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Abstract

Word reordering is the most common way in Hindi focalizing and thematizing a
constituent, without morphological restructuratigxitheme is thus fronted and a focus is
preverbal. However, the language also displaysrotlevices, namely particles, for this
purpose, particularly but not only, for constitueatready respectively fronted and preverbal
in the unmarked order (SOV). The paper bears omtbst frequent of such particles, the
thematic enclitic particleéo. Previous analyses have pointed to the extremergity of its
meanings -- up to four “homonyms”: intensive, castive, assertive, request particle. The
present study explains this diversity in terms afomamon operation which involves inter-
subjectivity. As a thematic particlép requalifies the constituent as contrasting eithigh
other elements present in the dialogue or witheavypoint on the constituent which has been
previously expressed or attributed the other. Béighly sensitive to the exchange of distinct
viewpoints, the particle may also cliticize to nioitial constituents, in which case it marks
the whole statement as dismissing of opposing &ique proposal. The behaviour of the
particleto may ultimately be traced to the other and oldeccfions of the word used as a
correlative pronoun and as a conjunction, whiclo gdeesuppose an initial content as the
starting point for a distinct predication or disceeisequence.

I ntroduction

The Hindi wordto is both a conjunction (‘so’, ‘then’), and a discee clitic particle,
both of which have usually been considered as reifiie(homonymous) units. The discourse
particle itself, described as intensive, vaguelgtastive (McGegor 1972: 141), or emphatic
(Kellogg [1856] 1938 : 490), covers such a collectof highly distinct meanings (‘sure, well,
at least, finally, will you, but’, etc.) that it @ohas been assumed to represent homonymous
words (Shapiro 1999; Lakshmi Bai 1977). This statiys to show that the diversity of the
surface meanings and functions of the latter ¢clgarticle) may be accounted for by a
common abstract operation, implemented accordingh# various specific contexts of
occurrence, both syntactic and enunciative (disee)s After a brief presentation of the
grammaticalto, always clause initial, in section 1, | will attptrin the following sections to
disentangle the various factors (position and scogenation) at play in the scope of the
discourse particléo, and show that the operation underlying all s@faeanings, as a topic
marker (section 2) and as the so-called contrastivarker (section 3), involves
intersubjectivity. By connecting this abstract ggem with the meaning of conjunctive, we
assume polysemy rather than homonymy as the mdéeetigé explanation of the various
readings oto.

1. From the conjunction to the theme marker



1.1. The conjunctioto: Discourse paragraph, sentence or clause initial

The non-cliticto, strongly stressed, essentially behaves as a ioabikée conjunction
(‘so’, ‘then’), and as a correlative, particulanyconditionals.

In the first caseto mostly operates as a linker between two discopasagraphs, the
second one still remaining in the logical sequeoté¢he first one but adding to it a new
element instead of a simple relation of cause-effeof temporal sequenteit introduces a
new turn or phase of the story in narrative corstekt may also introduce a new idea or
argument in an argumentative sequence, in the sayeas its English equivalent ‘then/so’.
Given the fact thato occurs at cardinal moments in a narration, foirghg a distinct episode
or for shifting the frame or scenario or viewpaginthen a story teller interrupts his tale after a
non-final event, the hearer who wishes to know wiegipens next (and is not predictable)
usually maps his expectation by somewhat providthg empty frame for further
instantiation, and he does so by udim@la), ato which may even behave as sentential (1b):

1) a to kya huz? b to ?
to interr beprFv to
‘And then what happened?’ ‘And then ?’

Using this to-sentence in interrogative contexts which do nohvey interrogation
regarding some following event as in (1b) is patdiyt polemical ¢f English “so what?”)
with underlying aggressive denegation (“what dagsave? what does it amount to?”): such
rhetorical interrogations indeed question the piakof the previous statement to provide a
step for further innovative developments in a lageErgument. Hence the polemical meaning,
since it dismisses the relevance of what has jesnhlsaid: the speaker A who uses this
rhetoricalto means that there is nothing to make out of what lbeen said, and that the
information or argument given by the speaker BilisWiith to, A pretends to provide a frame
to further instantiate, in order to mean that & hat been instantiated yet and cannot be:

(1) c A- ablh tak mesa kam Kiyi naflin ?
now.justtill POss1sG workMsG dOPFV.MSG NEG
A — ‘You still have not done my work (what | &skyou to do)?’
B— Sir, mere4qs das aur chiTThign aymn... A- To?
Sir IsGnear ten more lett&kPL  COMEPFV.FPL to
B —'Sir, ten other letters came [l got much warkh —So what ?’

The other main use of the non-clitic is to introduce the apodosis after a conditional
clause &gar/yadi ‘if'), in a correlative system typical of Indo-gan language3.

