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1. Introduction   
Many modern Basque varieties are characterized by a phenomenon which has been called 
‘dative over-marking’ (Austin 2006, Rodríguez-Ordóñez 2013) or referred to as the use of 
‘quirky dative’ (Fernández & Rezac 2010). Instead of using the absolutive case for the direct 
object, which is morphologically unmarked in the singular, as illustrated in (1), speakers of 
these varieties tend to mark the direct object by the dative suffix -(r)i, as shown in (2) 
(Mounole 2012: 363):  
 
(1) Nik   zu      ikusi zaitut. 
 I.ERG  you.ABS   see  AUX 
 ‘I have seen you.’ 
(2) Nik   zuri      ikusi dizut. 
 I.ERG  you.DAT  see  AUX 
 ‘I have seen you.’ 
 
This ‘dative over-marking’ depends on properties of the direct object. Speakers mark the 
direct object with the dative case when it is human, but they always use the absolutive case in 
combination with a non-human object (Hualde, Elordieta & Elordieta 1994:89, Austin 2006, 
Mounole 2012: 366f, Odria 2014, Fernández & Rezac 2016, Rodríguez-Ordoñez 2017:320). 
This is illustrated with data from Western Basque dialects spoken in Lekeitio or Gernika: 
 
(3) (a) Pedrori    ikusi   dotzat. 
  Peter.DAT  see   AUX 
  ‘I have seen Peter.’ 
 (b) Etxie      ikusi dot. 
    house.ABS  see  AUX 
 (b’) *Etxieri     ikusi dotzat. 
      house.DAT  see  AUX 
  ‘I have seen the house.’ 
 
Generally, it is assumed that this differential marking of the direct object is due to the 
influence of (Basque) Spanish (Austin 2006, Rodríguez-Ordóñez 2013, 2016, 2017) which 
show similar effects with respect to the marking of a direct object (Torrego 1999, Leonetti 
2004, Bleam 2005, von Heusinger & Kaiser 2005, Laca 2006, Fábregas 2013): 
 
(4) (a) Vi      a    Pedro. 
  saw.1SG  DOM Pedro  
  ‘I saw Peter.’ 
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 (b) Vi      la   casa. 
  saw.1SG  the house  
 (b’) *Vi      a    la   casa. 
    saw.1SG  DOM the house  
  ‘I saw the house.’ 
 
In addition, Basque Spanish displays a further ‘dative over-marking’ phenomenon, namely 
‘animated leísmo’. It consists of the fact that the (etymologically) dative clitic pronoun le – 
and (less often) also its plural counterpart les – is used instead of the accusative masculine 
clitic pronoun lo(s) – and (less often) also the feminine form la(s) – when referring to a 
human direct object ((5a)) while non-human and inanimate direct objects are usually referred 
to by accusative clitic forms ((5b)) (Fernández-Ordóñez 1999): 
 
(5) (a) (A    Pedro)  le          he      visto   esta mañana. 
   DOM  Peter   CLIT.DAT.3SG have.1SG  seen  this morning 
  ‘I have seen Peter this morning.’ 
 (b) (El  coche )  lo          he      comprado  esta mañana. 
     the  car    CLIT.ACC.3SG have.1SG  bought    this morning 
  ‘I have bought the car this morning.’ 
 
Thus, we have two structural elements that are parallel and might motivate the development 
of DOM in Basque: (i) the DOM marker a in Spanish, which is homophone to the dative case 
marker a and which corresponds to the dative suffix -(r)i in Basque that is used for DOM, (ii) 
the (etymologically) dative clitic pronoun le which cliticize to the verb and may co-occur with 
the co-referring a-marked direct object and which corresponds to the verbal suffix for the 
dative in the auxiliary in Basque.: 
 
(6)  (a) A   Pedro  le          he      visto  esta mañana. 
   DOM Peter  CLIT.DAT.3SG have.1SG  seen this morning 
 (b) Pedrori    gaur  goizean  ikusi   dotzat. 

  Peter.DAT  today  morning  see   AUX.DITR.PRES.ABS.3SG.DAT.3SG.ERG.1SG 
  ‘I have seen Peter this morning. 
 
Extending these corresponding features to ditransitive constructions, it has been shown that, 
similarly to Spanish, in DOM-marking Basque varieties a human direct object is blocked from 
DOM marking in constructions when two internal (case-marked) arguments are present 
(Albizu & Fernández 2006: 86, fn 18): 

 
(7)  (a) Martak    Aneri     eraman  dio  ikastolara. 
  Marta.ERG Ane.DAT  carry   AUX  school.ALL 
  ‘Mary has carried Anne to school. 
 (b) */?? Martak       Aneri    eraman  dio  amonari. 
       Marta.ERG  Ane.DAT carry     AUX  grandmother.DAT 
  ‘Marta has carried Anne to (her) grandmother.’ 
(8)  (a) Marta  envió   a    Ana  a  la  escuela.   
  Marta sent   DOM Ana  to the school 
  ‘Mary sent Anne to school. 
 (b) */?? Marta le         envió  a    Ana  a  la  abuela.  
       Marta CLIT.DAT.3SG sent   DOM  Ana  to the grandmother    
  ‘Marta sent Ane to (her) grandmother.’ 
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In this talk, we will discuss in a more detailed manner the blocking effects for DOM-marking 
in Basque dialects. The question is whether these constraints are identical to the constraints 
which have been observed in Spanish or whether DOM-marking in ditransitive constructions 
behaves differently.  

