux’...]]]  (see 1a)

C. [cp Omen [poip1 Neg/aff Pol [auxp AuX...]]-Comp ] (see 9)
The positionmen can occupy (Spec of CP, of PolP and EvidP) sudggedbllowing generalization:
(13) Mergeomen with any functional head encoding a propositicozdrator
(13) is not unlike the kind of restriction that limthe distribution of adverbial phrases. Soméem
being restricted to modify events, and some praposil entities. | suggest that the distribution of
omen in eastern2 corresponds to an evidential stratéggtern 2 seems to be restricted to those areas
where an independent noamen exists, meaning “rumor”. Otherwisemen exists as a noun meaning
“reputation” in both central and eastern varietigselated to the evidential meaning apparent én th
particle. A reasonable conclusion is that Eastam@esents those cases where an independent
nominal merges with whatever head provides thet rigimantic entity for evidential modification,
sayings, truth-operators and evidential sourceagbelausibly included. If so, the basque dialect
continuum presents the full range of the possitslectiral instantiations for hearsay evidentiality.



