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Abstract
The Hindi particleeo may be both a grammatical word (a conjunction)icivloccurs in the

initial position with the meaning “so, then”, andl@cursive particle, usually described as an
intensive, or vaguely contrastive or emphatic devigoth have been treated as different units,
and the discursive particle as several distincintmwymous) words. The aim of the paper is to
show that the diversity of the meanings and fumaiof the particle may be explained by a
common abstract operation, realized in various wagsording to the various specific
contexts of occurrence, both syntactic and diseardihe first section briefly summarizes and
interprets the main functions of grammatit@las a coordinator and as a correlative, before |
analyze the discursive particle, either with restdl scope, as a topic marker (section 2), or

with wider scope, as an argumentative particletice®d).
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The Hindi particleeo may be both a grammatical word (a conjunction)icivloccurs in the
initial position (“so, then”), and a discursive fpee, usually described as an intensive, or
vaguely contrastive (McGegor 1972: 141), or emghgemphatic particle” (Kellogg [1856]
1938 : 490). Both have most of the time been camsitlas different units, and the discursive
particle itself as such a disparate collection ebmings (“sure, well, at least, finally, will you,
but”, etc.) with no logical connection, that it isually assumed that discursite covers
several distinct (homonymous) words, apart froomppetiself an homonym of the conjunction.

The aim of the paper is to show that the diversitfhe meanings and functions of the
particle may be explained by a common abstractadioer, realized in various ways according
to the various specific contexts of occurrencehb®intactic and enonciative (discursive).
This abstract operation, rather than its surfaéects, may account for the semantics of the
discursive particle, and may also be shown to Heently connected with the meaning of the
grammaticalto. It is assumed that polysemy rather than homonygary account for the
various readings ab, challenging the assumption of the only relialiled®es devoted tto
until now, Lakshmi Bai (1977) and Michael Shapit999).

| first briefly summarize and interpret the mainndtions of grammaticato, as a
coordinator and as a correlative (section 1), {teed to analyzing the discursive particle,
either with restricted scope, cliticizing after tieem it has scope over and behaving as a topic
marker (section 2), or with wider scope, cliticgion one of the terms of this larger scope
and behaving as an argumentative particle (se8jion

1. INITIAL TO: CONJUNCTION

The non-cliticto, strongly stressed, essentially behaves as aioatikge conjunction (“so,
then”), and as a correlative, particularly in thypbthetic system.

1.1. Coordinatingto

In the first caseto operates as a linker between two discursive paphgy, the second one
still remaining in the logical sequence of thetfioee but adding to it a new element instead
of a simple relation of cause-effect or of temp@@djuenck: it introduces a new phase in a
story which is clearly distinct from the previouseoin a narrative context like (1a) where a
new teacher is looking for a flat, and it oftenrmdes, in written texts, with a new graphic
paragraph. Or it introduces a new idea which helgising out of an aporetic debate in a
dialogue like (1b), where four people are wondenmwigether they should address an old
woman lying on the pavement like some dying mendica

la. principal saip ne mujhe sujhav diya ki ap adtibprayogshala ke sTor rim men
janiyarklark ke sath rah lijie
to main prayogshala ke sTor rim men pahunca aur vahaimne paya...
The principal of the college (Sahab) advised mstéy in the store room of the half
constructed lab (experimentation room) with thaquulerk.
So/Then | went | went to the store room of the lab and whesached there | found...
(what follows it the meeting with the clerk andithdecision to go to the market)
to ham donon Sunaulidhar ke bazar men pahunce, jehido dukanen thin...
So we reached the bazaar of Sunaulidhar where there wnly two shops (what
follows is a description of the bazar)

1 Two relations expressed respectivelyidlie “therefore” andphir “after/then”.



In narrative discourség then accounts for a scenery shift and opens anaesative micro
sequence, which corresponds to the selection obbseveral possible continuation. Each of
the two events introduced g validates a proposal previously formulated anadsiit the
foreground in the narration. They remain in theidafsequence of the previous narrative
topic but diverge from it by opening on a new scEnfnew sequence or new viewpoint) for
which they set the frame, a different frame from pinevious one. In a dialogue,articulates
a new speech act on to the preceding one by ratong the discussion: it presents for
instance in (1b) a new possible initiative in arpanently blocked situation, where all the
paths opened by the various protagonists are comeletmy A, B and C as dead-ends:

1b. A -  tumuse uThao mat!

B - uske sath ulajhna bekar

C- Thik kahta hai.

D - toisse plcchen vah kaun hai?

A- Don'tlift her !

B- Useless to get involved with her problems.
C- He is right.

D- Then, shall we ask her who she is?

Given the the fact thab occurs at the cardinal moments in a narration,/manstory teller
interrupts his tale after a non-final event, tharke who wishes to know what happens next
(and is not predictable) usually maps his expemtaby somewhat providing the empty frame
for further instantiation, and he does so by usm{lc), a to which may stand alone for the
complete sentence (1d):

1c tokya hua?

to interr be-aor

And then what happened?
1d to?

And then ?

Using thisto-sentence in interrogative contexts when it dogésanvey the demand for the
next event or ending event as in (1d) is potentigtblemical (English “so what?”) with
underlying aggressive denegation (« what doeoitgP what does it amount to?”): what is at
stake in the demand of such rhetorical interrogatis the production of some new element
which would carry on with a certain degree of inatwvg force along the previously given
path. Hence the polemical meaning, dismissing éhevance of what has just been said or
argued: the speaker A who uses this rhettrimeans that there is nothing to make out of
what has been said, and that the information anraemt given by the speaker B is nil. With
to, A pretends to provide a frame to further instaeti in order to mean that it has not been
instantiated yet and cannot be:

le A - Abhitak mera kam kiya nahin ?
B — Sir, mere pas das aur chiTThiyan ayin...
A-To?
A — You still have not done my work (what | askexiyto do?
B — Sir, ten other letters came (I got ten oth#ets to answer)...
A —Sowhat ?

The correlativeto and the hypothetic system

The other use of the non-clitio is mainly associated with the introduction of #podosis
after a if (agar/yadi) protasis, in a correlative system typical of érdryan languagées

2a agar tum meri madad karte to main saphal ho jata
if you my help dacTF tol successful becontET
If you helped me (had helped me) | would succeeml{gvhave succeed)

2 Cf. Montaut 1999. AbbreviationseRG (ergative),AcC (accusative)pAT (dative),PFv (perfective: simple
anterior),PFT (perfect), pres (presentTF (counterfactual), H (honorificRPFT (pluperfect).



Thisto can also correlate temporal dependent clausega§santroduced byab “when”),
and morphologically belongs to the paradigm of tberelative systemjab...tab“when...
then”,jahan...taharfwhere... there”jaisa...taisa"so... so”, etc3.

2b jab ap log cale gae to mainne usko bula liya
when 2H people leave gev 1o 1S.ERG 3s.Acccall takerFv
When you left (then) I called him

The term introducing the first element of the ctatige diptic is often omitted in Hindi but
never isto, required in the hypothetic system even when tbhéapis is left unexpressed (2c):

2c yah pahle hi jagi hut to...?
this-one already just awake fbrey to
And if she is already awake?

To in the hypothetic system is then a marker of émtt which chains the protasis p to
the apodosis q in the way p > q (you help me >tsad), but in such a situation where two
divergent paths are available: p’ (you do not k) would entail g’ (I do not succeed)
marks the selection of one of these two paths imtrast with the other one in a given
situation where the speaker has constructed whadiblC(1990, 1999) calls a fictive
landmark, that is, a point of localisation for §vedication g which is not real (not asserted)
but virtual (“if”: if we admit, let us imaginé) It behaves as an indicator of contrastive
selection triggering q by contrast with q'.