(2) a agar tum mear madad karte to main saphal hoéata
if 2 my help daeTF to 1sG successful beconeET

1 Two relations which can also be lexically expressespectively byslie ‘therefore’ andphir ‘after that’,
‘then’.

2 Cf. Montaut (1999, 2012)The correlativeto can also correlate temporal dependent clausesaiso
introduced byjab ‘when’), adding a nuance of cause-effect in caitwith the simply tempordhb. It is also
more frequent in iterative contexts, where a wiselges is occurrence is scanned.

jab ap log cale gae to/tab mainne usko buliya
when 2H people leave gev to/tab 1SERG 3s.Acc call takepFv
‘When you left | called him’

Abbreviations : ERG (ergative), ACC (accusative),DAT (dative), PFv (perfective: simple anterior)prFT

(perfect),PrRES(present)cTF (counterfactual), H (honorificRPFT(pluperfect).



‘If you helped me [had helped me] | would succpeduld have succeeded]’

The term introducing the first element of the clatige dyptich is often omitted in Hindi
but never igo, required in the hypothetic system even when théapis is left unexpresséd:

(2) b yah pahle h jagr hu to...?
this.one already just awake resPL to
‘And if she is already awake?’

The correlativeo in the conditional system is then a marker of ém&nt which chains the
protasisp to the apodosiq in the wayp > g (you help me > | succeed), but in such a situation
where two divergent paths are availalpé:(you do not help me) would entajl (I do not
succeed). The speaker presents an alternativeaharapodosis is constructed in leaving aside
one of the possible scenarflio corresponds to the selection of one of these temarii in
contrast with the other one in a given situatioreretthe speaker has constructed what Culioli
(1999) calls a fictive landmark, that is, a poiftlacalisation for the predicatiog which is
not real (not asserted) but virtual (“if”: if we mit, let us imagine}.It behaves as an indicator
of contrastive selection triggering q by contraghwg’.

1.2. A continuity from coordination and correlatiseethematic particle?

Whereas, as a correlative in conditional constomstito involves the selection of one path in
contrast with another one, as a coordinative caion, it opens a new sequence which re-
sets the narrative flow on the basis of the previstatement, by shifting the scenery or the
viewpoint, which makes the sequence following stidctively salient.

The word etymologically stems from an ancient praimal basis (Sanskrit-) referring to
third person (‘that’, ‘he’), which is still used asich in certain Indo-Aryan languages such as
Marathi ¢o ‘he’) although not in Hind?. This basis is typically used throughout Sanskrit,
Prakrits and modern Indo-Aryan in the correlatiystem, as a linker between a relative
clause (Sanskrya- ‘wh-") and its correlated clause. It is well knowhat anaphoric devices
have often provided for coordinators in many larggsa(Brill & Rebuschi 2006, Haspelmath
2004: 3-39), and their use as correlators residta the same logic.

As for the shift from correlative to discourse pae€, the evolution from conditional
markers into theme markers has also been well ibesc(Haiman 1978, Haspelmath 2008:
1005 sq): the conditional clause (protasis) behasgethe frame for the following predication
in the apodosis. Since in Hindi the correlator whictroduces the apodosis, represents the
end part (right position) of the protasis in trurechsystemscf. ex 2d), it is all the more
understandable that it came to be used as a topikem cliticized at the right of the
topicalized term (Montaut 2012). The non-thematizunctions of the clitic, depending on its
scope in the sentence, will be described in se&ion

2. Toasathematic particle

3 Whetherto belongs to the protasis or to the apodosis isahqaestion: it is traditionally considered to
belong to the protasis (as correlatives in gengyal)it cannot be omitted if the protasis is susisel.

4 The notions of fictive landmark (“repére fictive’dntailment (“entrainement”), scanning (“parcojmd
access path (“chemin d'acces”) are borrowed fronio€y1999). Conditionals are considered in Cul®l
model as involving “bifurcation” from one possilgath to the other.

5 The Sanskrit pronominal bases displays in certain flexions and genders a fanrsa (Sah'he’, tat ‘it'), a
form (Hindi so) which is still used in Hindi as an adverbial adioator (‘then’, ‘so’) and has long been used as a
correlator for relative clauses (Montaut 2012.)



When the patrticl¢o is a clitic which forms a single accentual wordhathe term at its left, a
word which can always be followed by a brief pauiskeehaves mostly as a topic marker.

(3) ajkal to ap  akele hain
nowadays to 2H alone beRrEsSPL
‘These days, you are alone’

In (3), the intonation shows an ascending tong¢cowhich bears the accent in the “word”
ajkal to which is the topic, while the remaining of theusa (comment) is intoned in lower
pitch

2.1. Theme, rheme and focus in Hindi

Whether according to Chafe (1976)'s more cognitiedinition based on the “given” and
“known”, then Gundel & al. (1993)'s finer definitio of “givenness”, including “semi-
activated” and “inferred”, or to Bonnot (1990, 200&nd Guimier (1999)'s more formal
definition based on the position and intonatiom, tibpic or theme comes first in the sequence.
Although significant research has been carried dwring the last decades on focus and
focalization in Hindi, mainly within the generatifeame, practically none is available on the
theme. | am using the term “focus” in its restritteeaning, and not in reference to the part of
the sentence which comments the theme, which |laliél rheme or rhematic content. A
focalized constituent within the rheme is markeditbylinguistic prominence (emphasis) by
means of intonational or accentual marking, specoiiord ordering or morpho-syntactic
devices such as cleft sentence or focus partigidsdarczik 2006, Frangois & Lacher-Dutour
2003)%

