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PREFACE

This volume is dedicated to Murray B. Emeneau,
Professor of Sanskrit and Linguistics, Emeritus, and
former chairman of the departments of Linguistics and
Classics at the University of California at Berkeley.
Professor Emeneau's work has been influential in the
fields of anthropology, folklore, Sanskrit, ethno-
linguistics and California Indian languages; his
contribution to Dravidian linguistics has been especially
significant. His theoretical work on structural borrowing
and the linguistic area hypothesis has contributed signifi-
cantly to the development of modern sociolinguistics.

This year, our call for papers encouraged, as always,
papers on all topics of general linguistic interest, but
also especially encouraged submissions in those areas of
linguistics in which Professor Emeneau has worked. BLS
chose as its theme, "Language in its Everyday Setting" in
honor of Emeneau's pioneering contribution to socio=linguis
tics.

The book is divided into three parts, "Language on
the Indian Sub-Continent", "Language in its Everyday
Setting", and "General Linguistics"., It is a testimony
to Emeneau's wide range as a scholar that authors in all
three sections acknowledge their debt to him.

We are grateful to all participants in the annual
meeting and to all authors who have contributed to this
volume. We especially would like to thank John Gumperz,
William Jacobsen, Wick Miller, and William Shipley for
accepting our invitation to present papers at the meeting
and to Bh. Krishnamurti, Bruce R. Pray, Harold Schiffman,
and Kamil V., Zvelebil for accepting our invitation to
publish their papers in these Proceedings. Due to problems
with mail, the papers by Jane Falk and Bh. Krishnamurti
appear at the end of the volume.

We would like to thank the faculty and staff of the
Department of Linguistics (particularly Eileen Odegaard
and LaRue Seegmiller) who have helped us organize the
conference and produce this volume, and to the Institute
of Human Learning which has allowed us to operate out of
its facilities.

We also wish to express our gratitude to former
conference coordinators and editors, particularly Christine
Chiarello, for advice and support, to Eve Sweetser
for the calligraphy and to all BLS members who helped
organize the conference and who have been involved in the
various stages of book production. But our greatest debt
is to those members who have worked behind the scenes,
keeping the day~-to-day operations of the organization
running smoothly, in particular, Catherine O'Connor, who
has kept the books, and Marta Tobey, who has personally
managed book mailing and who has given us much guidance
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and advice in running this year's meeting. To all of
these people, we express our deepest thanks.

The Executive Committee
of
The Berkeley Linguistics Societ
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Murray B. Emeneau: Descriptive Linguist and Scholar.
Bruce R. Caron

University of California at Berkeley

When it was suggested that this year's BLS meeting should
be dedicated to Murray Emeneau, there was an immediate positive
response. We discovered only later, when the issue of deciding
upon a focus for the meeting came up, that people had admired
Emeneau's work for several different reasons. The Indo-
Europeanists were eagerly anticipating a conference dedicated to
Murray Emeneau, the eminent Indo-Europeanist. Anthropological
linguists were pleased that, at last, BLS was planning a
conference focused on the work of an anthropological linguist.
Students of American Indian languages were quick to point out that
Emeneau was instrumental in the establishment of the Survey of
California (and Other) Indian Languages. Southeast Asianists
argued that Emeneau has made pioneering contributions to their
area of study. If there had been a folklorist present he probably
would have added that Emeneau has several notable publications in
the field of Indian folklore. As for myself, (the lone
Dravidianist present), I noted that Emeneau is also known for his
work in Dravidian linguistics. Of course we were all aware of
Emeneau's work on the linguistic area hypothesis.

It was only after much discussion that the group was able
to reach a consensus on a focus for the Meeting. In the process
we all discovered other areas of linguistics where Professor
Emeneau has made significant contributions. "Language in Everyday
Life," was chosen as the focus because it encompasses Emeneau's
work in folklore and anthropological linguistics. By encouraging
papers from other areas of interest to Emeneau, we hoped that the
meeting would represent, at least in part, the career of Murray
Emeneau.

We at Berkeley are fortunate to have access not just to
Emeneau's work, but to Emeneau himself, since he has chosen to
continue dwelling and working in Berkeley. Murray Emeneau came to
Berkeley with his bride, Katharine, in 1940, as an Assistant
Professor of Sanskrit and General Linguistics. The previous
Professor of Sanskrit, Arthur Ryder, had died suddenly in 1938,
and Emeneau was summoned from India by Franklin Edgerton who
advised him to stop off in Berkeley and be interviewed for the
job. In 1953, Emeneau was instrumental in the creation of the
Department of Linguistics, and became its first chairman. He
taught Sanskrit and various courses in linguistics until his
retirement in 1971. Since then, he has continued to pursue his
diverse interests in linguistics. This year alone, he has two
books and several articles coming into publication. Although he
is quite busy, Emeneau agreed to be interviewed for this article
(all quotes are taken from these interviews, unless otherwise
specified). While Emeneau's writings have been described
elsewhere, e.g.,in Bh. Krishnamurti's preface to the Professor



M.B. Emeneau Sastlpﬁrt Volume of Studies in Indian
L1ngu1stlcs(Poona, 1968), this article will try to provide a more
personal description of the life and the work of Murray Emeneau.

Emeneau spent his undergraduate years studying the
classies, first at Dalhousie University in Halifax, and then as a
Rhodes Scholar at Balliol College, Oxford University. While he
had had some exposure to linguistics, even in high school, it was
not until he went to Yale as a graduate student that his nascent
interest in linguistics developed under the tutelage of E.H.
Sturtevant and Edward Sapir.

At Yale he began his study of Sanskrit with Franklin
Edgerton, and developed what would become a lifelong interest in
folklore. He studied linguistics first with Sturtevant, who was
in the classics department, and held classes in his basement
office, and then with Sapir, who had recently come to Yale from
Chicago. While he received his PhD at Yale in Latin, Greek, and
Sanskrit, he also attended Sapir's classes for five years. "I
practically had a second PhD, as far as the coursework went."
Emeneau first developed his field methods in these courses. "He
[Sapir] used to bring informants to the Yale campus for practice
in phonetics courses. You would sit down with an informant and
practice on him. There was a Hopi Indian, who was a steel worker
from New York. One winter he had a Wishram informant, named
Philip. Several others and myself practiced on this Wishram
informant;...I heard lots of Chinook [that winter]. Dell Hymes
and Michael Silverstein have both used this informant who is quite
old now."