1.3. A continuity from the uses offo as a conjunction to the use
of to as a topic marker?

While, as a correlative in hypothesis,involves the selection of a path by contrast with
another one, in temporal clauses it is requireditiyative contexts, which also involve an
operation of scanning: the speaker does not poirdne single definite occurrence of the
process but scans the whole series of occurrenitlesut/singling out any definite one. Biat
may also occur in specific punctual contexts liRb)( and differs from the simple temporal
conjunctiontab by the logical entailment superimposed to the lmmecomitance of both
correlated processetaly), an entailment which sets the apodosis as a rewef depending
on to the previous one.

As a coordinative conjunction, it contrasts in @ir way touske bad‘after that”: uske
bad only marks the anteriority of a sequence in refato the preceding one, wherd¢ass an
opening for a new sequence which re-sets the naarflow and breaks its linearity (new
event, contrast, shifting in the scenery or in\tevpoint, foregrounding of a backgrounded
element, etc.). This feature of salience, mostivatkd by story tellers and children, is
correlated with the accentual force and melodiglietharacteristic of thi®, often followed
by a short pause.

The etymological origin of the word fully accourits its use as a connector between two
clauses in a correlative systeto:is basically an anaphoric, related to an anciestgminal
basist-, itself inherited from a deictic binary systemisfdl/proximate) where the form
refers to the non speaker’s sphere, a feature mfioooity with its anaphoric role for third
person and with its correlative ré)doth attested early in the Sanskrit and Prakahpminal
systems. The evolution fromavat > tau > to“so” shows an adverbial form correlated with
yavat“so”, and similarly the nominative pronoutah in Sanskrit is the origin of modeto,
which is no longer used as a third person pronaudindi but survives in many Indo-Aryan

3 The ancient pronominal basis t-/s- has been reglatstandard Hindi by/u- (jaisa...vaisa, jahan...vahan,
jo...valb), but still remains in various speeches (cf. supfadi‘si’ is a Sanskrit word borrowed in Hindiagsam
words as they are) whereas the regular phoneticitao yieldsjo/je which was used up to the™8. with the
meaning “if".

4 The notions of fictive landmark (“repére fictive'®ntailment (“entrainement”), scanning (“parcojiaid
access path (“chemin d’accés”) are borrowed fronoG1999).

S “Anaphoric” is used here in the traditional meanifopposed to “cataphoric”) of simple co-reference,
without presuming of its government and binding.



regional languagés while the two forms of the Sanskrit third perspronount- and s-
survive in proverbial formulas retained in moderimdi’. Modern Hindi reconstructed the
distal and anaphoric paradigm ow-a+ basis inherited from an old deictic by analogyhwi
iyam/esham > yahThe adverbial form of the pronoun has been usesban as Sanskrit as a
coordinator and the anaphoric pronourt-iis well attested as a correlator in all Indo-Aryan
languages. In Hindb is specifically required as a correlator in thaditional system, but the
older form ins- (sg was both used in the relative and conditionalesyis until quite recently,
whereasso is still a coordinator with similar meanings ts This double function ofo
supports the claim that coordinating and subordigasystems should not be considered as
radically opposed, as shown by numerous receniest((Brill & Rebuschi 2006, Haspelmath
2004: 3-39)

What is less expected is the shift from correlatvediscursive particle. It is however a
well-known evolution that conditional markers caevelop into topic markers: since the
famous paper of Haiman (1978) significantly entitt€onditionals are topics”, typology has
largely confirmed the affinity of conditional markeand topics (Haspelmath 2008: 1005 sq):
the conditional clause (protasis) behaves as taedron which will bear the following
predication in the apodosis. Since in Hindi the@ator (introducing the apodosis) represents
the end part (right position) of the protasis wmnirated systems (cf. 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).

Such a conclusion obviously challenges the assommti Shapiro who explicitly doubts
that the correlativéo and the encliti¢o can “be ever shown to have a common origin, either
etymologically or functionally” (1999: 187). Shaps study is however the only one
attempting to view together the various meaningsfanctions ofto trying to understand the
behaviour of what he calls the enclitic “quasi positional”to (1999: 183sq) “within broad
stretches of discourse”. But the treatment of #mslitic does not relate its position in the
phrase and clause with its scope, a fundamentalreeawhen discursive particles are at stake:
whento has scope on the initial phrase, it makes it actophich can be argumentative
(section 2), whereas when it has a wider scopewti@e sentence is made argumentative
(section 3).

2. To as a topic particle

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

3a. ajkal to ap akele hain
nowadays to you alone are
These days, you are alone

3b. ham to apni  beTi se bahut pyar karte hain
we to refl  daughter to much love do pres
(As for) we, we love our daughter very much

In (3a) and (3b), the intonation shows an ascentbne onto which bears the accent in
the ‘word’ ham towhich is the topic, while the remaining of theuda (comment) is intoned
in a linear way (varying according to the typestaitements).

Before presenting the particularities of its bebavj | will first define what will be
henceforth considered a topic, because the nogilbimough frequently used, is not always
defined according to the same criteria (Guimier@98 it is defined.

6 Thet- basis is one of the forms of the pronominal ppadin Sanskrit (occurring in the feminine and
neutral and oblique cases)sabasis occurring in the masculine nominative ultveses in Marathi for instance
(to “he”, feminineti / tya “she”).

7 For instancaahan “there” the old correlative ofahan (like moderntab “then” as a correlative foab),
tispar may still occur forispar, and the nominative forrag, from the Sanskrit masculine singular is the old
correlative forjo: jo hona th4, so hualit. “what had to happenned that happened”. Adisdized,so retains, in

a slightly archaic register, the meaningsoof.



2.1.Definition of the topic

The definition which follows is borrowed from Bortn(l990) and Guimier (1999), who
use exclusively formal criteria and discard psyolyadal criteria. According to them, a topic
IS a constituent, whatever its category, placethainitial position, which may be separated
from the rest of the statement by a pause, andhamsianarked by a particular intoneme,
varying according to the sentence modality (assertinterrogation, exclamation), for
instance a higher tone in the region of the stbssdlable in assertive statements. The
remaining part of the statement is the commentlseads the sentence stress. The function of
the topic is to provide for the frame of the stag¢@m the predication is formulated within the
frame set up by the topic. At the semantic leved, topic often but not always coincides with
what Chafe (1976) identifies as “given” (belongioghose elements that are supposed by the
speaker to be present in the mind of the hearesjtbrwhat he identifies as “known”, distinct
from the “given” (belonging to the body of genekabwledge supposed by the speaker to be
shared by the hearer). An adverbial expressioniroé tor place for instance may be
topicalized without being given or known (3a), Iy inere vocation to provide for a frame of
what is going to be predicated. A first person pramis also fit for being a topic because it is
the more salient entity in the dialogue interplay.

In Hindi the topic does not require a specific niarjegical marker as it usually does in
“topic prominent” languages: it is essentially meakoy its position, always initial, and by the
possibility of marking a pause after the topicalisxpression. A statement in Hindi can have
no topic and be entirely formed by a ‘comment’ ather rhematic content (what is
predicated). The statemedd baj gae“it is two o clock” for instance is a strictly faal
information with no topic, as well as

mainne kitdb mez par rakhi thi

“I had put the book on the table”.