A statement may have no theme nor focus, and leately rhematic content, what is
currently designed as a thetic sentence (“it is @volock”).” In Hindi, an ergative head final
language usually considered with SOV or8léne equivalent entirely rhematic statemedt (
baj gae two strike went) shows no pause and no accepited. Similarly in (4a), uttered in
answer to a medical inquiry, is entirely rhematic:

(4) a mainne bacpan se ainak rakiai
1SG.ERG childhood from glasses peET
‘| wear glasses since my childhood’

Although the theme is essentially marked by itstpos always initial, and by the possibility
of marking a pause after the thematized expressioinall fronted constituents are thematic,
since a subject placed between the object and ¢hnle ¥ in the focus position without
necessarily the first constituent being a themg4by), uttered as a polemical answer to the
previous statement “I don’'t see any around”, thgecbainak “glasses” is not a theme

6 This restricted meaning is distinguished from ‘theneral” or psychological meaning of focus of atten
by Gundel & al. (1993: 279, note 1, after Kajia). Focus in the psychological/cognitive mean(fagus of
attention) is equivalent to the rhematic content,riot in its restricted meaning (linguistic fofus

7 As clearly stated by Gutierrez-Alvares (2003: *Rheme is present in all statements. Focus isaru, it
requires a specific marking: it is always a marketttion”.

8 It has postpositions and no prepositions, goalptements always precede the verb, and only the SOV
order allows all syntactic transformations are kd¢€. Some scholars (Mohanan 1994) consider Hiadi free
order language because all constituents can sbitipn without morpho-syntactic restructurationut lthey
mention “scrambling”, which implicitly refers to s& basic or dominant order.



although first in the sequence, with the subje¢hasecond place as a contrastive focus. But
it is in (4c), in answer to “where are my glassa&rything gets lost in this house”, the object
ainak with the same position, is a theme:

4) b ainak tane laga rakh hai V7l mainné

glasses2ERGplace pubFT or ISGERG
‘Is it you who is wearing glasses or 1?’
4) c ainak kal rat  mez par rakhthr

glasses yesterday night table on PRAT
‘The glasses, you had put them on the table yesyerijht’

Detached after the verb, the same object behavea dslayed theme or post rheme
(“antitopic” in Chafe 1976, “mneme” in Fernandezs¥@004 and in this volume) in the same
context as (4c):

4) d kal rat tumne xud mez par retidng ainak
yesterday night YOBERG REFL table on PUPPFT glasses
‘You had put them on the table yesterday nightgilhsses’

Regarding the intonation pattern, sentences withicalized constituent does not make a
significant difference, as opposed to better stlithdguages such as English or French. The
constituents in Hindi or Bengali are in a strictaostep relationship regardless of word order
(Lahiri 1999), probably because of the prominentéexical stress (Ohala 1986). The only
difference observed by Patil et al. (2008) is thiéth excursion and duration are higher in
OSV sentences where the subject is focused compare8OV sentences, and focus
constituents show greater pitch excursion and lorygation. But no acoustic study is
available for OSV sentences where the object is#tized.

It is often considered that “scrambling” resultsatiding definiteness to all constituents in
Hindi,® but the reason why the object is always definit¢5b) is that a term shifted to the
initial position is potentially a theme and a theim@ecessarily definite (on the other hand, a
term shifted to the preverbal position is focalized! potentially definite):

(5) a surnar ne laRk ko har bhej
jeweller ERG girl DAT necklace seneFV.MSG
‘The/?a jeweller sent the/a necklace to the/a girl’

B) b har sunar ne laRk ko bhej
necklace jeweller ERG girl DAT sent

‘The jeweller sent the/*a necklace to the g’
2.2. Constructing a theme as contrastive

Practically all lexical categories (noun, adjectigdverb, verb) may be thematized by the
particleto in all syntactic functions (subject, object, beciafy, oblique, attribute, predicate).
Since a topic does not requite for behaving as such - position and accent arbcerft
indicators of thematization —, it must be hypothedithatto constructs a particular kind of
theme, intuitively perceived as “contrastive” omfghatic” (McGregor 1972: 141). This

9 Dvivedi (1994) however shows that contrastive fBumay, exceptionally, remain indefinite.

10 Example from Mohanan & Mohanan (1994 : 169). lotfaar ‘necklace’ is thematized in (5b) with a
possible pause aftér, and the literal translation would rather be ‘tleekiace, the jeweller sent it to the girl’
(‘to a girl’ would correspond to Hindiisi laRK ko, INDEF girl DAT).



section shows that this operation involves eitheorrast with another term belonging to the
same paradigm, or a contrast in judgements onaime serm.