2. DOM in transitive constructions: Contrasting Basque to (Basque) Spanish 
2.1. DOM in (Basque) Spanish 
Differential Object Marking, i.e. the phenomenon of marking direct objects in different ways, 
depends on a number of parameters. The most important parameters are animacy and 
referentiality, but topicality and affectedness are also shown to be relevant for DOM marking 
(see, for instance, von Heusinger & Kaiser 2003, 2005, 2011, Leonetti 2004). 
 
(9) Animacy Scale (Silverstein 1976):   
 human > animate > inanimate 
(10) (a) Vi      *(a)    Pedro. 
  saw.1SG    DOM  Pedro  
  ‘I saw Peter.’ 
 (b) Vi      (*a)    la   casa. 
  saw.1SG    DOM  the house 
  ‘I saw the house.’ 
 
(11) Referentiality Scale (Aissen 2003):  
 personal pronoun > proper noun > definite NP > indefinite specific NP  
 > indefinite non-specific NP > non-argumental nouns (‘bare nouns’) 
(12) (a)  Vi     *(a)    la  mujer. 
   saw.1SG  DOM  the  woman 
   ‘I saw the woman.’ 
 (b)  Vi     *(a)    una  mujer. 
   saw.1SG  DOM  a    woman 
   ‘I saw a woman.’ 
 (c)  Necesitan (a)    un  ayudante  que sepa         inglés. 
   need.3PL  DOM  an   assistent  that speak-SUBJ.3SG  English 
   ‘They need an assistent who knows English.’ 
 (d)  El  dentista necesita *a   un  ayudante.  
   the dentist  needs    DOM an   assistant 
   Intended reading: ‘The dentist needs some assistant.’ 
 
2.2 DOM in Basque dialects 
Basque is an ergative-absolutive verb final language with a free word order that marks its 
main arguments with agreement morphemes for person and number on the auxiliary in finite 
clauses, as in (13) to (15) (Etxepare 2003): 
 
(13) (a)  Ni    joan   naiz.                   (monovalent intransitive sentence) 
   I.ABS  leave   AUX.INTR.ABS.1SG 
   ‘I have left.’ 
 (b)  Niri   adiskide bat joan  zait.               (bivalent intransitive sentence) 
   I.DAT  friend  one leave AUX.INTR.ABS.3SG.DAT.1SG 
   ‘A friend of mine has left’ (literally: ‘To me a friend has left’) 
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(14) Nik  zu      ikusi zaitut. 
 I.ERG  you.ABS  see  AUX.TR.ABS.2SG.STEM.ERG.1SG        (transitive sentence) 
 ‘I have seen you.’ 
(15) Nik  zuri     liburua      eman  dizut.              (ditransitive sentence) 
 I.ERG  you.DAT  book-the.ABS give   AUX.DITR.ABS.3SG.DAT.2SG.ERG.1SG 
 ‘I have given the book to you.’  
 
As far as DOM-marking is concerned, it only occurs in dialects and in colloquial speech. 
According to the literature (see Fernández & Rezac 2016), DOM is attested to different 
degrees in dialectal varieties of Bizkaian Basque (B), Gipuzkoan Basque (G) and High 
Navarrese. It does not occur, however, in the eastern varieties of Basque, namely in Lapurdian 
(L), Low Navarrese (LN) and Zuberoan (Z). 

S P A I N 

Figure 1.3 The dialects 
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Figure 1: The main dialectal varieties of Basque (Trask 1997:6) 
  

This distribution strongly supports the assumption according to which DOM in Basque is due 
to language contact. In contrast to Spanish, both contact languages for Basque in France, 
namely French and Occitan (Gascon), are not DOM-marking languages, since they only 
exhibit DOM in very limited contexts (Rohlfs 1971, Roegiest 1979, Iemmolo 2010). 
Furthermore, they do not have developed a personal pronoun system with a dative 
overmarking as it is in the case in Basque Spanish with leísmo.  

In Basque DOM marking varieties, the conditions for DOM marking are different, but all 
depend on the referentiality and animacy scales (Hualde, Elordieta & Elordieta 1994:125f, 
Fernández & Rezac 2016:105, Rodrígez Ordóñez 2013: 38, 2017: 320): 
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Bizkaian variety from Arratia: 
(16) (a) (Zuk)    (neri)  ikusi   dostesu. 
   you.ERG  I.DAT see   AUX.DITR.PRES. ABS.3SG.DAT.1SG.ERG.2SG 
  ‘You have seen me.’ 
 (b) (Nik)  (suri)    ikusi   dotzut. 
   I.ERG  you.DAT see   AUX.DITR.PRES.ABS.3SG.DAT.2SG.ERG.1SG 
  ‘I have seen you.’ 
 (c) (Nik)  Jon     ikusi   dot. 
   I.ERG John.ABS see   AUX.TR.PRES.ABS.3SG.ERG.1SG 
 (c’) (Nik)   *Joneri   ikusi   dotzat. 
    I.ERG  John.DAT see   AUX.DITR.PRES.ABS.3SG.DAT.3SG.ERG.1SG 
  ‘I have seen John.’ 
Bizkaian variety from Gernika: 
 (17) (a) Nik   Mikeleri     ikusi  dotsat. 
  I.ERG   Michael.DAT  see   AUX.DITR.PRES.ABS.3SG.DAT.3SG.ERG.1SG 
  ‘I have seen Michael.’ 
 (b) Nik   etxie      ikusi dot. 
   I.ERG house.ABS  see  AUX.TR.PRES.ABS.3SG.ERG.1SG 
 (b’) *Nik   etxieri     ikusi dotsat. 
    I.ERG  house.DAT see  AUX.DITR.PRES.ABS.3SG.DAT.3SG.ERG.1SG 
  ‘I have seen the house.’ 
 