Like most new Phds in the early Thirties, Emeneau did not
find an academic position for several years. In 1935, with some
support from Yale, the American Philosophical Society, and the
American Council of Learned Societies, Murray Emeneau went to
India. "They got together enough money to send me off to India,
enough to keep me alive and happy. Once they got me there it was
cheaper to keep me there than to bring me back; so I stayed for
three years." He went to study the Todas, a tribal group in the
Nilgiri Mountains of Southern India, on the advice of Sapir.
"Sapir said, 'Why not study the Todas? The Todas are well known
ethnologically, [yet] they are not well known linguistically,
except that they speak a Dravidian language which is apparently
very aberrant'."

Emeneau stationed himself at Ootacamund, a British hill
station known for its salubrious climate, situated above seven-
thousand feet in the Nilgiri mountains, and in the middle of the
Toda homelands. Participant observation was ruled out in the
study of the Todas, since the Todas were (and still are) very
insular about their religious and familial activities. In fact,
the Todas cannot invite a stranger into their homes without later
having to ritually purify everything in the house. Yet, "many of
the Toda ceremonies and rituals are conducted more or less
publicly and out in the open." Also, the Todas were willing to go



to Ootacamund, and Emeneau was able to collect a large amount of
data over many months. Working without the aid of a recording
device (since none was available at that time), Emeneau collected
songs, folktales, ethnographic information, lists of words, etc..
He also found the time to collect similar data for Kota (another
tribal language). He travelled to Coorg to work on Kodagu, and to
Madhya Pradesh, in Central India, to gather data on Kolami. The
analysis of this mountain of often recalcitrant data has occupied
a good amount of Murray Emeneau's time over the last forty years,
and still only about two-thirds of the data has been analyzed and
published.

Emeneau is a self-described empiricist. He is also an
accomplished descriptive linguist and field worker. But, above
all else, Emeneau is a scholar. For Emeneau, scholarship operates
by the process of induction; moving from particulars, empirically
observable data, to generalities, theories about the data.
Scholarship begins with the data, which are carefully collected,
analyzed and re-analyzed until any aberrances are isolated.
Aberrances point to weak spots in the descriptive theory. The ad
hoc analyses of aberrances, as they occur, slowly lead to more
precise theories and methods of description, and finally to an
explanation of the data in toto. But any improvement at the
theoretical level is a direct responsz to difficulties encountered
in the data.

Although Emeneau was a student of Sapir, he adopted
Bloomfield's rigid delimitation of the scope of linguistic
inquiry. "Bloomfield rigorously defined the scope of linguistics
to include only what you can hear. You cannot pretend that you
know what is going on inside the head, except insofar as you can
hear the end result of it. Sapir did not talk that way at all.
He talked in those terms which became old fashioned from
Bloomfield until Chomsky. Chomsky pretends to know what goes on
inside the head, I don't. I feel very Bloomfieldian about this in
spite of the fact that I was a student of Sapir."

In his 1949 Presidential address at the 24th Annual
Meeting of the Linguistic Society of America, (published as
"Language and Non-Linguistic Patterns," in Language 26, 1950.199-
209), Emeneau describes his empiricist reasoning.

Important as are the non-linguistic stimulus-
reaction features connected with an organized
part of the environment, it is doubtful whether
we can find any such pattern or subsystem

apart from its linguistic identification by

the community which reacts to it. To invest-
igate the linguistic side of these patterns is
our particular problem, and I shall shy away
from the further vexed and vexing question
whether it is philosophically valid to talk

at all of the existence of a pattern apart from



its linguistic identification. In any case, for
those of us who are Bloomfieldians in our ling-
uistic discourse, the question need not be
raised; we hold that epistemological matters

are to be left to the epistemologists and that

we can talk about language without raising

these matters. This may sound uncompromisingly
behavioralistic; yet it seems that we can profit-
ably say something without trespassing further

on the philosopher's territory (1950a, p.200).

Emeneau's empiricism is not so much dogmatic as it is
pragmatic. It represents a pragmatic, first-things-first,
attitude toward linguistic inquiry. With the belief that
something can be done using only empirical data, the correct
procedure is clear; the first task is to gather and analyze this
data. Only after the mass of empirical data has been thoroughly
analyzed, and only then if fundamental problems of analysis
remain, should there be any recourse to non-empirically based
theories. The hope 1is that an adequate explanation can be
achieved from the analysis of empirical data. This, of course,
requires that the structure of this data be empirically
discoverable. Indeed, Bloomfieldians do posit that the structure
of language can be discovered empirically, i.e., that techniques
can be developed which will isolate the underlying structure of
language.

Emeneau's Bloomfieldian mode of inquiry contrasts sharply
with that of his teacher, Sapir. Yet, while Emeneau did not
inherit Sapir's "mentalist" position on methodology, he was very
much influenced by Sapir's emphasis on data collection and
organization. Sapir stressed the need for descriptive studies in
his students' training; "sending them out to do a language that
was going to become extinct tomorrow and had to be done." Sapir's
students went off to the field armed with the newly forged notion
of the "phoneme", first to describe individual languages, and then
to do comparative work. "That particular period saw a vast and
profound concern with how each language actually worked within
itself...which is something rather different from what happened
after the Chomsky revolution."

The "Chomsky revolution," with its indictment of
empiricism, and of empiricist "discovery techniques", broke with
the descriptivist tradition. By its emphasis on English, on
mental language acquisition devices, and formal universals,
Chomsky's mode of linguistics (in its original form and subsequent
"new-improved" models) attempted to overturn the tenets of
Bloomfieldian linguistics. The last score of years, during which
transformationalists gained control of the major linguistics
departments and organizations, was a difficult time for
Bloomfieldians. "I did not relish being cast into outer darkness
by the M.I.T. people," Emeneau admits. Yet he is more disturbed



by the effect the "Chomsky revolution" has had on the process of
scholarship, for the work of previous generations of
descriptivists has often been uncritically pre-judged, or simply
ignored, by many young linguists. "I find that it is possible to
criticize the younger people on the ground that they know nothing
of what their predecessors did, even about the same language;
which seems to me to be a negation, an absolute negation, of how
scholarship ought to be conducted, or how advances in knowledge
can be obtained."

A major task of any descriptive work is to organize and
publish data. As more data are gathered, the need to order them
increases. Early attempts at comparative Dravidian were hindered
by the lack of an ordered body of data for the various languages.
It was obvious to Emeneau that, "anyone who was doing comparative
Dravidian had to have a lot of etymologies." Emeneau had himself
amassed a large amount of data from various non-literary Dravidian
languages. He also knew that a British linguist, Thomas Burrow,
was working on several literary Dravidian languages. Realizing
the potential value of an etymological dictionary for comparative
Dravidian, Emeneau travelled to Oxford in 1949, and convinced an
initially reluctant Burrow to collaborate with him in this
undertaking. The Dravidian Etymological Dictionary,(DED), by T.
Burrow and M. B. Emeneau, was published by the Clarendon Press in
1961 (1961a). It is perhaps the most valuable work done in Indian
linguistics since Grierson's Linguistic Survey of India. Together
with its Supplement, the DED contains over five-thousand numbered
entries, each consisting of items from two or more languages. It
includes data from about twenty Dravidian languages and/or
dialects and is thoroughly cross-referenced and indexed.