Since the topic is in the first position, and sind®di has a rigid word order SOV, the
shifting of a term in the first position is enougghmake it a topic. By basic word order, |
mean, according to Greenberg, that the unmarkddnséats (with no specific syntaxic or
discursive constraints) are sequentially organinea given order, SOV in the matter. As for
rigid SOV order, again according to Greenberg, éans that goal complements precede the
main verb, that is to say, volitional statemerits fil want to go” follow the head final ride
The fact that all the orderings are possible indHiwithout adding any morphological
material (4) has prompted some scholars to claimdiHas a free order language (Mohanan
1994) but the very use of the term “scrambling” gegjs that one tacitly admits for some
unmarked or more basic word order. Besides, itad known that rigid head final languages
such as Turkish do allow alternative orders andhssiche case in Hindi which allows all the
six possible orders (SOV, SVO, OVS, OSV, VSO, V@#)a statement with two participants
and a predicate (4), but only the first one is r@ueach of the five others requiring a specific
context:

4a. laRke ne laRkT ko mara

boyERG girl Acc beatPFv

The boy has beaten the girl /A boy has beatenl a gir
4b. laRki ko laRke ne mara

girl Acc boyERG beatPFv

It is the boy who has beaten the girl (with a dlighuse after the first constituent and
no stress on the second one: the girl, the boypeaten her)

4c. laRKi ko mara laRke ne
girl Acc beatPFv boyERG

8 The basic clause, providing for basic order, &dhuse on which further transformations applyi¢witan
yield all type of more complex statements) and Whio not obey any specific discursive constrailtsnon
finite clauses for instance, the subject cannopdEponed and the object must remain in immedietgepbal
position. All correlates stated by Greenberg foVSt@id order apply in Hindi basic clauses.



He has beaten the girl, the boy (a strong accentherfirst constituent makes it a
focus: it is the girl he has beaten, the Boy)

4d. mara laRke ne laRkT ko
beatPrv boyERG girl Acc
He has beaten her, the boy, the girl

(4b) for instance, in contrast with unmarked (4aygests that the girl is the given element
in a context of a fight between youngsters and titatboy is focalized (pre-verbal position is
the ordinary position of the focu8) regarding the girl, what is predicated is thas il the
boy (and not someone else) who has beatéli.her

One of the reasons why it is often felt that scramgbresults in adding definiteness to all
constituents in Hind?, is that a term shifted to the initial positionpistentially a topic and a
topic is necessarily definite (on the other handeran shifted to the preverbal position is
focalized and potentially definite). The object(db) is necessarily definite because, among
other reasons, it is a topic, whereas in (5a) § b@undefinite:

5a. sunar ne laRKi ko har bheja
jewellererG girl DAT necklace sent
The/?a jeweller sent the/a necklace to the/a girl

5b. héar sunar ne laRKi1 ko bheja
necklace jeweller erg gidAT sent

The jeweller sent the/*a necklace to theirl

2.2.To and the topicalized term: construction of a topog
contrast

As a topic particleto may cliticize to adverbs or obliques with advertianction which
haveper sea vocation to provide the frame for the statenagmnt then to act as topiosf.(3a)
as well as to any type of argument (always afterclisual mark or postposition), to attributes,
and to predicates.

The order within theo-topicalized phrase is the following: Determinerjéative Noun
Postpositiorto. To is then final in the group it has scope over (leéorth its scope) and the
phrasal accent falls oto. Since the canonical order is rigidly SOV, the weence of the
topic markerto after a term other than the subject involves a-camonical order (but the
reverse is not true), whose discursive propertestine with the meaning &b so as to yield
statements intuitively understood as argumentatwe: intuitively feels that such statements

9 Example of a focalized subject in the preverbaditian in a transitive statement, where the objewen
fronted, is not part of the given/known and nobpic (speaker blaming addressee for not seeingcity):

ainak tine laga rakhihai  ya mairthe

glasses 2ERG place holdPFT  or ISERG “it is you or me who is wearing glasses?”

(4b) can be made more explicitly an object focatizstatement by adding a contrastive fockisT. janvar ko
nahin, laRki ko mara laRke 1 is not a vulgar animal, it is a girl that has beaten, the boy”.

10 Except of course for the subject in intransitientences, whose unmarked position is immediately
preverbal and not necessarily topic, and the olijettansitive sentence, preverbal and not necidgsacused.

11 it uttered without pause after the first constitué4c) makes “the boy” a delayed information ostpo
comment (or, in Chafe’s terminology, an “antitopicand if uttered with a pause after the first ¢ibnent it
makes it a topic (“the girl”) with “the boy” as ast comment. (4d) brings the predicate in the tppisition (‘as
for the beating’, etc.).

12 pvivedi (1994) has however shown that it is natals the case, as also evidenced by the examples in
note 9 above.

13 Example from Mohanan & Mohanan (1994 : 169). let,faar “neclklace” is topicalized in (5b) with a
possible pause afté@r, and the literal translation would rather be “tleeklace, the jeweller sent it to the girl”
(“to a girl” would correspond to Hindiisi laRki ko INDEF girl DAT).



express the utterer's claim as more or less oppgosia hearer's oié | will try here to
rationalize these intuitions.

Practically all lexical categories may be topicatizbyto in all syntactic functions: the
subject in (3b) or the adverbial complement in (3a&)statements where topicalization does
not require scrambling. In statements with alteweatorders, any constituent may be
topicalized by fronting it, and be added the p&tio: the object in (6), the beneficiary in (7),
the complement of comparative in (8), the attribt€9), the verb in (10). Besides nouns,
adjectives and verbs, numerals too catoktepicalized (11).

6. ye lo! hindi ki kitalo tumhen kal dangi
these take! Hindi of bodk 2DAT tomorrow will give
Take these! The Hindi book, | will give it to yoororrow

7. mujheo usne kuch nahin diya
1S.DAT to 3B.ERG something NEG gave

(But) to me (I, as far as | am concerned) she baginen me anything

8. TydTarse to kampyQOTar better
tutor than  to computor better
Rather than a tutor, a computor would be better;

9. besharanto ap log  hain!
shamelesto vous people are
Shameless yourselves!

10. samajhta to shayad main bhi  nahin
understaneRES to maybe % to0o NEG
(Understand / well), maybe | myself don’t understaither

11. tin  to mujhe nazar a raht hain
three to 1S.DAT look COMEPROGR PRES
There are (however) three of them | can see

Since a topic does not requieefor behaving as such, since position and accemntaaks
identifying the term as a topicf( suprg, it must be hypothesized th&i constructs a
particular kind of topic: as will be shown this ogigon cannot be dissociated from the
Interaction between two speakers, as tentativaljcated by the bracketed terms. Marked
topics (4#t0) are intuitively perceived as more emphatic ortastive than unmarked topics
(position only). The markdp can indeed be attached either to a term in cdniriéts another
term belonging to the same paradigm in the prevemmext, or it can be attached to the same
term as previously uttered, in which case it relifjga the term in a different viewpoint than
the one previously expressed (notions present api&is study in the form of “reiteration”
for “sustaining” a previous interpretation, or “¢radistinction to a parallel form that is
operative in the discourse at hand” (1999: 182-3).