Note, furthermore, that those varieties showing DOM with 3rd person pronouns and definite 
and indefinite noun phrases generally exhibit a definiteness or specificity constraint (Mounole 
2012: 369): 
 
(18) (a) Idazkari  bat     bilatzen    det. 
  secretary one.ABS looking-for AUX.TR.PRES.ABS.3SG.ERG.1SG 
  ‘I am looking for a secretary.’ (in general) 
 (b) Idazkari  bati      bilatzen     diot. 
  secretary one.DAT  looking-for  AUX.DITR.PRES.ABS.3SG.DAT.3SG.ERG.1SG 
  ‘I am looking for a secretary.’ (= one of my office) 
 
Further conditioning features for DOM marking in Basque are tense, finiteness and agreement 
(Fernández & Rezac 2016:107f):  
 
Navarrese dialect from Araitz-Betelu:  
(19) (a) Nik  zu     ikusi zattut. 
  I.ERG you.ABS see  AUX.TR.PRES.ABS.2SG.ERG.1SG 
  (a’) Nik   zui     ikusi dizut. 
  I.ERG  you.DAT  see  AUX.DITR.PRES.ABS.3SG.DAT.2SG.ERG.1SG 
  (b) *Nik  zu      ikusi zintudan. 
    I.ERG you.ABS  see  AUX.TR.PAST.ABS.2SG.ERG.1SG 
  (b’) Nik   zui     ikusi nizun. 
   I.ERG you.DAT  see  AUX.DITR.PAST.ERG.1SG.(ABS.3SG).DAT.2SG 
  ‘I saw you.’  
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Bizkaian dialect from Dima:  
(20) (a) Seuri   eroan  gure  dotzut. 
  you.DAT carry  want AUX.DITR.PRES.ABS.3SG.DAT.2SG.ERG.1SG 
  ‘I want to bring you.’  
 (b) Seu    ikusten  etorri  nes. 
  you.ABS seeing  come  AUX.INTR.PRES.ABS.1SG 
 (b’) Seuri    ikusten  etorri  nes. 
  you.DAT seeing  come  AUX.INTR.PRES.ABS.1SG 
  ‘I am coming to see you.’ 
 
Another factor influencing DOM marking in Basque seems to be the presence or absence of 
the external and internal arguments of the verb (Austin 2006): 
 
(21) (a) Nik   zuri     hori     emango dizut. 
  I.ERG  you.DAT  that.ABS  see.FUT AUX.DITR.PRES.ABS3SG.DAT2SG.ERG1SG 
 (b) Emango  dizut. 
  see.FUT  AUX.DITR.PRES.ABS3SG.DAT2SG.ERG1SG 
  ‘I will give it to you’ 
 
The relevant point here is that in DOM-marked contexts Basque obligatorily resorts to the 
ditransitive auxiliary form. As a consequence, the absolutive marker d- in the auxiliary does 
not have any corresponding argument in such a clause, but refers to an obligatory empty 
(direct) objet, as illustrated in (22):1  
 
(22)  Nik  zuri     Ø     ikusi   dizut. 
 I.ERG you.DAT  Ø.ABS  see   AUX.DITR.PRES.ABS3SG.DAT2SG.ERG1SG 
 ‘I have seen you.’ 
 

                                                
1 Note that Basque does not allow here the use of the intransitive auxiliary form for bivalent intransitive clause 

(see (13b)) which would exclude the presence of an additional empty object: 
 (i) *Ni   zuri     ikusi  natzaizu. 
    I.ABS  you.DAT  see   AUX.INTR.PRES.ABS1SG.DAT2SG 
  ‘I have seen you.’     

The reason for this relies in the ergative-absolutive system of Basque which implies that the subject of an 
intransitive sentence is not marked by ergative, but by absolutive case. As a consequence, the subject of a 
transitive action would receive absolutive case when the direct object is DOM-marked, which is ruled out in 
Basque. 

Note, furthermore, that given these facts, we can observe a crucial difference between Spanish and Basque 
with respect to DOM-marking. Given that Spanish often redundantly marks (direct and indirect) objects with 
a corresponding clitic pronoun, it is often assumed that these clitics are morphological agreement markers 
rather than syntactic pronouns (Franco 2000, Enrique Arias 2005, Ormazbal & Romero 2007). That is that, 
for instance in a Spanish like (6a) (repeated here as (iia)), the dative clitic le would be considered to 
correspond to the verbal dative suffix tza in the auxiliary in the corresponding Basque sentence (iib): 

 (ii) (a)  A   Pedro le         he     visto  esta mañana. 
       DOM  Peter  CLIT.DAT.3SG  have.1SG seen  this morning 
  (b)  Pedrori   gaur  goizean  ikusi  dotzat. 