Those of us who have used the DED continue to realize its
usefulness. Yet sometimes we also wonder about the tremendous
effort which went into it. The following is Emeneau's description
of how the DED came to be.

"I decided in 1949 to go to England in the summer to meet
him [Burrow] and discuss it with him. He had spent an awful lot
of time during the War as a curator of some of the British Museum
collections, and especially the collection of Dravidian books,
which had been moved out of London to the North of England. He
spent the war reading Tamil texts and reading dictionaries: Tamil
dictionaries, the Kannada dictionary by Kittel, and all the rest.
He has a phenomenal memory. In those days, once he read a
dictionary he knew the words in it. So he had a very extensive
set of collectanea... for the literary languages. I had similar
collectanea for the non-literary languages. [At first], he did
not think it [the DED] could be done without much more work than
we might want to put into it.

The first thing I did when I got back [to Berkeley] was to
get an ad hoc research grant to have a stack of forms printed up
-- thousands and thousands of forms with the languages on the
margin and ruled lines. I sent Burrow half of them and we began



to fill them in from the data that we had available, and whatever
other data there were in print, Gondi grammars, bad as they were,
Bray's vocabulary [of Brahuil,etc.. We filled in language by
language; I took some of the languages, Burrow took some of the
languages, and we filled in what we had. I sent my sheets to him,
and he would fill my material into his. He sent his sheets to me,
and I would fill his material into mine.

In 1952 he came here for one summer. We looked over what
we had and we wrote up in full the first few sheets. The first
one was the word for moonlight, "nilavu" in Tamil. I went over to
spend the year 1956-57 at Oxford. Fortunately, he had light
teaching duties that year, and was able to give me a half-day
every weekday. He fitted up an office for us, with a heater
because I was an American. We had a porter who would provide us
with tea in the mornings, strong tea you could stand a spoon up
in. My wife provided a set of nice china. We went through the
whole file and filled in the gaps. I typed the final draft in the
evenings, except for the indexes. I brought back the printer's
copy Lto Berkeley]. Catherine Callaghan, a graduate student at
the time, was put to work on the indexes, a long and tedious
process. When the indexes were finished, in 1958, I sent it off
to the printer. The proofreading took over a year, and it came
out in 1961. We continued to gather collectanea wich went into
the next volume, the Supplement. We have been accumulating more
and more material, and are doing a revision now. Burrow came over
last summer for two weeks and we surveyed the situation. I have
about four-fifths of it put into proper shape....Now we have to
re-number and cross-reference, and then the indexes need to be
done again."

So the DED, which Burrow and Emeneau began in 1949, still
occupies a good part of their time, and Dravidianists can look
forward to an even larger and more useful Dravidian Etymological
Dictionary in the near future.

If the DED can be considered Emeneau's greatest
substantive contribution to linguistics (not forgetting his
various full-scale grammars), his greatest theoretical
contribution has been in the development of the "linguistic area
hypothesis". Emeneau, however, denies any claim to being a
theoretician, and insists that it was the data which forced him to
support the hypothesis that morphological features can diffuse
across genetic boundaries.

There seems to be a lot of evidence of such diffusion
between Indo-Aryan and Dravidian languages in India. Emeneau
quickly points out that it was Jules Bloch who first noted several
areal features for Indian languages in Bloch's book, "L'indo-aryen
du Véda aux temps modernes"(1934). But it was Emeneau who
substantiated these features, and more features which he found,
presenting empirical data to support his claims. Since his
original 1956 paper, "India as a Linguistic Area", Emeneau has
continued to search for areal traits. "There are many more traits



to be identified. I have spent much of my time over the last
twenty years to identify them, and at the same time, write in
general enough terms to be of interest to non-Indologists."

Emeneau's work on linguistic areas demonstrates the
potential value that any language family might have for linguistic
theory. Evidence for morphological diffusion is not readily
apparent in Indo-European, yet such evidence is quite abundant in
Indo-Aryan and Dravidian. Once the possibility of morphological
diffusion is admitted for one language area, it cannot be
absolutely discounted elsewhere. As a result, all comparative
studies must allow for the possibility of such diffusion. This
means that Emeneau's work on the Indian Sprachbund should have
wide ranging effects on the theories and methods of comparative
linguistics.

It is Sapir's mode of comparative linguistic inquiry which
is adversely affected by Emeneau's work on linguistic areas. "For
theoretical reasons of his own, Sapir had to say flatly that it
[the diffusion of morphological features across genetic
boundaries] is an impossibility. After all, Sapir was much more
interested in tracing genetic relationships. Sapir wished to say
that, if languages have a trait in common, it is for genetic
reasons. If you can prove in any instance that that is not so,
that there has been diffusion, then Sapir's method has a hole in
it....In fact, one finds that traits do diffuse over an area, no
matter what the languages or dialects involved. ...You find it,
there it is, you cannot say it is an impossibility or a
monstrosity, because there it is."

While there is much more that can be said about Murray
Emeneau's life and work, fifty years of prodigious effort and
prolific writings cannot be covered in the space of one article.
Emeneau's works stand on their own merits. They are the products
of careful, thorough scholarship. Rooted in the data they
describe, they will endure long after the theoretical fancies of
many of today's linguists are forgotten. Bh. Krishnamurti aptly
praises Murray Emeneau with the following: "There is hardly a
student of Emeneau, whether Indian or American, who has failed to
be impressed with the kindness, modesty, thoroughness, and clarity
in thought and writing of the man and the scholar. He has always
inspired his pupils to work hard by his very example which
symbolizes a rare devotion to scholarship of a very high order"

(op cit).
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INDIAN DEMONSTRATIVE PRONOMINAL BASES--A REVISION
M. B. Emeneau
University of California, Berkeley

A volume of papers which is to be published in memory of the
late Sudhibhushan Bhattacharya will contain my contribution entitled
"Demonstrative pronominal bases in the Indian linguistic area". It is
an attempt to deal with a feature of such bases which occurs in some
languages of all three major families of the Indian sub-continent,
Indo-Aryan (IA), Dravidian (Dr.), and Munda. The paper unfortunately,
as soon as sent off, needed thorough revision, since the most important
work on this topic for a Munda language, although published in 1972 by
Zide, only came to my attention after my paper was written in January
1980. The present paper, then, presents the required revision.