2.2.1.Toconstruing the topic as contrasting with othemaets belonging to the same
paradigm
Examples (3a), (3b), (6), (7), (11) illustrate ttype of operation. (3a) makes the temporal
frame a contrastive topic, with “nowadays” impligitsuggesting that before or after the
situation was/will be different: in the narrativecorresponds to the moment B gets up to take
leave and the speaker A gives the answer in (Bggesting that he should stay some more
since “he is alone”, and implicitly there is nobdayme waiting for him these day&Kal to),

14 1n Mc Gregor for instance (1972 : 141), the clitem is deemed to convey either insistence orguea
contrast : « it suggests that the given sentenadamise expresses an idea at variance in some \thywhat
precedes (either the content of a locution, an piressed thought or an action), or modifying it ame way”.
Lakshmi Bai (1977 : 69) had an intuition of the itghizing role of the particle (in spite of the nerfocus’):

« thoughto can be used in a discourse only with what is ‘givthe speaker has the freedom to select any bne o
the candidates from a set of ‘given’ elements &®eus of contrast”. It is precisely this “focus obntrast”
which is marked withto”. But without a precise analysis of the varioupitoproperties, this intuition gets
confused with the general demonstration of the@utiho claims thato is an assertion particle. Shapiro (1999)
insists more on the “concessive meaning” in a diss®related interpretation. .



as opposed to last week or next week for instahoenakes the adverb a topic by actualizing
the relation which the other terms of the same gigna could have had with the comment:
usually / at other times you are not free, the that you are fre@owadaysrepresents an
occasion that you should not miss. The answer Bgito A is the following: “I am
alone/alone, sure | am, but I still must absolutatyback home”df. infra ex. 17) makes it
clear that he has well interpreted the exceptiamaracter given by A to the topicalized
“nowadays” and A’s request to make good use ofdpyzsortunity, since he has to give strong
arguments (“absolutely”) to dismiss the invitatimnstay. In (3b), the statement “we{ove

our daughter a lot” comes at the end of a long emation between parents and daughter,
where the mother tries to justify the fact sheasng to undergo a test in order to know the
baby’s sex, and the girl tells her about femalantitides by parents who wish to know the
sex before delivery to get rid of girls. The subjége” in (3b), the topic in the mother’'s
answer, is then contrasted to those parents whikeditheir daughters, since they undergo
medical pre-birth tests in order to keep only bdgghis statementp, which may be glossed
by “we on the contrary, as for us however / we rat eate”, would have no meaning in a
context where these medical tests would aim atsetegirls to keep them. Reversely, in the
above context of (3b), the absencetmfwould make the statement irrelevant, because this
declaration of parental love is too natural to mfe@rmative and simply asserted: it is relevant
only for the intended distinction between parent®wise medical tests to avoid girls, and
“‘we”.

In (3a) the other elements of the paradigm in @sttwith the topicalized adverb are
implicit, in (3b) they are present in a diffuse wayring the long discussion previous to (3b).
In (6), they are explicit in the immediate previamtext: “give me your school books for an
hour or two, | forgot mine in the college”. The e to here builds a sub-class of what
cannot be borrowed in contrast with the class ddtvdan be borrowed within the paradigm of
school books.

Even in the absence of explicit terms allowing tloe representation of the paradigm to
which the topicalized term belongs, while differifigom its other terms, the NP with
topicalizingto still appears as distinct from other NPs fromghme class:

a yahtoThik hai
thistoright is _Thisis good
If uttered with heavy stress om, and possible pause afte¥jt(a) involves other selectable
elements that the speaker discards, and similajlyngplicitly suggests that there are other
things that we don’t know, and that the one memitibis the only significant one. Hence the
particular salience (this is what is important, wisao the point):

b yahto ham jante nahin
thisto we KNOWPRES NEG
This we don’t know

To here acts as a trigger for making the object speoirelation to the class of terms
which could be substituted for it (what can be baed, what is not right,etc.). A sequence
involving a contrastive content would endow withieaty different meaningef. infra 3.1).

In example (7) -- “to me she gave nothing’--, thesgible substitutable terms in the
paradigm out of whiclmujhe®l” is selected contrastively are implicit: A’sasgsement “To me
to, she has not given anything” occurs as an answitret B's description of a character C as
beaming with generosity. A reacts by a self-repregen, in a topic position, as somebody
who has never benefited from C’s generosity, contta the other members of the paradigm
of C’s supposed beneficiaries. The operation da¢sconsist in foregrounding a new term
(for the matter “I”) in a topic position, as wagtbase in (3a), but in constructing this term as
a topic in contrast with the implicit paradigm aktother terms which could have occurred in
the same place within the frame of the represemati “she” as a very generous person.
Even ifto has a limited scope (overujhe®l”), its use here amounts to re-qualify the poais
representation of C as a donator implicitly uniegiis order to contest the relevance of this
representation. Its argumentative meaning deriv@® fits basic function, which consists in
constructing its scope as a contrastive topic.

15 More frequently, with no pause and large scogfénfra (ex. 20 and footnote 20).



A still more distinctly polemical meaning appearg11) where the topicalized numetia
“three” is followed byto. The speaker A, a Muslim, in a train, answers @stian from B, a
Hindu (“do you see other women in this compartrrféwlﬁ’lch does not really aim at getting
an information, since B onIy seeks to blame hisviidr her stupidity in not going and sit in
the “ladies compartment” reserved for females. Bistorical question aims at having his
judgment on his wife cautioned by the other traarsll Example (12a) gives the context for
(11) supra

12a B- koi aur aurat bhi hai baiThi hui mardane batmen ?

B- Is there even another woman sitting in the meontspartment ?

A - tinto mujhe nazar a rahi hain

A- There are three (you can’t deny) | can see

The termtin “three” is presented bip as contrasting with the number presupposed by
B’s rhetoric, zero (none would be so stupid astadtavel in the ladies compartment). When
A answers that he sees three of them, he emphasiegatishonesty of B in the count (you
want us to believe that there are none but | cantkeee), and so dismisses his rhetoric:
hence the polemical interpretation tof here, followed by a hot discussion between both A
and B. If A had answered by a topicalized t#;- contrasting then his own vision to B’s
vision, he would simply have opposed his own cdonB’s count, with a milder polemical
impact (we are placed differently, we don’t see same things, you got wrong because you
do not count properly whereas | do, etc.):

12b mujhe to tin nazar a raht hain
1S.DAT to three look COMBROG PRES
As for me | (But if you ask me) | can see thre¢haim

And if he had simply uttered (12c) without the paetto, the statement would have meant
that A interprets B’s question as a real questd®void of polemic undertones, to which A
could give a factual answer. This type of answerergthe context, is for the least strange,
whereas it is natural after a real question likewhmany of them do you see?”

12c mujhe tin  nazar arahi hain
1s.pDATthree look COMEROGR PRES
| can see three of them

In the context of a quite agressive discussion eéetwHindu and Muslim travellers just
before Partition between India and Pakistan, (Xb) the expected impact of a very polemic
statement: it discards the husband’s rhetoric atfmustupidity of his wife (C), consequently
she gets over her own shyness to protest and tieelnusband (B) overtly insults her, finding
no longer escape in pseudo-rhetorical argumente shey have been torn out by (11):

13 C -zanane Dabbe men koi banda na parda! maseHlaaiTh jati
B - th chup karegi ki nahin? Bevakuf !
C- There is not a soul in the ladies compartmentiidould | sit there?
B— Will you shut up (or not)? Idiot!

A’s intervention was indeed aimed at acting on Bieathan at checking a number, as
shown by (13), so that B stops preventing his Vinfen speaking. A sought to contest the
Hindu husband tyranny over his wife, a tyranny hants to emphasize because he is a
Muslim and the Muslims are generally the ones bthfoe depriving their women of freedom
(of expression as well as dressing). This polemisal ofto, whose efficiency is immediately
perceptible in the dialogue following this sequeaelent quarrel about women'’s freedom
in both communities), is in conformity with the logf the particle’s meaning, always more
or less argumentative: the term topicalizeddimplicitly suggests the presence of the other
terms which could have been selected instead, fenthtt that the question is taken literally
(by opposing “three” to “none”) is what exhibitsetidistorted rhetoric of the previous
sentence (“do you see any of them”?) along withumt&ir and tyrannical undertones.