      Peter.DAT  today morning  see   AUX.DITR.PRES.ABS.3SG.DAT.3SG.ERG.1SG 
     ‘I have seen Peter this morning. 

However, given that Basque makes use of the ditransitive auxiliary in (iib) the exact translation into Spanish 
would be (iii), which is completely ungrammatical: 

 (iii)  *A    Pedro se        lo        he     visto  esta mañana. 
     DOM  Peter  CLIT.DAT.3SG  CLIT.ACC.3SG have.1SG seen  this morning 
  ‘I have seen Peter this morning. 
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As a consequence, Austin (2006:143) conjectures, the omission of arguments in DOM-
marking Basque dialects may lead to a ‘confusion’ as to whether the dative-marker in the 
auxiliary refers to a direct object or an indirect object and facilitates dative marking of 
animate direct objects in transitive constructions. In an experimental study, Rodríguez-
Ordóñez (2013: 243) confirms this hypothesis by observing that that in clauses with null 
objects DOM marking (on the auxiliary) was rated significantly higher than when an overt 
object was present. 

Summarizing, we can make the following observations: 
• A number of Basque dialects, except in the eastern ones, exhibit special marking of 

direct objects in transitive constructions 
• This marking underlies typical restrictions for Differential Object Marking in general 

and resembles in many respects to the DOM marking constraints which hold for 
Spanish, in particular, since it is is determined by the referentiality and animacy scale 

• However, DOM-marking in Basque differs from Spanish DOM-marking in that 
o all DOM-marking Basque DOM dialects allow DOM for the 1st and 2nd 

personal pronoun, but vary considerably for the conditions of the 3rd person 
pronouns and noun phrases  

o in some Basque DOM-marking dialects it further depends on tense, 
finiteness and agreement patterns 

o in Spanish, it is morphologically realized by the prenominal marker a – and 
sometime additionally by clitic doubling of the of the DOM-marked object 
– while in Basque DOM it is done by dative morphology both on the direct 
object and the auxiliary 

3. DOM in ditransitive constructions: Contrasting Basque to (Basque) Spanish 
As already noted in the introduction, there are some blocking effects for DOM-marking in 
ditransitive constructions in both languages. This has been illustrated in examples (7b) and 
(8b), repeated here as (23) and (24) respectively, which show that speakers hesitate to accept 
the DOM-marking of the human direct object in these constructions: 

 
(23)  */?? Martak       Aneri    eraman  dio                  amonari. 
  Marta.ERG  Ane.DAT  carry     AUX.DITR.ABS.3SG.DAT.3SG  grandmother.DAT 
 ‘Marta has carried Anne to (her) grandmother.’        
(24) */?? Marta  le         envió  a    Ana  a  la  abuela.  
  Marta CLIT.DAT.3SG sent   DOM  Ana  to the grandmother    
 ‘Marta sent Ane to (her) grandmother.’ 
 
However, the situation is more complicated since judgements strongly differ with respect to 
the grammaticality of the use of a DOM marked direct object in ditransitive constructions.  

As for Spanish, we already discussed this extensively in von Heusinger, Romero, Kaiser 
(2016) and showed that DOM is determined in these constructions by a number of 
parameters. These parameters are, among others, the respective order of direct and indirect 
object, the presence or absence of a doubling dative clitic pronoun and the (semantic) class of 
the finite verb. There is, in particular, a controversy about the effect of clitic doubling of the 
indirect object. According to certain grammatical conditions, indirect objects can or must be 
doubled by a pronominal clitic that agrees in case and number with the indirect object 
(Campos 1999). There are at least three positions in the literature on the effect of clitic 
doubling in ditransitive constructions: (i) it facilitates DOM-marking of the direct object, (ii) 
it favors blocking of DOM-marking, or (iii) it makes DOM-marking ungrammatical. As for 
(i), Company Company (1998, 2002) claims that the clitic le in (24) facilitates the DOM-
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marking of the direct object. As regards (ii), Rodríguez-Mondoñedo (2007:216) claims that 
“[...] clitic-doubled IOs seem to allow the dropping [of the DOM marker] more easily than 
their non-doubled counterparts, at least for some speakers […].” As for (iii), Fábregas 
(2013:31) reports that a-marking of the direct object is more grammatical without clitic than 
with clitic, as in (25). Ormazabal & Romero (2013:224) also assume that clitic doubling bans 
a-marking of the direct object. 
 
(25) El maestro  le          presentó        a   su  mujer  a  Juan. 
 the teacher  CLIT.DAT.3SG introduced.3SG DOM his wife   to Juan 
 ‘The teacher introduced his wife to Juan.’  
 (judgement according to Company Company 2001: 20) 
(26) *Le          enviaron   a    todos los heridos     a la doctora. 
     CLIT.DAT.3SG  sent.3PL    DOM  all   the injured     to the doctor 
 ‘They sent all the injured to the doctor.’ 
 (judgement according to Fábregas 2013: 31) 
 
Judgements on such subtle differences become easily controversial. Therefore, in von 
Heusinger, Romero & Kaiser (2016) we have investigated DOM in ditransitive constructions 
in Spanish with a questionnaire on the basis of three classes of verbs:  
(A) verbs of caused perception, where the indirect object realizes a secondary experiencer 

(presentar ‘to present’) 
(B) verbs of caused possession, where the indirect object realizes a secondary possessor 

(vender ‘to sell’) 
(C) verbs of caused motion, where the indirect object realizes the recipient or the goal 

(mandar ‘to send‘).  
 