The demonstrative bases of Dravidian have not been treated in
searching detail in any of the major treatments of Dravidian compara-
tive grammar. The accompanying table gives a summary of the bases in
the various languages.

A series of three bases, *i 'proximate', *u 'intermediate',

*a 'remote', is evidenced for PDr. in a number of languages, including
some in all of the subgroups, either in full working order or with *u
obsolescent.

Three of the Central Dravidian (CDr.) languages clearly have
*e 'intermediate' in a series with *i 'proximate'. The 'remote' forms
are *a in Pengo and Kui, with an 'even more remote' o in Kui. Two of
the recordings of Kuwi have series beginning with i e; Schulze's con-
tinues with he hu, Israel's (1977) with u he hu; Fitzgerald's account
has only i u a. These CDr. languages obviously are independent in de-
tail by language and/or dialect. Their common 'intermediate' *e seems
to be attested in Gondi also, certainly in the Sironcha dialect's form
eke 'in that direction' (Voc. entry 328), and possibly in the forms
with & for 'this man, these men' (Voc. entry 390).

Most puzzling in several of the CDr. and North Dravidian (NDr.)
series are those items with initial h-. In two of the recordings of
Kuwi, bases he- and hu- are recorded. Schulze's series is: i e he hu,
he- meaning 'that at a greater distance (than e-)', hu- 'that at the
greatest distance'. Israel's series is: i e u he hu, with increasing
distance indicated by the successive items.

In Kurux one member of the series has initial h; the series is:
i hu a. But intensive search in Grignard's grammar (Grignard 1924, pp.
108-109) has discovered several adverbs of place in which, without any
meaning variation, there occur alternative forms with and without ini-
tial h-, viz. isan/hisan 'here', asan/hasan 'there', in series with
husan 'there' (without a parallel *usan); iyya/hiyya 'in this place’,
ayya/hayya 'in that place' (but only huiyya); ittra/hittra 'this side,
in these parts', attra/hattra 'that side, in those parts' (but only
huttra).

Similar to these last items in Kurux are items in several of
the CDr. languages, in which no difference of meaning is recorded as
correlating with the presence or absence of h-.
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Pengo has the series: i e a, but a few forms are recorded i
the grammar (Burrow-Bhattacharya 1970, p. 7 and vocabulary) with base
he- and ha-; it is possible that they generate complete sets of forms
and even that there are differences of meaning, but the grammar (p. 7.
treats the occurrence of h- as something 'sporadic' or idiolectal.

The Gondi vocabulary of Burrow and Bhattacharya (!gg.) recor
a smattering of forms with h-. The Adilabad and Yeotmal dialects (i.c
in the west central area of Gondi) have several forms with h- based or
i and a, viz. Yeotmal and also Adilabad as recorded by P. Setumadhava
Rao id/hid 'this woman or thing', iv/hiv 'these women or things';
Adilabad ad/had 'that woman or thing', av/hav 'those women or things'.
The Adilabad dialect as recorded by P. S. Subrahmanyam (1968) has sev-
eral case and adverbial forms with h- (pp. 233-4), viz. handdl 'from
that side', hapé 'with that', hind3al 'from this side', htkz 'here',
hipé 'with this'. The Mandla dialect (in the northern layer of dialec
as recorded by Phailbus has hag(g)a 'there' (in contrast with ag(g)a c
other dialects).

In Brahui the series is: da 6 &. Bray's grammar (1909, p.
214) and his vocabulary record that in several adverbs and compounds €
is (as he puts it) 'not infrequently aspirated'. The items are:
&ng/héng 'that direction' and its case forms: &ngi/héngi 'in or to
that direction', &ngdi/héngai 'towards that direction', engan/hengan
"from that direction'; &-mdn/h&-mdn 'that side, the other side';
8-par/h&-par 'that side, the far side'. This alternation, however, ha
nothing to do with the matter in hand. It forms part of the problem
presented in general by Bray's writing of initial h, of which he says
(p. 29): 'in ordinary conversation it is often hardly perceptible, an
even dropped altogether'. Etymological study (Emeneau 1962, p. 62)
has made it clear that Bray's h- is never represented by any phoneme i
a PDr. form. In other words, it is, like the German glottal stop, mer
ly the beginning of a vowel in initial position (and in hiatus). It
has been reported also, but with no detail, that various dialects have
h-, ?-, or zero in this position, and that contiguous dialects of
Balochi show comparable alternation (Emeneau 1964, p. 75). Whatever
the historical origin of this phenomenon, it is irrelevant in the
present context.

These Dravidian data are restricted to some of the languages
and even to some of the dialects in the central languages. The pre-
sence of h- is not restricted to any one of the demonstrative stems.
In two dialects, or recordings, of Kuwi it is attended by meaning dif-
ferentiation. In Kurux one of the bases always has h-, so that it is
correlated with meaning. Otherwise, the presence of h- would seem to
be a free variant of its absence--if, that is, we can trust our
sources. Certainly it seems impossible to reconstruct anything for
proto-Dravidian from the data at hand, or for proto-CDr., or even for
proto-Kuwi.

A paper by De Vreese (1968) pointed out parallel phenomena
in modern Indo-Aryan (NIA) and Munda, without mentioning the Drav-
idian phenomena. Some dialects of Maithili, Bhojpuri, Bengali, and
the Bhatri dialect of Oriya have demonstrative forms with initial h-;
these languages belong to the Magadhi subgroup of NIA. De Vreese
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collected these forms and compared with them many parallels in the
northern Munda languages, Santali, Mundari, Ho, Korwa, Kharia, etc.,
notably the Santali series, which I discuss below.

Geographically, these NIA and Munda languages treated by De
Vreese are in the same large area, i.e. the eastern end of the Ganges
valley and the contiguous hilly areas to the south (i.e. the northern
part of the Eastern Ghats and the Central Indian hills). Some of our
Dravidian languages are in the same area, viz. Kurux, Kuwi, Pengo;
Gondi is marginal to it. We would like to know whether there is con-
tact within the area between speakers of the various languages and
dialects of the three families. So far, however, it is impossible to
establish this matter in any detail, or even in part to plot it roughly
on a map. Occasional snippets of information do inform us that, e.g.,
the speakers of Pengo live in an area where Bhatras live, i.e. the
speakers of the Bhatri dialect of Oriya already mentioned. Kurux
speakers (Dravidian) and Mundari speakers (Munda) are co-inhabitants
of Chota Nagpur. No information is at hand concerning contact of Kuwi
speakers with speakers of Munda languages, even though collation of
various maps seems to show that Kuwi is spoken in the same area as
Juang or Bhumij.

This topic of geographical contiguity has been touched upon
since De Vreese found that the convergence in the Magadhan NIA
languages and the northern Munda languages is due to 'borrowings from
Munda' in the NIA languages involved. His argument is based on the
unconvincingness of suggested IA origins for the phenomena in these IA
languages.