10



2.2.2.Toas a re-qualification of an already mentioned term

The other examples in the series introducing 2.2ndb show contrast with some other
element, implicit or explicit, belonging to the saqmaradigm as the topicalized element, since
this element repeats the same term already meanti@aither already in a topic position or
not). In (9) for instance, the attribute “shamélagas part of the previous statement in a non
topical position, as an attribute. The statementBbyn (9), repeated below, answers an
accusation by A against B and addressed to C:

9 A ye log  besharam hain B. beshatarap hain
these people shameless are shamielgssl are
These people are shameless Shamelessness isymibe

The attributebesharam“shameless”, which belongs to the comment in Atgenng, is
promoted by B in the topic position, but a topiegrealified in its relation with its referent
since the referent is now the opposite group (ois, not us, who are shameless): the already
given term, when topicalized witb, is related to a contrastive subject and then neeéfas a
different type of shamelessness in relation to ribe subject. Example (8), although it
appears as a contrast within the paradigm of tegchelps (the comparative brings into
contrast “tutor” and “computer”), also occurs it@text where the topicalized term “tutor”
is the quotation by B from the previous speakerAAthe father of the schoolgirl, has a
positive viewpoint on “tutors” whereas B the motlseiggests, with th& topicalization, an
opposite viewpoint. Here is the wider context of, (Bteresting sincéo occurs three times,
and is used each time in order to re-qualify a teuimich has been previously introduced by
another speaker with a different viewpoint. Twoeguas are complaining about the Hindi
teacher of their daughter and the stupid homewbekhss required, an essay on hunger:

8. Mother - itna sara homework, vah bhi hindi méb'hindi bhi koi sabjekt rah gaya hai,
ajkal ke zamane men ! islie main kahti han iskifhki Madam ko hatva do !
BeTi : nahin Papa, please aisa mat karna ! rhav@li ki Madam bahut kyGT hai. Véah
hindi ki lagti hi nahin, bahut smart hai, ekdam !

Mother : So much of homework! And in Hindi on toptbat! As if Hindi was still a real
subject in the present days! That's why | am askiog to have this Hindi Madam
(teacher) fired!

Daughter: No, daddy, please, don’t do that! My Hlitehcher is very cute. She (you
know) does not look like a Hindi (teacher) at all, sh@ery smart, absolutely!

(Both parents discuss the question of homewonkédxen themselves)

Father - ham apni biTiya ke lie ek aisa tutor rd&hge jo sara homwork phaTa-phaT kar
diya karega

Mother - tutor se¢o computer better. (...) Computer yes, tutor no. Névertor badmash
hote hain. Always! Mera ek tutor hota tha, very bad

Father (...) khair, is mamle ke bare men main pUdhidlur kabhi karinga._ Apni biTiya
ke lieto ham lady tutor hi rakhenge

Father — Well, we will find a tutor for our daughteho will have the homework done in a
minute.

Mother —_A tutor (what do you think ! /do you reaiwhat a tutor means 3,computer
would do better (...). Computor yes, tutor no. Nevall tutors are wrecks. | used to
have a tutor, very bad

Father - (...) Well, I will look in that matter sonaher time. (But) For our daughtéat
any rate) we will find a lady tutor (not a man)

In the first sequence, the toprah toanaphorizes a previously uttered term, by the same
speaker, the daughter, in a subject position (“nrydHteacher’meri hindi ki Madam this
previous term is already discursively and syntatfiycsalient but not topicalized, and it itself
guotes a non salient non topic utterance fromfargifit speaker (the mother: “have her Hindi
teacher dismisseduski hindi ki madam ko The operation triggered by amounts to
contruct the topic as contrastive, not in relatiorthe previous occurrence of the referent in
the same speaker’s discourse, (“my Hindi teachdsi)t to its occurrence in the other
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speaker’s (“her Hindi teacher”). The first occurerof the referent in the daughter’s talk
without to (“my Hindi teacher”) is associated with a positigpealification as opposed to the
mother’s viewpoint; but initially the contrast istrtaken as relevamter seg it only serves as
an argument given by the daughter for not dismgskier Hindi teacher. In the next sentence
on the contrary, the anaphoxiah which brings the same referent in a topic positigth to,
presents the positive qualification as releva@t se and in total opposition with the other
speaker’s viewpoinflo expresses the discrepancy between an initial voewpn a class (the
type: Hindi teacher, generally considered as dutifl a different viewpoint on a particular
individual belong to the class but not fitting thsual qualification. So that there are more
than one layer of contrastah to “(but) she”, contrasts a single teacher with othiandi
teachers, the viewpoint of the girl and the viewnpmf her parents on the referent, the
general viewpoint on the class and the specifievp@nt of the girl on this specific individual
-- whether or not the girl agrees with the genephion about Hindi teachers dullness is less
relevant than opposing the parents viewpoint on gpecific teacher. Théo-topicalized
referent is re-qualified here as non-conform to ievpoint previously expressed by the
parents on this single individual, which, inciddijtechoes a general opinion on the type.

The second sequence opens with a proposal by ther feo substitute a tutor for school
classes in Hindi: what is emphasized is the cajpacitf the tutor (to get quickly rid of
homework), the idea of having a tutor is itselfemkfor granted. And it is this very idea
(presupposition) which the mother opposes, by iglgifthe debate on tutors in general and
then to one in particular, her former tutor. Attadho “tutor” in the mother’'s discourse
makes it a topic which negatively contrasts witle implicitly positive opinion on tutors
expressed by the other speaker, the father. Withmuthe statement would have only
expressed a mere comparison between various sgnopk. To gets the class of tutors
questioned, hence the following shift towards peas@bad) memories.

And when the father tries to come back to the ahitjuestion, it is agairto (third
occurrence) that brings back in the foregroundniaén topic (“our daughter”). Topicalizing
“daughter” is a means to go on with the initial l[peon — how to help the girl — while
contrasting the relation girl-tutor with the retatimother-tutor previously commented by the
mother: contrary to the previous relation, bad bheeaof 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 previousaes (mother).

Example (10), repeated below, also exhibits a ednih viewpoints, on the predicative
notion this time: B and C have just expressed thay do not understand what C means
(hence asking for more information), whereas C tjoies his own statement as potentially
dubious (regarding his own understanding).

A — Main nahin samajhtil don’t understand’
B — main bhi nahin samajhtitoo don’t understand /neither I
C — samajhtdo shayad main bhi nahin.
C — understantb may-be §  tOONEG
Understand, may-be | don’t neither/ | also don'tlerstand myself
Whento is attached to a topicalized predicate, it usugllticizes on the verbal basis, but it
has scope on the whole syntagma as in (14) inltipedect, with the past auxiliary after the

particle. The example is borrowed from the saméecdras (11), a dialogue in a train marked
by a great tension on the background of increagimignce between religious communities.

14. A — Kya kaha, bisl What did you said, Bibi /Sister?
B — Kuch nahinNothing.’
A — Kahéto tha kuch usne.
sayto PPFT something  8ERG
A (a B) —_Yesshe didsay something.

To here has scope on the predicate (possible pateetl#) rather than on the whole
statement. Il makes the predicate, already a topoause of its non canonical first position, a
re-phrasing of the previous statement, where theesaredicate was in a rhematic position
(comment:kya kaha, Bl “what did you say Sister?”). But this rephrastogurs after that
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speaker B, the jealous husband, has answered vedgdtinothing”), and the use db by A
emphasizes the explicit construction of a differdr@matic content (“something”), not only
different but radically opposed, hence the poleheéfact.

A possible answer could have consisted in an éntirematic statementén, usne kuch
kaha tha,yes she something said), or with the same ordar @st), with a post-rhemekiich
kaha tha usnesomething had said she). This type of answegs $he has said something»,
would have represented a simple contradiction, with polemical intent. As for the
topicalization of the predicate (first position)tiaut the particldo, it is practically ruled out
in this context, since it sets as a frame the eetity (‘say’) that speaker B has just negated..