3.1. Design of the study 
Forty students of the University of Alcalá in Spain (situated in Alcalá de Henares, near 
Madrid) volunteered to fill in a questionnaire (for no money). All participants were 
monolingual speakers of Spanish and university students. We constructed 16 critical items 
with four conditions each and added 36 filler items. We distributed the critical items 
according to a Latin Square on four questionnaires such that each participant saw each context 
once and each condition 4 times. Each questionnaire had 16 critical items and 36 filler items, 
in total 52 times. Participants had to decide (‘forced choice’) whether the direct object is a-
marked or unmarked. The order of a > Ø vs. Ø > a were randomized. We collected the 
answers of 10 participants for each of the four questionnaires. In total, we had 640 judgments 
to the 4x2x2 design, i.e. for each condition 40 judgments, 10 for each context / verb. 
 
a:  SUBJECT > Ø VERB > DO > IO 
b:  SUBJECT > Ø VERB > IO > DO 
c:  SUBJECT > CL VERB > DO > IO 
d:  SUBJECT > CL VERB > IO > DO 

Table 1: Four conditions for each context  
 
• Verbs of caused perception: presentar, mostrar, proponer, enseñar (‘to introduce’, ‘to 

show’, ‘to propose’, ‘to show’). They take the agent as subject, the theme as direct object 
(theme) and a secondary experiencer as the indirect object. After a comprehensive context 
the sentence was presented in four versions manipulating the order of objects and clitic 
doubling. In the questionnaires we presented the particular sentences in such a way that 
participants had to choose between DOM (a-marker) or the lack of it. We will indicate that 
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in the examples by “a/Ø”, but we provide just the gloss “DOM”. We further highlight the 
direct object and the clitic pronoun for the indirect object in bold. 

 
(27) Todo el mundo en la comisaría esperaba la llegada del nuevo policía. Cuando este por 

fin llegó, se dirigió al despacho del comisario. Pasado un rato, el comisario mandó 
llamar al agente López. Entonces … 
‘Everybody in the police station was awaiting the arrival of the new policeman. When 
he arrived, he went to the superintendent department. Afterwards, the superintendent 
ordered to call agent López. Then …’ 

 (a) el  comisario     presentó      a /Ø  su  nuevo compañero al    agente.  
  the superintendent  introduced-3SG DOM his  new   colleague   to-the  agent 
 (b) el  comisario     le         presentó      a /Ø   su  nuevo compañero. 
   the superintendent  CLIT-DAT-3SG introduced-3SG DOM his  new   colleague 
  al    agente. 
  to-the  agent 
 
• Verbs of caused possession: vender, encomendar, incorporar, devolver (‘to sell’, ‘to 

entrust sth to sb’, ‘to incorporate’, ‘to return’). The semantics of these verbs is that the 
agent moves the theme (direct object) towards the recipient (indirect object) and in the end 
of the event the recipient possesses the theme. The indirect object of devolver (‘to return’) 
is also a secondary possessor, but the verb expresses a presupposition that this possessor 
must have been a possessor before – however, it is not the same as a primary possessor. 

 
(28) Manuel y Elena salen de viaje mañana hacia Estados Unidos. Tienen un niño de apenas 

un año y es muy pequeño aún para llevarlo de viaje con ellos. Por ello, mientras ellos 
están fuera, … 
‘Manuel and Elena are going to travel to the United States tomorrow. They have a child 
of just one year and he is still too young to take on the road with them. Therefore, while 
they are out, …’ 

 (a) Manuel ha  encomendado al/Ø el    niño a  su  hermana. 
  Manuel has trusted.3SG   DOM-the  child to his  sister 
 
• Verbs of caused motions such as, llevar, mandar, enviar, acercar (‘to carry’, ‘to send’, ‘to 

send’, ‘to come close’). The event described by these verbs contains an agent (subject), a 
theme (direct object) and a goal or recipient (indirect object) such that the agent causes the 
theme to move towards the recipient. 

 
(29) Carlos se pasaba el día comiendo chucherías. Siempre que podía compraba chocolatinas 

o caramelos. De tanto comer dulces se le acabaron picando los dientes y, cuando se dio 
cuenta, … 
‘Carlos spent the whole day eating candies. He bought chocolate or sweets whenever he 
could. From eating so many sweets he got teeth decay, and when his mother noticed it,’ 

 (a) su  madre  llevó    al/Ø el   niño al    dentista  
  his  mother  took-3SG DOM-the  child to-the  dentist 
  para  que le   hiciese   una   revisión. 
  for   that him make-3SG an   examination 
 