It would be well, before examining this areal hypothesis
further, to look at the IA side in wider perspective. Outside this
area there are parallel IA phenomena involving initial h in demonstra-
tives. E.g. the Sindhi demonstratives have initial h- (hi-/he- hu-/ho-
the Marathi proximate demonstrative has h- (sg. masc. ha, fem. he,
nt. h®). For the latter an IA explanation seems possible: *esakah >
ApabhramSa (Hemacandra) ehau > ha (Master 1964, p. 92). This probably
gives warning that IA origin for the h- in the areal linguistic trait
may have to be seriously considered.

Jules Bloch, moreover, collected numerous instances of h- in
pronominal forms in IA, characterizing them as 'not justified by the
etymology'. The forms listed (Bloch-Master 1965, p. 70) are, in the
inscriptions of ASoka: hevam 'thus' (= evam), hemeva 'just thus'

(€ Skt. evam eva), hida 'here' (= Skt. iha, Pali and ASoka idha),
hedisa- 'like this' (= edisa-, Pali edisa-), hesd@ 'this (fem.) (= esd,
Skt. es3). In addition, he lists Pali hevam (= A3okan hevamp), Mar-
athi ha 'he', Sinhalese he 'he', ho 'she' (beside & and 5), and Ben-
gali hethd 'here' (Pkt. ettha), hotha 'there'. Presumably this is
where the Magadhan forms collected by De Vreese should be classed.
Bloch's explanation was that h- was 'intended only to reinforce the
expressiveness' of these words.

We find, then, rather numerous instances of demonstratives
with initial h- in IA, from the Middle Indo-Aryan of ASoka (3rd cen-
tury B.C.) down to the present, in widely scattering geographic areas
from the Indus Valley to Ceylon, but with a major concentration in
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various dialects of the Magadhan area. Explanation in genetic IA ter
has proved difficult, with rather divergent explanations given by var
ious scholars. Contiguous with the Magadhan area of concentration ar
occurrences of forms with h- in several of the Dravidian languages,
again with several other languages outside this area showing similar
phenomena, and again with no explanation appearing in genetic Dravidi
terms. Finally, as De Vreese pointed out, the northern Munda languag
i.e. those contiguous with the IA and Dr. languages in the area of
concentration, also have demonstratives with h-. He, noting the
difficulty of explaining the IA forms historically, took the phenomen
to be explicable in terms of linguistic area diffusion and plumped
for Munda as the source.

Since De Vreese wrote, Zide (1972, pp. 267-74), in a paper
entitled "A Munda demonstrative system: Santali", has provided a
deep analysis of the Santali system as presented by P. 0. Bodding in
1929. The system, as characterized by Zide, has 159 forms. The deep
analysis presents three demonstrative roots: o- 'this', i- 'that',
a- 'yonder', each of which occurs with one of three pre-demonstrative
qualifiers: n- 'near', é- 'umnmarked', h- 'far'. There are then
basically 'nine degrees of relative distance'. Other specifications
occur, with which we shall not be concerned further: lateral, i.e. t
the side, with infix -Vh-, vs. non-lateral unmarked, intensification
('this very', infix -VK+-), sensory modality (-ng¢- 'visual' vs. -tg-
'non-visual, e.g. aural'), number, and gender (animate vs. inanimate)
Zide states that these combinations, with one or two constraints,
yield a total of 159 forms, and demonstrates that the deep-lying con-
struct yields actually-spoken, surface forms by a complex set of rule
The forms show initially, with increasing distance, the initials:
nu-/no- u-/o- hu-/ho- ni-/nt- i-/¢- hi-/hg- na- (not in Zide's
tables, but quoted, p. 271, from Bodding as a variant) a- ha-.

Zide (p. 272) says that only Santali and Mundari-Ho (the
Kherwarian sub-branch) have these 3 X 3 combinations of qualifiers an
roots. The other northern Munda languages have a scattering of h- an
n- forms, and 'the general scheme ... fits the data in the other
languages fairly well'. Zide promises comparative treatment elsewher
but, so far as I know, we do not yet have it.

Detailed comparison between Santali-Mundari and the Dravidia
data in terms of possible borrowing from the complex, but well-organ-
ized system on the Munda side into the less well-organized systems of
the Dravidian languages, requires attention to the geographical con-
tiguities.

Kurux, contiguous with Mundari, has in its series (i hu a) t
'intermediate' base hu, which is explicitly said to mean 'intermediat
between near and far, or close to the person addressed'. This agrees
well enough with Santali-Mundari hu-/ho-, which indicates the farthes
distance within the proximate zone, and we might think of straight-
forward borrowing of the item, since Kurux is unique in having this
item in this place in the series. The adverbial items of Kurux in
which hi- alternates with i- 'here' and ha- with a- 'there', might
show borrowing of ha- from Mundari ha- which indicates the most remot
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distance; but hi- 'here' cannot be borrowed from Mundari hi- which
indicates the most remote point in the intermediate zone.

The Kuwi items look prima facie like borrowing from Munda,
with their longish series showing increasing distance. Unfortunately,
the order is wrong. Both Schulze's and Israel's series have he- hu-,
whereas the Santali series has the reverse order: ... hu-/ho- ...
hi-/he - ..., hu- being farthest in the proximate zone, while Kuwi's
hu- is most remote in the whole series. We do not yet know the
semantic characteristics of this trait in the Munda language or
languages with which Kuwi might be or have been in contact, but unless
it should turn out that such language has a very different system from
that of Santali-Mundari, the use of the Santali system to establish
borrowing by Kuwi has little to be said for it.

To attempt to save the hypothesis of areal diffusion we
might think of borrowing of merely initial h- as a marker of the more
remote. This would explain Kuwi very nicely, and would do well
enough for Kurux hu-, as based on the Dr. intermediate u-, if we are
not to take hi- as a straightforward borrowing. Again unfortunately,
the accounts for the other Dravidian languages--Pengo and Gondi are
involved--have h- alternating with absence of h- without difference of
meaning (if the accounts are to be trusted).

On the IA side, the Magadhan accounts show (in De Vreese's
account) in Maithili and Bhojpuri what seems to be free variation be-
tween forms with and without h-. They have bases, in Maithili
I/e- ~ hi-/he- 'this' and o/u- ew hu- 'that'; in Bhojpuri i- e hi-
'this' and u- ~a hu- 'that'. This reverses what is found in Santali,
and agrees in general more with the Kuwi data, though even there the
meanings of the demonstratives with front vowels do not agree very
closely. The other IA languages cited earlier have h- either as
obligatory initials of morphemes (as in Sindhi and Marathi) or as
variations (as in Sinhalese).