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

3. To as a non-topicalizing particle

The formal difference between topicalizing and bapicalizing uses of discursiie relies
not so much on the position td than on the unavailability of any pause after témen on
which the particle cliticizé$. Such uses have been commented only in ShapiroBand
Shapiro only giving a clear interpretation of wiat calls the “concessive” meaning, yet not
always distinct from the behaviour of the clausdééir td-7.

3.1. Polemic and argumentative functions

3.1.1.To as a denier of relevance or as a shifter of releva

Since polemical meanings are the most visible wg start there in order to grasp the
other uses of non topicalizing. The particleto, with scope on the whole statement in
polemical contexts consists in limiting the relesarof an argument previously proposed by
the other speaker, while pretending to confirnRigphrase the argument wiihh amounts to
giving this argument a limited or factual confirmoat in order to better deny its wider or real
relevance. In (15) for instance, a statement bypBas scope over a clause P which rephrases
the clause P’ previously stated by speaker A, “sgka truth”: no segmentation is possible
andto receives a light streski(has a stronger stress), the meaning intented &yn&unts to
agree with A but only in order to relativize théensance of A’s argument (sure you are right,
but it is not the point).

15. A - shahari log baRe beiman hote hain. Marg@ &ur aurat kya. Hinda kya aur
musalman kya. Sare fitne-fasad shaharon se hi shoté& hain. kyon babaji, main
JjhdTh bol rahé hdn ya sac ?

The city folk is all very dishonest. Men and wonaike. Hindus and Muslims alike.
All communal riots start in cities. Right, Baba?jDo | speak lie or truth ?

B —bol to t sac hi raha hai

Speakio you true just PROGR PRES
par isse bhi baRa sac yah hai ki insaf na shahar meeganv men. Insaf#®tum dekh
lenéd Pakastan men bhi nahin hoga.

16 For instancekah to diya(sayto gave),bata to diya(tell to gave) where « give » is a verbal vector semi-
auxiliarized, is not topicalzed in the followingamples, providing no frame for a further comment atlowing
no pause : Aye sab dhongt hain ! B - kab diya th§ ye asli bhikhi nahjrc A — they are all thugs ! B — | told
you so, they are not authentically starving ». I€kin meré essay ? - Bata diva Khali peT ki pukar« But
what for my essay? (on hunger) ? — Didn't | telugoThe call of an empty stomach».

17 For instance the example involvitg saht... par‘sure/true ... but” (relevant for my subsection 3)lis
given as an extra evidence for the general measfimgtial to introducing a clause which “invalidates processes
of logical entailment that might otherwise be assdro be valid” (1999: 182).

18 To here is a topic particle which backs the topigustice (in contrast to previously mentioned: jostin
God’s realm =Pakistan) after the digression abitigsévillages.
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B_— You (indeed) speak true (Sure you are rightit there is a bigger truth than that,
and this is that justice is neither in cities dtages. Justice, you will see, you won’t
find it either in Pakistan.

The fronted verb, topicalizetgl “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 gac“truth”). The new mapping withimo... hidoes 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 ¢k the initial location of communal
violence, he does so in order to signal that ttigth” has little relevance in the present
discussion. B implicitly disqualifies A’s interpegion of facts, while granting him the
confirmation he rhetorically asked for (“right oremg”: 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 onithiation 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.

To can realize the same operation, with scope oeithiee clause, with a subject (16) or an
attributive adjective (17):

16. A - sirf yahi nahin, ajkal sab hindd bahut Daree hain, kya mard kya aurat. Sab ko
din rat yaht Dar laga rahta hai ki pakastan ban gi@e pakastan ban jaega

B - vahto banegéa hibabaji, lekin yah to gaum hi Darpok hai

3sto will.be.madehi, Babaji, but thiso communityhi coward is

A — It is not the only thing, nowadays all Hindus afraid, men and women alike. All
are afraid day and night that Pakistan will be m@dlseparate country), Pakistan will
be made.

B — It will be made for sureBabaji, but the thing is, this communityis real coward

In (16), again in the context of a train trip jusfore Indo-Pakistan Partition, Muslim
passengers are commenting the anxious mutenes$iofHindu neighbours, particularly a
lady. B’s answer to A not only promotes the clalse quotes, previously stated as the
potential object of a fear, to the syntactic statiuig main clause, giving it reality, but it denies
to it any relevance in the discussion: withooit a continuation withekin “but” is hardly
natural, like in (15), and the second sentenceinagader the scope db... hi is meant to
bring to the foreground a distinct argument, divgggrom A’s line of argumentation. After
an adversative conjunction, whéo does not topicalize a tetf) it makes the clause a
counter-argument: the Hindus are not afraid becatifiee creation of Pakistan but their very
nature is to fear everything, a proposal which &l to re-state the discussion in terms of
hatred towards the other. In both caesiggers a strategic shift in the argumentation.

Similarly, (17) which is the continuation of (3s)pra displays the same structure as (16),
with a first clause (underlined) whose content isldied by B as weakly relevant, and a
second adversative clause whose content is quhbliig B as crucially relevant, in
contradiction to A’s request:

17A- jkal to ap akele hain... B - ak&téhdn lekin ghar to jana hi hai
nowadayg4o Yyou alone are... - aloneam but houst gohi is
- These days you are alone... - Sure | am alond, eatly must go home

In the first (underlined) clause of B’s answer, tiesence ofo would result in a rather
strange meaning in the context, since A was nahgdior a confirmation but was using the
argument to convince B to stay longer. In B’s seceentenceto... hiin an adversative
clause makes the clause a crucially relevant argtimeountering A’s offer.

The same values similarly chained in argumentafoist, denial of relevance, then,
production of a final argument coming back to thairmpoint for the speaker) may be
obtained even without the adversative conjunctas,seen in (18) in the context of the
difficult homework given by the Hindi teacheaf.(example 8), the schoolgirl seeks help from
her father who gives her rather useless tips.

19 Since neither the determingah “this” nor the nourgaum“community” is topicalized here.
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18. yahto Thik hai Papa mera esay to likhna hi likhna hai
thisto fine is Papa, my ess&ywrite just write is
All that is fine, Papa (P1) (but) | have my essaytite absolutels?

3.1.2 Tomakes P a crucial discursive argument

Discursive cruciality is the meaning tf in clauses P2 of examples (16)-(18). Although
apparently opposed to the meaning of to in P1 efsame examples (relevance denial), it
nonetheless participates in a similar operatiqmeaker A provides speaker B a new element
in the discussion, an element speaker had eithethought of or that had not with to
consider. What is at stake is the promotion of pinepositional content of P within a
perspective opposed to A’s views, for whom P ibBeginot relevant or not conceivable. Such
an operation is then symmetrical to the relevarergal, where P was relevant for speaker A
and not for speaker B. When this operation occursan adversative contexts (of the type
‘sure, but’), the salience intuitively perceived tmstatements is due to the fact that such
statements are constructed in opposition a previopscit assumption of A speaker. Hence
their objection-like character instead of simpleseasons. The series of answers given by
Lakshmi Bai (1977) to the suggestion ‘let us go hade a tea’ can be explained in this way:

19a mere pas tobas das paise hain
1s.GENat to only ten paise are
| have only ten paise with me (not enough)

19b kanTirto band ho gaya hoga abhi
cantineto closed be werRRESUMPTIVE just.now
The cantine must be closed by now

19c abhi to tin nahin baje hain
now.just to three NEG rngPFT
It is not yet three o’clock (too early)

19d das minaT to kam karne do bhai
ten minutes to work do let brother

Let us work ten minutes more, brother

According to Lakshmi Bai, (19a-d) each represeet\thrious alternatives among which
the speaker selects one, ands an assertive particle. But in fact, the spealdeo selects
(19a) does not eliminate (19b-d) in order to retamy (19a), nor does he only make a
selection within a wider paradigm of substitutaldiauses. But there is a distinctive
“assertive” force rightly pointed by the author.iJfassertive force’ is the result of the inter-
subjective relation involved in the whole seriesaasanswer to a proposal which the speaker
wishes to discard. Speaker A in (19a) signals &aker B (let us have some tea) something of
which B was not aware (not enough money, closinggtiunfinished work), which makes it
difficult to obey the request and therefore actsaasndirect objection or refusalio here
behaves as a request for taking into account whesikers A qualifies as a crucial argument
that has been neglected by B. Hence the possdnslations opening with “but you know”,
“the problem is”, “but”...