The overall results show that there are overall more a-marked direct objects than unmarked 
once. About 60% are marked and 40% are unmarked. This is quite a surprising result, since 
the literature suggests a much higher rate of blocking DOM.  
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 DOM Ø total 

cl 50%	 50%	 100%	
no clitic 65%	 35%	 100%	
total 58%	 42%	 100%	

Table 2: Overall result of DOM vs. Ø depending on clitic doubling of the IO  
 
For Group A verbs of caused perception and Group B verbs of caused possession DOM is 
distributed closely to chance and there is no effect of clitic doubling. However, for Group C 
verbs of caused motion we see two effects: First, the whole group clearly favors DOM with 
and without clitic doubling (80% DOM). Second, clitic doubling has a very strong effect: with 
clitic doubling we find 66% DOM. But without clitic doubling we have 92% DOM. We can 
now speculate, that for verbs of caused motion clitic doubling is not just an additional way to 
mark the indirect object, but rather it shows us that we have two different constructions. In 
one construction with the clitic doubling we have a recipient that competes with the human 
theme with respect to a-marking. In the construction without clitic doubling, the a-marked 
noun phrase is a goal, which like other prepositional phrases does not block DOM of definite 
human noun phrases. If we are on the right track then this would mean that clitic doubling 
itself does not enhance or block DOM, but that the underlying construction of verbs of caused 
motion provide two very different argument structures, and that these argument structure are 
providing the relevant properties to enhance or block DOM. Needless to say that more 
research is necessary. 
 

 
Figure 2:  Percentage of DOM marking with and without the clitic of the indirect object by verb class (von 

Heusinger, Kaiser, Romero 2016)  
 
To summarize the findings for Spanish: (i) overall there is no clear blocking effect of DOM 
marking in ditransitive constructions with a-marked indirect objects. (ii) For most verbs, 
DOM marking does not depend on the clitic doubling of the indirect object; (iii) but for verbs 
of motion, clitic doubling has a clear effect on DOM: no clitic doubling license DOM, while 
clitic marking clearly reduces the rate of DOM, but for many speakers DOM is still 
grammatical.  
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4. Experiment and Results of the questionnaire on Basque   

4.1 Testing DOM in Basque ditransitive constructions 
We assume the following hypothesis: 
(30) Hypothesis:  
 DOM blocking in DOM marking dialects of Basque depends on the verb class. 
 

If that hypothesis is correct, this would have important consequences for the language contact 
between Spanish or Spanish dialects and Basque, but also for a general theory of ditransitive 
constructions. And it will provide additional evidence for the underlying principles of DOM 

4.2 Experimental conditions 
The experimental stimuli consisted of two blocks with short sentences. Block A contained 
short transitive sentences, and Block B ditransitive sentences. Block with the transitive 
sentences should provide a baseline for the range of the acceptance of DOM in general, and 
Block B should provide data on the acceptance of DOM in ditransitive sentences or the 
blocking of it.  

4.2.1 Transitive test items 
The experimental stimuli of the transitive sentences consisted of a definite human subject and 
the direct object, human and in 3rd person. We had 2 independent experimental conditions (1) 
referentiality of the direct object: (a) proper names, (c) family names (b) definite noun 
phrases, and (d) indefinite noun phrases; (2) verb classes (a) high affected direct objects, and 
(b) low affected direct objects.  
 
(31) Verb list of the two verb classes according to the affectedness of the direct object 
affected:  altxatu ‘to lift’; hil ‘to kill’; atera ‘to take out’; jo ‘to hit’, harrapatu ‘to 

run over’; bortxatu ‘to rape’ 
non affected:  agurtu ‘to greet’; maite izan ‘to love’; ikusi ‘to see’; salatu ‘to report’; 

ezagutu ‘to meet’; zaindu ‘to take care of’ 
 
Each of the verb appeared in two different sentences, such that we had 24 transitive test 
sentences. We had six of the test sentences for each of the four referentiality conditions. Each 
of the 24 test sentences had a DOM version and a no-DOM version. We distributed these 
sentences over two lists such each participant saw each sentence only in the DOM or no-
DOM condition. Examples for each condition are presented below: 
 
(32) Sample test item for transitive sentences ([affect, indef, DOM]) 
 Gaur goizean terroristak kazetari bati hil  
 Today morning.INESS terrorist.the-ERG journalist ART.INDEF-DAT kill  
 dio 
 AUX.DITR.ABS3SG.DAT3SG.ERG3SG 
 ‘This morning the terrorist has killed a journalist’ 
(33) Sample test item for transitive sentences ([affect, indef, no-DOM]) 
 Gaur goizean terroristak kazetari bat hil  
 Today morning.INESS terrorist.the.ERG journalist art.INDEF.ABS kill  
 du 
 AUX.TR.ABS3SG.ERG3SG 
 ‘This morning the terrorist has killed a journalist’ 
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(34) Sample test item for transitive sentences ([non-affect, def, DOM] 
 Baserritarrak auzokuari salatu dio 
 Farmer.the.ERG neighbour.the.DAT report AUX.DITR.ABS3SG.DAT3SG.ERG3SG 

 barazkixak lapurtziagaitxik 
 vegetables.ABS.PL steal.for 
 ‘The farmer has reported the neighbour for stealing vegetables’ 
  
(35) Sample test item for transitive sentences ([non-affect, def, no-DOM] 
 Baserritarrak auzokua salatu du  
 Farmer.the.ERG neighbour.the.ABS report AUX.TR.ABS3SG.ERG3SG 

 barazkixak lapurtziagaitxik 
 vegetables.ABS.PL steal.for 
 ‘The farmer has reported the neighbour for stealing vegetables’ 

4.2.2 Ditransitive test items 
The experimental stimuli of the ditransitive sentences consisted of a definite human subject, a 
definite indirect object and the direct object, both, the direct and the indirect object humans 
and in 3rd person. We had 3 independent experimental conditions (1) referentiality of the 
direct object: (a) family names and (b) definite noun phrases; (2) verb classes (a) verbs of 
caused perception, (b) verbs of caused possession, and (c) verbs of caused motion, and (3) 
finite vs. non-finite verb forms. 
 