Explanation in terms of borrowing of morphemes then has come
to very little, since the semantics in almost all instances seems to
have gone wrong. Could we speculate in another direction?

Earlier I quoted Bloch as finding the initial h- of IA to be
'expressive'. This may be promising, but considerable restatement is
required.

It has been noted often enough about demonstratives that
'deviations from the phonetic pattern sometimes occurs in deictic
words'; I am quoting Bloomfield (1933, p. 147), who gives as examples
that in English initial [8) occurs only in the series they, this,
that, the, then, there, etc., and that in Russian the phoneme (el
occurs initially only in demonstrative words (e.g. ['eto] 'this'). 1In
Vietnamese, in roughly the same class of words a departure from normal
phonology is seen, in that difference of tone alone distinguishes
'proximate' and 'remote'; e.g. @8y 'here' vs. @4¢ 'there' (Emeneau 1951,
p. 136; Thompson 1965, p. 142); Thompson analyses these words into
smaller significant elements, a procedure which is not possible for
most of the lexicon (except for 'expressive' derivatives). The point
at issue is that in these demonstratives there is a departure from the
normal monolithic phonological independence of words. Is it possible
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that we have here an approach to a 'universal' tendency, that there i
a greater probability that demonstratives (in the broadest sense) wil
show divergences from the phonological norm of the language, than wil
other elements in the language--a tendency that they share with
'expressives'? And as a corollary of this, there is a greater proba-
bility that they will in their historical development show phono-
logical divergences from the norm. The latter is seen e.g. in the
syllabic losses in the historical development of French demonstrative
Another example is shown by the demonstratives' departure from the
'apical displacement' rule of development in the CDr. languages (e.g.
*irant- 'two' : Telugu rendu, Gondi re/and, Pengo rind-); the demonst
tives have displacement, even though the consonant involved is not
apical, but v or d (e.g. Telugu VE@U 'that man' : Tamil avan; Telugu
adi, oblique stem dani- 'that woman or thing' : Tamil atu).

I would suggest then that the initial h- in demonstratives i

some of the CDr. languages is an instance of this tendency. The poin
will not be a descriptive one, since h- otherwise occurs from various
sources in these languages, but a historical one, since no reconstruc
tion of a PDr. h- is possible for the demonstratives, nor is h one of
the PDr. phonemes. It might be possible to posit a reconstructed h-
in demonstratives for a group of CDr. languages. How to go further
remains at this point an unsolved problem. If for the IA languages
from ASoka down, h- is unexplained in genetic terms, or only with
great difficulty, even with improbability, so explained, are all the
IA forms instances of a common tendency in demonstratives? We do not
yet know for Munda much beyond the analysis of Santali-Mundari; very
specifically, we do not know whether this one Munda system is some-
thing explicable from Austroasiatic, or whether it is an innovation.
Putting all together, we would be tempted to find an areal trait.
But does it have its origin simply in one of the language families,
e.g. Munda? Or, if it is a universal of the linguistic area, seen
from ASoka to the present, and from Sind to Bengal and Ceylon, what
are the specifics of its origination temporally and locally?

If this is as far as we can carry the research, we have
achieved a piece of typology. To identify it as a 'universal' as
exemplified in this area, gives it a name. It still leaves the his-
torical question wide open, and that I must own we have not been able
to push very far--we have only suggested several points at which fur-
ther research might be able to find the direction of diffusion. This
is perhaps disappointing, but it is typical of the difficulties of
areal linguistics.

The earlier paper of which this is a revision went on to in-
vestigate in detail some of the CDr. series of stems. This need not
be repeated here. However, my last words on the aberrant Brahui
series d3a 6 & may be summarized. The first two items, da 'this' and
G 'intermediate', are now clearly to be regarded as borrowings, dia
from Pashto, G from Persian (in the archaic pronunciation found in
Afghanistan-Baluchistan-India) or from IA Lahnda-Panjabi. The last
item, & 'remote', is to be linked with CDr., i.e. Kui-Kuwi, Pengo,
and even Gondi, *e.
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Another item, so far not brought into the picture at all,
is a Malto item, which has in my earlier researches led me astray.
This language has a series i u a. In addition, beside a there occurs
na, which means usually 'that one {remotel who is present'. Not only
are we forcibly reminded of the Santali qualifier n- 'mear (within the
zone of the demonstrative to which it is prefixed)', but Santali has
na- for 'near within the remote zone'. The whole morph is undoubt-
edly a borrowing from Santali into Malto (the languages are contiguous

Konda has four derivative bases from demonstrative stems
with ni- and na- instead of i- and a- which are to be expected both
within the Konda system and etymologically. They are: nini- 'this
type or manner', nani- 'that sort of', niso- 'this much/many’', naso-
'that much/many'. No explanation for this n- is at hand within
Dravidian. This language is spoken in Koraput district of Andhra
Pradesh. Neighboring Munda languages (Sora, Gutob-Remo) may have some
parallel phenomena, but analysis is not yet available. Zide (p. 272)
has promised analysis for other Munda languages and comparative
statement; when we have this, much more clarity is probable for the
phenomena with which we are concerned.

Table
i u a O0Ta. Ka. Kuwi (F.); (with u
obsolescent) Ma. Konda Malto
i u a Ko. Tu. Pa.
gl
i a Ta. To. Kod. Te. Kol.-Nk. Ga.
i hu a Kurux
i e/he a Pengo
i e a Gondi
L
i e a o Kui
i e he hu Kuwi (S.)
i e u he hu Kuwi (Israel)
da 0 e Brahui

Dravidian demonstrative bases
(from proximate to remote)
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ADAPTATION AND NATURALIZATION IN A LINGUISTIC AREA:
SINHALA FOCUSED SENTENCES

James W. Gair
Cornell University

Murray Emeneau's (1956) paper "India as a Linguistic Area"
has become a classic in that it set the direction for one of the
dominant trends in South Asian Linguistic scholarship in the last
two decades. It has led to a by now considerable body of scholar-
ship aimed not only at further defining that area, but uncovering
the processes involved in the formation of such areas. (Thus, for
example, Southworth and Apte 197k, Masica 1976 and the references
therein among numerous others.)

Sinhala (Sinhalese) as an Indo-Aryan language isolated from
its sister languages and long in contact with South Dravidian, is
especially interesting in this connection, since it not only
exemplifies the processes involved, but points to the formation
of subareas within the larger South Asian one. This paper
focuses on one particular subsystem within Sinhala, the focused
(or "cleft") sentence, which not only exemplifies the kind of
syntactic borrowing that leads to a linguistic area, but also
shows how internal processes may give the borrowing, once adapted,
a unique character within that area.