For this reason it can enter various polemicalragons since it allows the speaker to
implicitly attribute to the other fictive viewpoisitor back thoughts (you had not thought of
that, you should think of it).

20. Father - mera lal sab se acche skil menaRhega
my treasure all than good school in wilidst

20 When the contrastive clause P2 does not disfldie adversative conjunction is required (with less
argumentative force than with):
yah to Thik hai ki bhdkh khali peT ki pukar,hai
thisto OK is that hunger empty belly of call is
lekin saval uThta hai peT khali hua kyon
but question rises belly empty was why
Sure it's true that hunger is the call of the emgiymach, but the question if why is the stomachtgm
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Mother - yah Ial mera bhi  to hoga
- this treasure mine too to will.be
A. Father — My little treasure (son) will studytime best school
B. Mother - (don’t ever forget) that this littlesasure will be mine too

To in (20) has scope on the whole clause which reptssa possessive relation: this
possession (incidentally claimed by A the fatheraimuite neutral way: “my son”) is re-
claimed by B the mother as non exclusively pateffraine too”). In usingto, B implicitly
imputes to the father the symmetrical possessilatioa (exclusively minevah mera hi
hogd whereas in reality A has not claimed his possessis exclusive and has simply
referred to his somgera 1a). Usingto in such an exchange amounts to attribute to B {and
blame B for) a possessive instinct that he hasrptessed, but against which A can express
hers. Hence the implicit aggressiveness of B’sstant, and a possible answer like “who told
you it won't be, where did you pick up this stupiea that | will appropriate the baby, | never
said it was mine only”, etc. would question thisjpcted interpretation in order to restore the
truth?l. To here echoes the implicit construction by B ofdiVie relation attributed to A and
objected by B within a polemical frame.

When the discourse partictle 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 contradictisith what the speaker thinks is the
viewpoint of the other speaker.

3.2 Preverbaio in questions : asking for confirmation
This use oto in question?? is evidenced in examples (21) a (23):

21. biTiya, indonon ne piche koi  gaRb@Rahin kiya ?
daughter, these tWerRG behind some mesd0 NEG dopPFv
Daughter, (let's hope) these two have not messddings over there?

22. tjhe kuch bacéa-khuca to mila?

2.DAT something  saved-remaining to getpPrv
So finally you did manage to get some leftovers?

23. ap accheo hain ?
you wellto are
(I hope) you are fine?

The context for (21) and (22) is the following: @gp of hungry beggars have come to the
house of rich bourgeois and ask for food, the how#e and the elder beggars start
guarrelling while two of the younger beggars accam@d by the daughter of the house sneak
into the kitchen at the rear. The house wife, was hoticed the absence of these two, but did
not want to leave the living room for fear of thedsks her daughter about them when they
come back from the kitchen (21). This statemeniclwicould be glossed by “let’'s hope that
nothing wrong happened”, “don’t tell me that sonmeghwrong happened”, occurs on the
background of the speaker’s strong fear that a messrred in the kitchen, since she thinks
the beggars can do anything. Similarly (22), acskdsby the old mendicant woman to the
young mendicant girl back from the kitchen, ocaumghe background of the speaker’s strong
expectation that they could find something to baté. In both cases, the statement echoes a
positive valuation of the propositional contentt(tmmess, get leftovers): P is uttered within
a teleonomical frame or intention aiming at a ga@ad reaching this goal is presented as
probable yet not certain (one may still fear thathsis not the case, despite of our wish: non P

21 without to the statement, which is perceived as less aggeegand less natural too), could receive an
answer such as “of course my dear”? Withiolok and withto cliticized onmera“mine”, the statement would

amount to a quasi denial of A’s fatherhood (mira, yours).

22 \Which differ from the standard pattern used inimgKor confirmation, as for instance “you will le&
tomorrow, won't you?” (with finaha). The presence @b in such questions as (21) goes against Lakshms Bai
thesis according to which the assertive to canogour in questions other than rhetorical (1977;, d@)ess we
consider (21-23) as rhetorical questions.
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is to be feared). The statement amounts to che@theh P has been realized in conformity
with the speaker’s expectatioto is responsible for this operation which constrtioe
statement as checking one’s expectations regardingiven event, against the (weak)
possibility of that not being the case. Such exgtemts are presented as the “good thing” to
hope for, and then must appear as positively manketto mess the kitchen is positive, get
something to eat is positive. Without this positmarking, to won’t occi#8.

As for (23), considered by McGregor as idiomatid amsister#4, it does not occur in the
same contexts as the simpdeless formula “are you fine?dp acche haiR). The question is
natural for instance when the speaker has not theeperson he greets in this way for a long
time, or has had no news (when phoning for instarmewhom he thinks might not be so
well. It is aimed at obtaining a confirmation thggs, hopefully, he is fine, barring the access
to the reverse eventuality. The propositional coniis then framed into a mild opposition,
not in relation to the hearer’s viewpoint, buthe probability of non P feared by the speaker.

3.3. FinalTo: winning over the other’s reluctance

In a postverbal position, mostly after an impemtierb, the particléo acquires a highly
specific meaning: Lakshmi Bai (1977: 73) for ingt@amakes it a “request particle”, with
hardly any relation to the other meaningstoefand a quasi homonym of the “assertive”
particle. Most speakers explain it as a mark ofeegmphasis on the order given.

24. baiThieto'!

SitIMPER.H to
Please do sit down! / Why don’t you sit down? (ddrésitate, don’t leave so soon,
don’t remain standing, you can stay for five mirsjite

25. bataao !
tell.IMPER.NON-H to
But tell it! Come on, why don’t you tell? Will yotinally tell it? (don’t retain the
information)

The first example (24) has become a quite idiomptlite way of welcoming (which
implies that the visitor dares not sit and waitsldeing asked to). Although it is only slightly
distinct from the same statement withdat it still retains something of the addressee’s
reluctance as perceived or inferred by the speé#élkence the translations above), such
behaviour being almost part of politeness and etiqu Statement (25) on the contrary
strongly differs from its counterpart without todarequires a specific context: it echoes a
strong reluctance on the part of the addresseat [@ast the speaker’s anticipation of such
reluctance. Example (26) shows concrete evidencB'®freluctance, whereas in (27) the
reluctance rather relates to B’s inability (or laxflkefforts) than to his unwillingness:

26.A-4a!