(36) Verb list according to the three verb classes  
caused perception proposatu ‘to propose; deskribatu ‘to describe’; aurkeztu ‘to introduce’; 

gomendatu ‘to recommend’ 
caused possession lapurtu ‘to steal’; eman ‘to give’; saldu ‘to sell’; bueltatu ‘to return’ 
caused motion:  bota ‘to throw’; bidali ‘to send’, hurbildu ‘to bring (closer)’; eraman 

‘to carry’ 
 
We had 4 verbs per verb class and each of these 12 verbs appeared once in a finite and once in 
a non-finite clause. We distributed possessive family names and definite noun phrases equally 
over the 24 test ditransitive test items. We distributed these sentences over two lists such each 
participant saw each sentence only in the DOM or no-DOM condition. See below the four 
realizations of the verb eraman ‘to carry’ in the condition finite vs. non-finite and DOM vs. 
no-DOM each: 
 
(37) Sample test item for ditransitive sentences ([caused motion, finite, FN, DOM] 

Sendatzeko aukeraren bat  izango duelakuan,    aititek  
recover.to chance some be.FUT AUX.TR.ABS3SG.ERG3SG.COMP grandfather.ERG 
amamari  herriko  sorginari eraman  dio 
grandmother.DAT town.the.of  witch.the.DAT carry  AUX.DITR.ABS3SG.DAT3SG.ERG3SG 
 ‘Hoping she has a chance of recovering, (my) grandfather has taken (my) grandmother 
to the witch doctor of the town’ 
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(38) Sample test item for ditransitive sentences ([caused motion, finite, FN, no DOM] 
Sendatzeko aukeraren bat  izango duelakuan,    aititek  
recover.to chance some be.FUT AUX.TR.ABS3SG.ERG3SG.COMP grandfather.ERG 
amama  herriko  sorginari eraman  dio 
grandmother.ABS town.the.of  witch.the.DAT carry  AUX.DITR.ABS3SG.DAT3SG.ERG3SG 
 ‘Hoping she has a chance of recovering, (my) grandfather has taken (my) grandmother 
to the witch doctor of the town’ 

 
(39) Sample test item for ditransitive sentences ([caused motion, non-finite, def, DOM] 
 Ospitaleko arduradunek erabaki dute  pailazoari  
 hospital.the.of managers.the.ERG decide AUX.TR.ABS3SG.ERG3PL clown.the.DAT 
 ume gaixoei hilero eramatea 
 child sick.DAT.PL every.month carry.NOMIN 

‘The managers of the hospital have decided to take the clown to sick children every 
month’ 
 

(40) Sample test item for ditransitive sentences ([caused motion, non-finite, def, no-DOM] 
 Ospitaleko arduradunek erabaki dute  pailazoa 
 hospital.the.of managers-the.ERG decide AUX.TR.ABS3SG.ERG3PL clown.the.ABS 
 ume gaixoei hilero eramatea 
 child sick.DAT.PL every.month carry.NOMIN 

‘The managers of the hospital have decided to take the clown to sick children every 
month’ 

 
We merged the first and second list of 24 transitive sentences with the first and second list of 
the 24 ditransitive sentences, respectively and yielded two lists with 48 test items each. We 
did not add filler items or control items as we were afraid of influencing the participants with 
such grammatical or ungrammatical items. 

4.3 The dialect of Soraluze (Deba Valley, Gipuzkoa). 
Soraluze is located in the west side of Gipuzkoa, in the region of the Lower Deba. According 
to EUSTAT 3949 people live there (data from 2017) and in 2011 56.86% and 20.76% of the 
population were Basque and quasi-Basque speakers, respectively, whereas 22.38% were 
Spanish speakers. However, the Street Measurement of Basque Use carried out in Soraluze by 
the Soziolinguistic Cluster in 2016 shows that only the 31.2% of the street conversations are 
in Basque. Then, Spanish has a great impact on, at least, the streets of Soraluze. 

The Basque variety spoken in Soraluze is included in Zuazo’s (2003, 2008, 2013, 2014) 
classification in the Western Basque dialect, more exactly in the Eastern sub-dialect. The 
Eastern sub-dialect is divided into varieties. Soraluze Basque, together with the varieties 
spoken in Antzuola, Bergara, Eibar, Elgeta and Ermua, constitutes what we know as Central 
Deba Valley variety (Zuazo 2006, 2017). 
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Figure 3: Western Basque (Zuazo 2017:67) and Central Deba Valley variety 

   
4.4 Participants and experimental technique 
The study was conducted with 44 Basque speakers, 20 of them were older than 56 and 24 of 
them were between 20 and 56 years old. All of them have Basque as their mother tongue and 
all but one were residents in Soraluze. 22 of them completed questionnaire A, and the other 
22 questionnaire B. 