Sinhala focused sentences, exemplified by the following non-
interrogative and interrogative examples, are characterized by a
special, emphatic, tensed form of the verb (EMPH), and commonly,
though not invariably, rightward placement of the focused
constituent (Sinhala is an SOV language):

S1 gunapaal? yanne gamata
Gunapala  go-PRES-EMPH village-DAT
"It is to the village that Gunapala is going.'

s2 siripaala giyee kohaats da
Siripala  go-PAST-EMPH where-DAT @
'Where did Siripala go?'

Such sentences bear a striking formal and semantic resemblance
to constructions with a nominal form of the verb in the major
South Dravidian languages Tamil, Malayalam and Kannada (Lindholm
1972 and Schiffman 1979) as well as Telugu (Krishnamurti 1974), as
exemplified by Tl and T2 from (Sri Lanka Jaffna) Tamil:1
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Tl. naan poonatu yvaalpaanattukku
I go-PAST-NOM Jaffna-DAT
'It was to Jaffna that I went.'

T2. cuppiramaniyam ceyyiRatu enna
Subramaniyam do-PRES-NOM what
'What is it that Subramaniyam does?'

In contemporary colloguial Sinhala? the emphatic verb form
has only one use outside focused sentences, as the form regularly
occurring before nxx, the usual negator for verbal sentences,
as in S3 and Sh:

53. miniha vsda karanne n X
man work  do-PRES-EMPH nae
'The fellow doesn't work.'

Sk. mams giyee N
I go-PAST-EMPH nx =z
'I didn't go.'

These two functions of EMPH are difficult to subsume under any
single syntactic rule, and no syntactic study has done so, as far
as I am aware. EMPH has thus been specialized to two uses, one of
which is its function in focused sentences.

The verb form used in focused sentences seems to constitute
an important difference between Sinhala and the Dravidian
languages, since the latter utilize a nominal form of the verb
derived by the addition of a pronominal form, generally third
person neuter, to the attributive (i.e. "relative") participle.
However, although the origin of the Sinhala form is not entirely
clear, (contrast Geiger 1938, 134-135 with Paranavitana 1956 clviii
it did function earlier as a nominal form with a third person
masculine/neuter ending, and derivation from the same participial
sources as the Sinhala attributive (tensed) verb forms seems
likely. Thus the resemblance between the Sinhala and the Dravidian
constructions would have been even closer at an earlier stage.

I have been unable to find such constructions in any other
Indo-Aryan language, and this lack, together with the unmistak-
able resemblance to Dravidian, justifies the conclusion that
the construction was a syntactic borrowing from Dravidian
(probably Tamil-Malayalam given the geographical and historical
circumstances). It thus affords another instance of the
frequently noted Dravidian influence upon the language (See
Gair 1976, De Silva 1979 esp. pp. 211ff and associated references).
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The probable date of borrowing is not yet clear. Sinhala
affords a virtually continuous written record from the second or
third century B.C., but evidence up to the twelfth century is
inscriptional, with the exception of the Dhampiya Ajuva G japadaya,
a glossary on the Dhammapada commentary. Although I have not
as yet made an exhaustive investigation of this evidence, a
general survey shows that it is not of such a nature as to
include the discourse conditions conducive to the kind of con-
struction under consideration. Evidence from the 8th to 10th
century Sigiri Graffiti, in poetry, but often more conversational
in tone, is somewhat inconclusive. Sentences with the nominal
forerunner of the EMPH form are much in evidence (Paranavitana
1956 clxiii), but it is difficult to identify any of them con-
clusively with the focused construction, despite some examples
that can be interpreted as pointing to the existence of that
construction in some form (see Gair 1980 for details). By the
twelfth century Am@vatura of Gurulugdmi, the oldest surviving
extended prose text, the construction is quite clearly present,
as exemplified by Ama 1:

Ama 1. sokadalya buduhu udurdpiyannata nissaha
sorrow-thorns Buddha pluck-out-NOM-DAT(=INF) suitable

yi sitannapa ya utsaha upanne
COMP thinker-DAT COP effort born-EMPH (Wapaloka p. 282)

'Tt is to him who thinks 'The Buddha is suitable
to pluck out the thorns of sorrow' that effort is
born.'

In present-day Sinhala, however, the focusing construction
interacts with a number of other grammatical phenomena so as to
constitute an important and intricate subsystem in the grammar,
and that subsystem clearly had not yet developed by the time of
Amavatura. Before proceding, we must briefly characterize the
present focusing subsystem.

Sinhala focused sentences, also referred to as "cleft" or
"emphatic" sentences, have been treated in various ways in recent
syntactic studies (chiefly Gair 1970, Fernando 1973, De Abrew
1980). For present purposes, however, we can characterize them
on the basis of a number of largely surface features, given as
1-6 below. It is important to note that we are concerned here
primarily with focus as a syntactic phenomenon, leaving the
semantic aspects for later treatment.

1. The emphatic verb form (except in the use before nx® alluded
to above) indicates that the focus of the sentence is some sub-
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stretch that does not include the verb. Put otherwise, the
following situation, where FOC is the focus and CONST is some
constituent, requires the emphatic verb form (assuming for
simplicity's sake that the basic SOV order underlies focused
sentences with rightward placement occuring subsequently).3

CX [poCONSTI Y V ] (X and Y may be null)

The non-focused declarative sentence S5 may be compared
with the focused sentences S6-58, in which the focus is
underlined. (SIMPLE is the tensed finite verb form most commonly
occurring in independent sentences. Colloquial Sinhala does not
show gender-number agreement in such forms.):

S5. ee davasvala gunspaald vaduvae.ds keruva
those day-PL-GEN Gunapala carpentry do-PAST-SIMPLE
'Gunapala did carpentry those days.'

S6. ee davasvala gunapaals keruve vaduvaeda
those day-PIL-GEN Gunapala do-PAST-EMPH carpentry
'It was carpentry that Gunapala did those days.'

ST. ee davasvals vaduvatds keruve guns paald
those day-PL-GEN carpentry do-PAST-EMPH Gunapala
'Tt was Gunapala who did carpentry those days.'

s8. gun3paals vaduvased? keruve ee davasvald
Gunapala carpentry do-PAST-EMPH those day-PL-GEN

2. There are a number of focus-marking forms, including -yi
'emphatic' tamaa or tamay 'emphatic', 'certainly', lu
'reportative', 'it seems', which only occur at the end of the
focus. It follows from 1 above that when one of these has as
its scope some stretch not including the verb, then the verb
will be in the emphatic form:

S59. mamd ganne meekay
I take this-one-yi(emphatic)
'I'11 take this one.'