2.2.1. Contrast with other elements belonging todhme paradigm

Example (3) above makes the temporal fra@&a( ‘nowadays’) a contrastive theme,
implicitly suggesting that before or after, thauation was/will be different: in the narrative, it
corresponds to the moment when the addressee gétstake leave and the speaker gives the
answer in (3), suggesting that he should stay sommie since “he is alone”, and implicitly
there is nobody home waiting for him these daysp@®osed to last week or next week for
instanceTo makes the adverb a theme by actualizing the oglathich the other terms of the
same paradigm could have had with the implicit megnusually you are not free, the fact
that you are alon@owadaysis a good occasion not to miss. The answer giverar
alone/alone, sure, but | still must absolutely bekohome” in example (13) below) makes this
intended meaning (“you should stay longer as ujueBar. In (6), the elements of the
paradigm contrasting with th®-topic are explicit in the previous context: “givee your
school books for a few hours, | forgot mine”. Thartle to here builds the item as
contrasting with the other items (available nowjra paradigm of school books:

(6) ye lo! hind ki Kitzb to tumhen kal angr
these take Hindi of bookto 2DAT tomorrow giVERFUT.1SG
‘Take these! The Hindi book, I will give it to yaamorrow’

In (7), the possible substitutable terms in theaggym out of whichmujhe “to me” is
contrastively selected are implicit:

(7) mujhe to usne kuch nah diya
1SG.DAT to FBGERG something NEG gave
‘(But) to me (I, as far as | am concerned) sher@gyiven me anything’

Example (7) occurs as an answer to the descriptiofias extremely generous. The speaker
reacts by representing himself (theme), as somelbday contrary to the others, has never
benefited from it. The operation consists in canding the topic in contrast with the implicit
paradigm of the other terms which could illustrite generosity of X, and thus amounts to
contest the previous representation of a supposadlyersal giver. Its argumentative
meaning derives from its basic function, which d¢stssin making its scope as a contrastive
theme.

An even more polemical meaning appears in (8) wtiereghematized numertih “three”
is followed byto. The speaker B, a Muslim, in a train, answers estjon from A, a Hindu,
which does not really aim at getting an informatisimce A only seeks to blame his own wife
for her stupidity in not going and sit in the “ladicompartment”. A’s rhetorical question aims
at having his judgment on his wife cautioned bydtiesr travellers.

(8 a A-ka aur aurat bh hai baiTh huw  mardine Dabbe men
INDEF other woman evenis seated being male compattim
A-‘Is there any another woman sitting in the neempartment ?’
B--tn tomujhe nazara rahi hain
three to $GDAT look come PROG PRES
B- ‘There are three (you can’t deny) | can see’



The termtin ‘three’ is constructed bto as contrasting with the number presupposed
by A’s rhetoric, zero (none would be so stupid as to travel in the ladies compartment).
When A answers that he sees three of them, he eszpkahe dishonesty of B in the count
(you want us to believe that there are none butthee three | can see), and so dismisses his
rhetoric: hence the polemical interpretatiort@here, followed by a hot discussion between
both A and B. If A had answered by a thematictd;-contrasting then his own vision to B’s
vision, he would simply have opposed his own cdonB’s count, with a milder polemical
impact:

8) b mujhe to tin nazar a rahi hain
1SG.DAT to three look comePROG PRES
‘As for me | (But if you ask me) | can see thredledm’

And if he had simply uttered (8c) without the pa#ito, the statement would have meant
that B interprets A’s question as a real questd®yoid of polemic undertones, to which B
could give a factual answer. Such an answer, at Eeange in the above context, is natural
after a real question like “how many of them do yee?”

(8) ¢ mujhe in nazar 4 rahi hain
1SG.DAT three look comeRrROG PRES
‘I can see three of them’

In the context of a quite aggressive discussiowéen Hindu and Muslim travellers just
before the Partition of India, (8a) has the expdtepact of a very polemic statement: it
discards the Hindu husband’s rhetoric about thgidity of his wifell And indeed the further
context shows that B has only wished to contesHinelu husband’s tyranny over his wife, a
tyranny he wants to emphasize because he is a mlusld the Muslims are generally the
ones blamed for depriving their women of freedonmisTpolemical use oto, whose
efficiency is immediately perceptible in the dialegfollowing this sequence (violent quarrel
about women'’s freedom in both communities), isanformity with the logic of the particle’s
meaning, always more or less argumentative.

2.2.2.To as a re-qualification of an already mentioneghte

Whento has scope over a term which repeats an alreadiianed term (either or not a
previous theme), it re-qualifies it. Shapiro (19982—3) interprets this “reiteration” as
“sustaining” a previous interpretation, or “in cradistinction to a parallel form that is
operative in the discourse at hand”. Yet this “sumshg”, echoing of McGregor “emphasis”,
always implies a re-qualification. In (9) for insta, the attribute “shameless”, part of the
previous statement by A in a non topical positiattripute), is repeated in B’s statement:

(9) A. ye log  besharam hain. B. besharam to ap hain!
these people shameless are shamelegs® you are
‘These people are shameless’. ‘Shamelessneghiés sepurs!

11 The wife (C)consequently gets over her own shyness to protestheen the husband (A) overtly insults
her, finding no longer escape in pseudo-rhetoacgliments since they have been torn out by (8a):
C -zamine Dabbe men kdand: na pardi! main kaise baiThdatr?
A - tz chup karegki nahin? Bevakf !
‘C— There is not a soul in the ladies compartmeiativ could | sit there?
A— Will you shut up (or not)? Idiot!