Even if the test items were created in standard Basque, they were translated into the local 
variety by a speaker of Soraluze variety because of two reasons: 1) we wanted experimental 
items to be as natural as possible for participants and 2) we aimed to avoid the influence the 
Standard norm could have on the speaker’s judgement. 

A 6-point scale is used to measure the perceived acceptability of the isolated short 
sentences: ‘1’ represented ‘unacceptable’ and ‘6’ represented ‘acceptable’. Participants were 
instructed to select a value on this scale depending on ‘how natural they find the sentence they 
hear’.  

The experiment had three parts, all of them performed orally: 1) a questionnaire evaluating 
participants’ language profile; 2) instructions explaining the experimental procedure; 3) 
experimental items. The whole experiment took about 20 minutes for each participant. 

In order to get reliable results, 2 participants had to be excluded: one of them did not 
understand the exercise and the other one clearly answered depending on the standard norm. 
Then, the analysis is based on 42 informants (21 from questionnaire A and 21 from B). 
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4.5 Results  
There were 2 speakers who did not accept ditransitive constructions with human objects. In 
Basque there are specific constructions to avoid ditransitive contexts (trV + PostP). 
 
(41) Construction with human adlative 

Aititek  amama  sorginarengana eraman du 
 grandpa.ERG grandma.ABS witch.the.to carry AUX.TR.ABS3SG.ERG3SG 
 ‘Grandpa has taken grandma to the witch doctor’ 
(42) Construction with human adlative and DOM 

Aititek  amamari  sorginarengana eraman dio 
 grandpa.ERG grandma.DAT witch.the.to carry   AUX.DITR.ERG3SG.DAT.3SG.ABS3SG 
 ‘Grandpa has taken grandma to the witch doctor’ 
 
We eliminated them from the further analysis, which gave us 40 participants. We created two 
groups of 20 participants each according to their acceptance rate for DOM with transitive (and 
ditransitive) sentences. We have 240 judgements for the following four conditions each: 
ditransitive vs. transitive and DOM vs. no-DOM in both groups. 

Inspection of the mean rate of these two groups show that (i) transitive sentences without 
DOM are equally rated very good, ditransitive sentences without DOM in the high group are 
better rated than in the low group (5,03 vs. 4,06). DOM for transitive and ditransitive 
sentences in the high group are nearly as good as the no-DOM version; however in the low 
group, both DOM in transitive as well as ditransitive sentences are rated badly. 
 

 
Figure 4: Acceptance of DOM and no-DOM between groups  

 

4.5.1 Influence of age, sex, location, bilingualism and Basque literacy 
There is no influence of age, sex or the location on the division onto the judgements of DOM 
transitive or intransitive sentences. As expected there is an influence of language dominance 
and literacy in Basque. 
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4.5.2 Language dominance 
The DOM condition clearly depends on the language dominancy 
 

 
Figure 5: Acceptance of DOM according to language dominance 

 

4.5.3 Literacy of Basque 
There is a marginal effect of the literacy of Basque.  
 

 
Figure 6: Acceptance of DOM according to literacy of Basque 

 
4.5.4 Ditransitive sentences 
In the ditransitive sentences we manipulated 1) referentiality, 2) finiteness of the clause and 3) 
verb class. We did not find any effect of referentiality, (i.e. there was no difference between 
family names and definite description). The finiteness of the clause also does not influence 
preference or dispreference for DOM marking.  

The final parameter is the verb class. We compared three classes: (A) verbs of caused 
perception, (B) verbs of caused possession, and (C) verbs of caused motion. The data from 
Basque do not show an effect of verb class for neither group. It is obvious that there is an 
effect between DOM and no-DOM, which is much more dramatic in the low group. But there 
is at most a very marginal difference between verbs of caused perception and caused 
possession on the one hand and verbs of caused motion on the other. Ditransitive 
constructions with verbs of caused motion are in all conditions less acceptable than for the 
other verbs. 
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Figure 7: Acceptance of DOM in ditransitive constructions according to verb classes  

5. Summary and outlook 
• Basque dialects have developed DOM as a contact phenomenon from Spanish or 

Spanish dialects.  
• The borrowing might be additionally facilitated by the phenomenon of (animate) 

leísmo in the Spanish dialects surrounding the Basque dialects under investigation.  
• DOM in Basque has been grammaticalized to a different extend as DOM in Spanish  
• The data from our acceptance study show that there are informants that do not like 

DOM in transitive and ditransitive sentences, and that there are speakers of Basque 
that do accept them to a very similar level as the no-DOM form.  
o The only parameter we were able to identify that plays a role in a preference for 

DOM is the language dominance. The more dominant Spanish is the more 
acceptable DOM forms are.  

o All other language internal parameters were not significant.  
o Thus all the data clearly support the observation that DOM is established in 

Basque dialects.  
o Contrary to our hypothesis, from all what our data provide we can say that the 

effects for all verb classes are very similar. Spanish DOM data showed a 
difference between verb classes. For verbs of caused motion, there was a 
significant contrast between clitic doubling of the indirect object and no clitic 
doubling. We say both, a contrast between the verb classes and a contrast insight 
the verbs of caused motion. However, in our Basque data we did not see a 
comparable contrast. There is no contrast between verb classes. 
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