B-an...
A - idhar &!
B -0 hdn...
C - is buddhd ko ek bar men bat man lene ki adaim
A - are_ato!
- Hey comaMPER to
A - Come!
B-Ya...
A — Come here !
B — Ok ok...
C — This idiot is not used to obey at the firstaim
A — Hey you, you do comé!what are you waiting for!/ will you move yours2s

23 . *kof gaRbaR to kiya haj as well asbaca khuca to nahin mitais ruled out, except with the very
strange presupposition that creating a mess, anfinging anything to eat is seen as a positivaghi

24 No other example is given of this type of emphasi¥lcGregor'sGrammar

17



When A utters the last sentence (with, 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 udesafter the order verb. The intuitive perception
of insistence results in reality from the featunaewillingness’ imputed by A to B, and this
imputation in (27) is not born by the previous etalthough it is made clear in the
following context:

27. A - kis point ko ? kuch hamen bhi to LVEE
what pointacc ? something  ADAT too to tellsuss?
B - bata to raha han, my darlirff'tum  suno! _samjht! (...)
tell to progr pres-1 my darling! 2 listen! understand
A - darling, tumhara dimag hil raha hai.
darling your brain shakes prog pres

B- tum nahin samjhoqi...
2 NEG understan@ur...
A — Which point? Couldn’t you tell us too (we to@would like to know)?
B — | keep telling you, my darling! You, listen! Macould at least try to understahd
(long crooked explanations follow).
A — My darling, are you feeling alright (have yast your mind)?.
B-  Youwon't (even try to) understand...

Far from a mere emphasis, stylistically optionakts examples show that the partitbe
operates systematically in constructing P as coungtea non-P imputed to the addressee.
With to, an order then conjures up the risk of non reaghi® goal, and at the same time
emphasizes the addressee’s reluctant behaviddere again, the meaning wf stems from
contrastive and even conflicting attitudes of bpéntners. Phrasddahin“No” in answers to
P, when followed byto (Nahin tg similarly acquires its “emphasis” from the fabiat the
spea_lée_zlr_ r§:futes the assumption that he imputdsetaddressee (wrongly considering P as a
possibility).

Conclusion

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 gasiin Hind?8.

In spite of the apparent heterogeneity of the nmminvolved in the data studied, it is
obvious that the multiple surface meanings andtfans of the discursivéo obey a single
basic meaning. This basic meaning consists in drigg an operation which deals with
alterity (“altérité”: “otherness”), at various ldgeto seems to convey the speaker’s judgment
on a term or sequence on which it has scope, ih augay thato-P triggers the implicit or
explicit representation of P’ (P’: non P or otha P). Wherio is a topic particle, P is the
topicalized term and P’ either refers to other meralof the same paradigm where P belongs,
or it constructs a different relation between P aadomment (rheme), or a viewpoint on P
differing from the viewpoint previously expresseyl (or attributed to) the other speaker (re-
qualification). Wherto is not a topic particle, it presents the wholeesteent on which it has
scope as a correction of another distinct viewpagither a new argument is presented as
countering an initial proposal, or a proposal aseavoiced is presented with weaker

25 To here is of type 3.1.2, example (20). A acts &8 iid not want to talk about this with A and had no
intention to discuss it with other.

26 To here is of type 3.2: “that is what | do, contremywhat you think”,

27 Example in non imperative clausmainne kahdo ‘I said it however’ in such contexts where the aies
finds it difficult or almost impossible to do sodagise of the addressee’s unwillingness to heartab@d?. Cf.
aega to (don’t worry, don’t imagine he won't corhe,will finally arrive)

28 As evidenced by the various xamples: (13), (221),((22), (27) are fronBhikh ag hai(KB Vaid),
contemporary theatre, or (11), (14), (15), (16dmfrGuzrd huad zaman&B Vaid), a contemporary partition
novel, or from recorded conversations (Standaralkimiddle class, 40-60 years old informants, Delhi
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relevance or no relevance, or (in pre- or postugsbaitions)to aims at rejecting an opposite
eventuality (conjuring a fear, dismissing a fictimesumption, winning over an anticipated
reluctance from the other speaker). The operatiggdred by discursive always involves
inter-subjectivity, since it negociates with thenexts viewpoint, distinct from and often
conflicting with the utterer’s viewpoint. This ongtion is compatible with the origin of the
word, initially a pronominal basis related to thghere of non-ego. As for the grammatical
word, the correlativéo, whose behaviour directly depends on the anaplpooicoun, displays
the peculiarity of construing, in the hypothetisgstem, an alternation for selecting one of the
terms, whereas the coordinative conjunction (“thesgdens a new scenario distinct from the
previous discursive sequence.

The behaviour and meaning &b as a discourse particle certainly differ from the
grammatical meanings: they are highly diversifiad aften involve polemical values. But on
the one hand, they form a constellation of meaneng$ uses whose consistence becomes
clear as soon as the operation at stake is anatyzeke basis of interactive contexts; on the
other hand, they are not totally disconnected ftbengrammatical wodd. But the discourse
particle always involves inter-subjectivity, whesele conjunction is not sensitive to it. The
above study is of course only a fist attempt tantlicate the meanings and functionst@in
interactive situations, finer grain studies beititj awaited particularly regarding the exact
intonational contours in the various scopes (tdjaicey vs non-topicalizing) of the particle.

Bonnot, Christine. 1990. « La Particule et la polémique cachée en russe moderne. A prdpostatut
énonciatif du theme Revue des Etudes Slated1/&-2, L'Enonciation dans les langues slavé3-75.

Brill, Isabelle & Rebuschi, Georges. 20@hoordination et subordination, Typologie et modaiisn. Gap:

Ophrys.

Dvivedi, V. 1994. “Topicalization in Hindi and tl&orrelative Construction”. In Butt, M., T.H. King &.

Ramchand (eds.Theoretical Perspectives on Word Order in SoutlarsianguagesStanford : CSLI

Publications, 91-118.

Guimier, Claude (ed.). 199Ra Thématisation dans les langu@grn; Peter Lang.

Guru Kamtaprasad. 192Hindi Vyakaran Bénarés: Nagri Pracharini Sabha.

Haiman, John.. 1978. « Conditional are Topicsanguages4-3: 564-89.

Haspelmath, Martin (ed.). 2008anguage Typology and Language UniversBisclin/Amsterdam: de Gruyter.

Haspelmath, Martin (ed.). 200@oordnating Constructiondypological Studies in Language. Amsterdam:

John Benjamins.

Kellogg, Rev. S.H. 1938 [1856A Grammar of the Hindi Languagkondon: Paul Kegan.

Lakshmi Bai B. 1977. “Syntax and Semantics of thetiPle To in Hindi“. Osmania Papers in Linguisti& 64-

75.

Mc Gregor, R.S. 1972An Outline of Hindi GrammaDelhi: Oxford University Press.

Mohanan T. & K.P. Mohanan. 1994. “Issues in Word&*. In Butt, M., T.H. King & G. Ramchand (eds.).

Theoretical Perspectives on Word Order in SoutladsianguagesStanford : CSLI Publ.: 153-184.

Mohanan, Tara. 1994rgument Structure in HindStanford : CSLI Publications.

Montaut, Annie. 2000. « Le rble de I'hypotaxe ddimgerprétation de I'ordre des constituants : Bemple du
dravidien et de l'indo-aryen &£ahiers de Linguistique de I'INALC® (« L'ordre des Constituants »): 55-78.

Montaut, Annie. 2004Hindi Grammar Munchen : Lincom Europa.

Montaut, Annie. 2012 (to appear). ,De l'anaphordaasubordination en passant par la corrélation”, In
Correlation (O. Inkova ed.).

Shapiro, Michael. 1999. “IHindi to as discourse keait. In Vidyopaasanaa: Studies in Honor of Harivallabh C.

Bhayani P. J. Mistry and Bharati Modi (eds.). Mumbai aitmedabad: Image Publications Pvt. Ltd , 179-89.

29 Which is also true of the Russian partitde analyzed by Bonnot (1990), equally issued from shme
Indo-European pronominal basis. Rusdiamas numerous uses comparable to those of Handiut does not
share the correlative use nor the meanings obsémsrttions 3.3 and 3.3.

19