The termbesharam“shameless”, formerly part of the comment, is potea by B in the
theme position, but a theme re-qualified in itatieh with its referent since the referent is
now the opposite group (it is you, not us, who gltameless): the already given term, when
thematized witho, is redefined as a different type of shamelessiresslation to the new
subject.

In (10),to occurs three times, and is used each time in doder-qualify a term which
has been previously introduced by another speakér avdifferent viewpoint. Two parents
are complaining about the Hindi teacher of theughder and the stupid homework she has
required, an essay on hunger:

(10) MOTHER -- itna sara homework, vah bhhind men ! Ab hindbhr kar sabjekt rah
gay hai, ajkal ke zamine men ! islie main kahtwin isk hind' kK Madam ko haTw
do!

‘So much of homework! And in Hindi on top of thadks if Hindi was still a real
subject nowadays! That's why | am asking you toehthis Hindi Madam (teacher)
fired!
DAUGHTER --nahin Papa, please aig@ mat kar@ ! merr hindr ki Madam bahut kyT
hai. ‘No, daddy, please, don’t do that! My Hindi teacis very cute’
Vahto hind ki lagt hr nahn, bahut smart hai, ekdam !
3sGto hindiof seem jusNEG much smart beres3sG totally
She (you know) just does not look like a Hindi (teaghat all, she is very smart,
absolutely!
[Both parents discuss the question of homework éetwthemselves]
FATHER - ham apn biTiya ke lie ek aig tutor rakh lenge jo &a homwork phad-
phaT kar diy karegz
Well, we will find a tutor for our daughter who Wget the homework done in a minute.
MOTHER - Tutor se to computer behter. (...) Computer yes, tutor no. Nevartor
badmish hote hain. Always! Mérek tutor hat tha, very bad.
A tutor [do you realize what a tutor means ?], a compweuld do better (...).
Computor yes, tutor no. Never ! All tutors are vk®d used to have a tutor, very bad .
FATHER - (...) khair, is mmle ke lare men main @chtzch phir kabl karznga. Apni
biTiya ke lieto ham lady tutor hrakhenge
(...) Well, I will look in that matter some othemie. [But] For our daughter [at any
rate] we will find a lady tutor [not a many])

In the first sequence, the requalification of thens referentvah tothematize a previous
subject “my Hindi teacher” which itself requalifies previous object “her Hindi Madam”)
amounts to construct the theme as contrastivelatioa to its occurrence in the mother’s
statement. The occurrence of the referent in theglder's talk withoutto (*my Hindi
teacher”), already associated with a positive eategdn contrary to the mother’s viewpoint,
only serves as an argument given by the daughtandbfiring her Hindi teacher. The next
sentence witho presents the positive qualification as releyat se in total opposition with
the other speaker’s viewpoirito expresses the discrepancy between an initial voewpn a
class (the type: Hindi teacher, generally considler® dull) and an individual (who gives too
much work) as well as a different viewpoint on atipalar individual belonging to the class
but not fitting the usual qualification.

The second sequence of the dialogue opens witloopal by the father to substitute a
tutor for school classes in Hindi: what he emphesis the competence of the tutor in helping
for homework, the idea of having a tutor is its@lken for granted. And it is this very idea
(presupposition) which the mother opposes, by ishifthe debate to tutors in general and



then to one in particular, her former tutor. Attadhto “tutor” in the mother’s discours
makes it a theme which negatively contrasts with ithplicitly positive opinion on tutors
expressed by the other speaker, the father. Withmuthe statement would have only
expressed a mere comparison between various sgimopk. To gets the class of tutors
guestioned, hence the following shift towards peasgbad) memories.

And when the father tries to come back to the ahijuestion, it is agairio (third
occurrence) that brings back to the foregroundntiaén theme (“our daughter”). Thematizing
“daughter” is a device used for going on with théial problem — how to help the girl —
while contrasting the relation girl-tutor with tinelation mother-tutor previously commented
by the mother: contrary to the previous relaticed because of male tutors, father’s statement
qualifies positively the relation daughter-tutoady tutor):to does not contrast a distinct
viewpoint on the daughter, but the relation ‘daegtttor’ with the parallel relation ‘pupil-
tutor’ represented in the viewpoint of previousas (mother).

Example (11), also exhibits a conflict in viewpainbn the predicative notion this time: B
and C have just expressed that they do not understhat C means (hence asking for more
information), whereas C questions his own statenagnpotentially dubious (regarding his
own understanding).

(11) A-  main naln samajht B -  main bhinahin samajht
‘I don’t understand’ ‘l too don’t understand finer I
C- samajhi to shayadmain bh  nahin
understand to may-besG too NEG

‘Understand, may-be | don't neither/ | also dohink | understand myself”

But it frequently happens that the particle, altfioylaced after the first segment of the
statement, has scope on the whole sentence: ircdéisisto re-qualifies the statement as a
whole, most of the time with polemic intentions.

3 Theargumentative particle

The formal difference between thematizing and ramtatizing uses of discourse particle
to relies not so much on the positiontofthan on the unavailability of any pause after the
term on which the particle cliticizes. The positioowever may be relevant in certain cases:
whento is clause final, it is always strongly argumemnadti

3.1. Denying or shifting the relevance of a pregiangument

The particleto, with scope on the whole statement, usually cémsis limiting the
relevance of an argument previously proposed byadther speaker, while pretending to
confirm it. To rephrase the argument witbh amounts to giving this argument a limited or
factual confirmation, in order to better deny itsl@r or real relevance. In (12) for instance, a
statement by Bto has scope over a clause P which rephrases thgecRiypreviously stated
by speaker A, “speak the truth”: no segmentatiopdssible ando receives a light stress
(stronger stress am), the meaning intended by B amounts to agree #vibut only in order
to relativize the relevance of A’'s argument (suva wre right, but it is not the point).



(12) A — shahar log baRe banan hote hain. Marad kyaur aurat kyi. Hindz kya aur
musalnan kyi. Sire fithe-fagd shaharon seihshum hote hain. kyon dbgjir main
jhaiTh bol rahi hin ya sac ?

‘The city folk is all very dishonest. Men and wamalike. Hindus and Muslims
alike. All communal riots start in cities. RightaBa-ji ? Do | speak lie or truth ?’
B—- bol to ti: sac h rahahai,

speak to you true justPROG PRES
‘You (indeed) speak true (Sure you are right),

par isse bhbaRz sac yah hai ki ing na shahar men naagv men. In&f tol2 tum dekh
lena Pakistin men bhnahn hodg.
but there is a bigger truth than that, and thishest justice is neither in cities or
villages. Justice, you will see, you won't finceither in Pakistan’

The fronted thematized verbd| ‘tell’), in the strongly marked order Y6-S-O-aux, is not
the simple quote of A’s utterance, which is unmdrke its ordering (SOV) with the same
object géac‘truth’). The new mapping withimo... i does not simply discard the alternative
(“or wrong”) nor does it bring a different viewpaoion the predicate or the clause P, whose
validity is not questioned. But if B agrees with ¢x the initial location of communal
violence, he does so in order to signal that timsth” has little relevancetd) in the present
discussion. B implicitly disqualifies A’s interpegton of facts, while granting him the
confirmation he rhetorically asked for (“right oramg”: you can’t say | am not right). But he
grants him such a confirmation (“sure you are figbhly for the sake of shifting from P1 to
P2: the real problem is not your being right onithigation of violence (P1) but to deal with
justice (P2). B does not enter in A’s rhetoric aodnarks this refusal to accept A’s premises
while accepting only the conclusions.

Similarly, in (13), the continuation of (Jupra B in the first clause, with the same
structure as (12), qualifies A’'s argument as weaklgvant, and in the second adversative
clause provides another argument as crucially agievn contradiction to A’s request:

(13) A-- gjkal toap akele hain... B—akel tohan, lekin ghar togna hi hai
nowaday® 2H alone are alongoam but housetogo hiis
‘— These days you are alone... -- Sure | am alouagl| feally must go home’

In the first (underlined) clause of B’s answer, tigsence ofo would result in a rather
strange meaning in this context, since A was nkingsfor a confirmation but was using the
argument to convince B to stay longer. In B’s secgentencefo... i in an adversative
clause makes the clause a crucially relevant argumeountering A’s offer.

3.2 Making the clause a crucial discursive argument

Discursive cruciality is involved in the last clausf last example (13)har to jana hi hai
‘| really have to go home’. Although apparentlypoged to the meaning ¢d in the first
clause of the same example (denial of relevante)pmetheless participates in a similar
operation: speaker A provides a new element irdibeussion, something that the addressee
had either not thought of or had not wished to mers What is at stake is the promotion of
the propositional content within a perspective ggabto the addressee’s view, for which the
proposal is either not relevant or not conceivaBlech an operation is then symmetrical to

1270 here is a topic particle which backs the topigusfice (in contrast to previously mentioned: jestin
God'’s realm =Pakistan) after the digression abitigsévillages.

10



the denial of relevance, where P was relevantgeaker A and not for speaker B. When this
operation occurs in non adversative contexts (eftyipe ‘sure, but’), the salience intuitively
perceived irto-statements is due to the fact that such statenagatsonstructed in opposition
to a previous implicit assumption of speaker A. eetheir objection-like character instead of
simple assertions. The series of answers to thgestign ‘let us go and have some tea’ given
by Lakshmi Bai (1977) as examples of “assertivei@at can be explained in this way:

(14)a mere @s to bas das paise hain
1SG.GEN at to only ten paise are
‘I have only ten pence with me [not enough]’

(14)b kanTinto band ho gay hogz abh

cantingo closed be gerv PRESUMPTIVE right.now
‘The cantine must be closed by now’

(14)c abhv to tin nalin baje hain
right.now to three NEG ringPFT
‘It is not yet three o’clock [too early]’

(24)d das minaT to kam karne do 0773
ten minutes to work do let brother
‘Let us work ten minutes more, brother’

Each of the answers (14a—d) represents accordingakshmi Bai the choice of the
speaker among various alternatives, smasserts this choice. However, a single speakes doe
not really select one by dismissing the other aitves, and the ‘assertive force’ is the result
of the inter-subjective relation involved in the ol series as an answer to a proposal which
the speaker wishes to discard. Speaker A in (ligapks to speaker B (let us have some tea)
something of which B was not aware (not enough mpoksing time, unfinished work),
which makes it difficult to obey the request andréfore acts as an indirect objection or
refusal.To here behaves as a request for taking into acashat the speaker valuates as a
crucial argument that has been neglected by theeaslele. Hence the possible translations
opening with “but you know”, “the problem is”, “But.

When the discourse particte has scope on a proposal already stated by a pievio
speaker, it denies it full (or any) relevance. Witdmas scope on a proposal which is new, it
builds the relevance of this new P in contradictsith what the speaker thinks is the
viewpoint of the other speaker.

3.3 Finalto: winning over the other’s reluctance

| have shown elsewhere that prevertmlin the last syntagm of questions amounts to
checking if the proposition has been successf@dlized (in conformity with the speaker’s
expectations and against the obvious difficultiagibg access to that realization (“let us hope
that P")13

In a postverbal position, mostly after a verb ia timperative, the particli® acquires such
a specific meaning that it is often deemed a qbasnonym of the “assertive” particle
(Lakshmi Bai 1977: 73; Shapiro 1999: 186).

(15)batzo to!

13 Montaut (2002). Such a use is idiomatized in tkgressionip acche to haif ‘How are you/hope you are
fine?’ [you wellto are] but still differs from the same statemengngtl withouto by its contextual constraints: it
is natural only when the speaker has not seendh&p he greets since a long time, or has got bad,nor
thinks he may not be so well... example of the meatimsistence” in McGregor.
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tell to
‘But tell it (now)! Come on, why don’t you tell? Wiou finally tell it?’

Statement (15) strongly differs from its countetpaithout to and requires a specific
context: it echoes a strong reluctance on the gfathe addressee, or at least the speaker’s
anticipation of such reluctanééExample (16) shows concrete evidence of B’s rafum:

(26)A-- a! B-- han... A-- idhara! B-- uhan...

come yes here come ok ok
C--is buddh ko ek Bbr men @t nman lene kadat nahn.

this idiot DAT one timein  thing accept take of habNEG
A—- are!l a to!

hey come to

‘A-Come! B - Ya... A—Come here! B — Ok ok...C Hig idiot is not used to obey
at the first time. A — Hey yowou do come! [what are you waiting for!/ will you
move your ass?]’

When A utters the last sentence (wibh, he has already ordered B twice to come, without
to, and this order has not yet been fulfilled. Omlythe third utterance of the same order, once
fully aware of B’s reluctant behaviour, A ugesafter the order verb. The intuitive perception
of insistence results in reality from the featumawillingness” imputed by A to B.

Far from a mere emphasis, stylistically optionalkhs examples show that the partitde
operates systematically in constructing P as comgtea non-P imputed to the addressee.
With to, an order then conjures up the risk of not reaghis goal, and at the same time
emphasizes the addressee’s reluctant behavioue &tgin, the meaning ¢d stems from
contrastive and even conflicting attitudes of bpéntners. Similarly, phrasalahin (‘no’) in
answers to P, when followed Iy (nahin to) acquires its “emphasis” from the fact that the
speaker refutes an assumption he imputes to thessizk.

Conclusions

The very high frequency of the occurrences tof particularly remarkable in oral
interaction, as well as the variety of its meaniagsl functions, may be correlated to the
limited number of words behaving as discourse gladiin Hindil®> This contrasts with the
situation in Germanic languages which display fasrennumerous discourse particles, a
dozen in German (Weydt 1969) with more than onevadgnt for each in Serbo-croatian
(Diewald and Krescic 2010), in which each partltds consequently a more restricted usage.

In spite of the apparent heterogeneity of the megminvolved in the data studied, one can
argue that the multiple surface meanings and fanstiof the discourse particte obey a
single basic meaning, although not concretely séimdnut rather pertaining to an abstract
operation. This basic meaning consists in triggean operation which deals with alterity
(“altérité™: ‘otherness’), at various levelto seems to convey the speaker’s judgment on a

14 A weaker (because idiomatized) expression of #meesmeaning is still associated to the commonepolit
way of welcoming a visitobaiThie to(sit-downto) ‘why don’t you sit down’.

15 As evidenced by the various examples: (13), (22), (22), (27) are fronBhikh g hai (KB Vaid,
Hunger is fire), contemporary theatre, or (11),)(145), (16), fromGuzi hua zanina (KB Vaid, The broken
Mirror [lit. Time past]), a contemporary Partition novel,ronf recorded conversations (Standard Hindi, middle
class, 40-60 years old informants, Delhi). The ottveo commonly used discourse particles are(focus
particle, particularly in restricted focus) abkk ‘even’.
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term or sequence on which it has scope, in suchyathatto-P triggers the implicit or explicit
representation of P’ (P’: non P or other than P).

Whento is a thematic particle, P is the thematized tend B’ either refers to other
members of the same paradigm where P belongs,congtructs a different relation between
P and its rheme, or a viewpoint on P differing frthra viewpoint previously expressed by (or
attributed to) the other speaker (re-qualificatiol)is thematic function has no parallel in the
Germanic discourse particles (more often called ahpdrticles or Abténungspartikel), since
their common characteristic is to have for “fochis telational category of discourse rheme in
a sentence”, and to have “scope over the whole Bfaham 1991: 356). In Hindi the non-
thematicto only has scope over the whole sentence.

In such cases, that is, in Hindi, in sentenceseintrhematic, structured as thetic or focus
sentencesto presents the whole statement on which it has sesp& correction of another
distinct viewpoint: either a new argument is présdras countering an initial proposal, or a
proposal already voiced is presented with weakievamce or no relevance, or (in pre- or
postverbal positiongp aims at rejecting an opposite eventuality (congira fear, dismissing
a fictive assumption, winning over an anticipatetlctance from the other speaker). The
operation triggered by the discourse partidealways involves inter-subjectivity, since it
negotiates with the other’s viewpoint, distinctrfraand often conflicting with the utterer’'s
viewpoint16 This prerequisite of inter-subjectivity is parédie by the behaviour of Germanic
modal particles as described in terms of dialogteraction in Weydt (2006) or grounding
and common grounds in Fischer (2007), Diewald anels&c (2010) or Bross (2012): the
speaker acknowledges what the hearer thinks asmemoa ground for anchoring his/her
proposal. The specificity of Hindio is that this inter-subjective interaction rarebsters
conviviality or connivance since it basically invek conflicting or at least diverging view-
points.

This orientation is compatible with the origin dfet word, initially a pronominal basis
related to the sphere of non-ego. As for the cartjanto, when it is a correlativep, which
is directly related to the anaphoric pronoun, dates the apodosis to a conditional, acting
both as an anaphoric device and as a selectingea gath among others; when it coordinates
two discourse sequences (‘then’), it opens a neswa@ resulting yet distinct from the
previous discourse sequence.

The behaviour and meaning tof as a discourse patrticle certainly differ fromsistactic
meanings: they are highly diversified and oftenolme polemical values. Yet they form a
constellation of meanings and uses whose consistegmomes clear as soon as the operation
at stake is analyzed on the basis of interactivetestts; besides, they are not totally
disconnected from the grammatical wérfdBut the discourse particle always involves inter-
subjectivity, whereas the conjunction is not sévsito it. The above study is of course only a
fist attempt to disentangle the meanings and fonstbfto in interactive situations, and finer
grain studies are still awaited, particularly relyag the exact intonational contours in the
various scopes (thematizing non-thematizing) of the particle.

Abraham, Werner. 1991. The Grammaticization of therman Modal Particles. In Edith

16 As opposed to the uncontroversial meaning offtlees marker derived from the tag question marker i
Even (Matic, this volume, example 26b). There islyably a logical correlation between the fact that focus
marking element produces uncontroversial commonmrgtdan the inter-subjective relation of speakerril 8,
whereas the topic marking element emphasizes divigkgew points in the interaction.

17 Which is also true of the Russian partitde analyzed by Bonnot (1990), equally issued from shme
Indo-European pronominal basis. Russiarhas numerous uses comparable to those of Hidiut not the
correlative one nor the meanings observed in se&tip.
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Thediscourse particleto and word ordering in Hindi: From grammar to discour se

Annie Montaut Inalco USPC, SeDyL UMR 8202

Abstract

The Hindi particleto may be both a conjunction, which occurs in théahposition with
the meaning “so, then”, and a discourse partideally described as an intensive, or vaguely
contrastive or emphatic device. Both have beertdadeas different units, and the discourse
particle as several distinct (homonymous) wordse &m of the paper is to show that the
diversity of the meanings and functions of the ipertmay be explained by a common
abstract operation, realized in various ways acdongrdo the various specific contexts of
occurrence, both syntactic and discursive. Thé $estion briefly summarizes and interprets
the main functions of grammatictd, as a coordinator and as a correlative, beforealyae
the discourse particle, either with restricted sc@md fixed position, as a topic marker
(section 2), or with wider scope and no fixed gositas an argumentative particle (section
3).

Key words

Discourse particle, Hindb, argumentation, thematization, inter-subjectivagrrelation

La particule hindio peut étre une conjonction (de coordination etut®slination), qui se
place en premiére position et correspond aux sealers, donc », et un mot du discours,
décrit d’ordinaire comme un intensif, ou un dispbsl’ « emphase » vaguement contrastif.
Les deux sont généralement considérés comme detsxdistincts, homonymes, tout comme
le mot du discours est considéré comme recouviantnfoins) deux particules distinctes,
homonymes. En fait, les divers effets de sens ladga@ la particule s’expliquent par une
opération commune, qui se réalise differemmentogiction du contexte (position, portée).
Par ailleurs les fonctions du mot grammatical mamttren quoi il a pu se spécialiser
parallelement comme marqueur de theme.
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