510. gunspaalas daen karanne vaduva da tamay
Gunapala now do-PRES-EMPH carpentry tamay(emphatic)
'It is most certainly carpentry that Gunapala is
doing now.'
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S11. gunopaals karanne vaduvae da lu
Gunapala do-PRES-EMPH carpentry it-seems
'They say that it's carpentry that Gunapala is
doing now.'

Syntactic focus in Sinhala might thus be defined as that
streteh on which one of the focus marking forms either appears
or could appear without a change in verb form (as it could, for
example, in the examples S56-S8 under 1.)5

3. Placement of the focused constituent to the right of the verb
is common, but not invariable, as shown by S12:

S512. deenuy yanne
now-yi go-PRES-EMPH
"(I'm) going right now.'

The conditions under which rightward placement does or does
not occur are not entirely clear, but involve considerations of
both semantics and surface form which we need not define more
narrowly here. It is important to note, however, that common
but not invariant rightward positioning of the focused con- 6
stituent is also true of Tamil and Malayalam (Lindholm 1972).

L. Focusing intersects with interrogative formation in two ways:

a) the interrogative marker da (referred to here as Q) used
in forming yes-no questions is a focus marking form in the sense
of 2 above. Thus compare S13 in which the questioned constituent
is not a substretch that includes the verb, with 81k, in which
it is:

S813. gunapaals hets enava ds
Gunapala tomorrow come~PRES-SIMPLE Q
'Ts Gunapala coming tomorrow?'

S1k. gunapaald enne heta ds
Gunapala come-PRES-EMPH tomorrow Q
'Ts it tomorrow that Gunapala is coming?'

1) Sinhala WH questions require the cooccurrence of a WH
form and da (Q). WH forms are characteristically focused, and
thus d3 commonly occurs following them with the verb marked with
EMPH, as in S15 and S16.
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S15. oyaa gamatd yanne kohoma da
you village-DAT go-PRES-EMPH how Q
'How do you go to the village?'

516. ee dawasvala gunapaala keruve monava 4dd9°?
Those day-PL-GEN Gunapala do-PAST-EMPH what-PL Q
'What did Gunapala do those days?'

The association of WH form with d3 is so strong that some
widely used dictionaries (Carter 1924, De Zoysa 196k4) give WH
forms together with da as units: kohomsda 'how', koheeda 'where,
etc. The focusing of WH forms has only a semi-obligatory charac-
ter, however, since there are two classes of exceptions: First,
Quantifier WH forms such as kiiyak 'how many-indef', koccara 'how
much', may occur focused or unfocused, with a difference in
meaning, as in S17 and S18:

S17. gunapaala koccars gatta da?
Gunapala how-much take-PAST-SIMPLE Q
'How much did Gunapala take?'

S18. gunspaald koccars d@ gatte?
Gunapala how-much @  take-PAST-EMPH
'How much was it that Gunapala took?'

Secondly, other WH forms may occur unfocused, and hence
separated from da, under two semantically related conditions:
as object complements of verbs such as danns3va 'know', teerenava
'understand' when negated, and in independent "dubious questions"
i.e., roughly 'what on earth', 'how the hell','can it be that...',
as in S19 and S20:

519. miniha monava karanava da danne noe s
man what-PL do-PRES-SIMPLE Q know-EMPH nie2e
'T don't know what the fellow's doing.'

520. miniha monava  karsnsva d?
man what-PL do-PRES Q
"What(on earth) is the fellow doing?'

5. Focusing intersects with negation in two ways. First, the
negative na%, the usual negative in verbal sentences, has itself
an EMPH form naette, used in the same 'focus elsewhere' condition
described for verbs in 1 above.
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S21. gunapaald ka3ranne neette vagquvae 42
Gunapala do-PRES-EMPH n -EMPH carpentry

'Tt's carpentry that Gunapala doesn't do.'

Secondly, the negative form novey (or its dialectal variants
such as nevi, nemee) is a focus—marklng form in the sense of 3
above and thus serves as a 'marrow focus' negator, as in 522:

S22. gundpaald Keranne vaduvaeda novey
Gunapala do-PRES-EMPH carpentry novey
'Tt's not carpentry that Gunapala does.'

The difference between nsese and novey in function is clearly
shown in sentences in which they cooccur, as in 523:

S523. gunspaals karanne n2ette vaduvae d? novey
Gunapala do-PRES-EMPH naee-EMPH carpentry novex
"It isn't carpentry that Gunapala doesn't do.

N3 also serves as an existential negator and novey as the
negator in nominal equational sentences, as in 3824 and S25:

g2k, ee kadee pot nwae
that shop-GEN book-PL naese
'"There are no books in that shop.'

525. eeks potak novey
that-one book-INDEF novey
'"That one is not a book.'

This is reminiscent of the distinction found in the
Dravidian languages, as exemplified by the Jaffna Tamil dis-
tinction between allay (=novey) and illay (=n=2), a distinction
that is paralleled in Malayalam and Telugu as well, though
apparently lost in other Tamil dialects. It is tempting to look
for Dravidian influence here as well, though the structure is
complicated by the existence of clearly Indo-Aryan parallels.

The retention of the distinction in Jaffna Tamil could equally
well be an example of influence in the other direction; i.e., of
Sinhala on Sri Lanka Tamil.

6. The focusing system has been extended to sentences with non-
verbal predicators. Some, like nede mentioned in 5 have emphatic
forms. Adjectives occurring as predlcators in focused sentences
mark "focus elsewhere" hy occurring without the -yi that is
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obligatory on adjectives that are vowel-final (as most are) in
non-focused sentences:

526. meeks hotiday
this-one good-yi
'This one is good.'

S27. honfda meeka
good  this-one
'Is it this one that is good?'

The characteristics given above as 1-6 clearly define a
complex focusing subsystem with a kind of centrality in the
grammar of the language in that it intersects crucially with a
number of other grammatical phenomena. Sinhala focusing has been
treated in various ways in recent syntactic studies (especially
Gair 1970, Fernando 1973 and De Abrew 1980) and presents a number
of as yet unresolved problems, but it is clear that no treatment
of Sinhala syntax can deal with such basic processes as negation
or yes-no and WH question formation without also dealing with
focusing.

Returning now to the historical development: It was noted
above that the present system had not evolved by the 12th century,
although the focusing construction was clearly present. For
example, WH forms then occurred with and without da (=d=Q) and
the semi-obligatory focu51ng of them did not apply as shown in
Ama 2 and Ama 3 from Amavatura. Note the occurrence of person
number agreement rather than EMPH:

Ama 2. mohu koyata yeti
these-people where-DAT go-PRES-3sg
'Where are these people gOing?'(KadEgoda Hanaloka 136)

Ama 3. doen paeviji v kumata  kiyam da
now ordained become what-DAT say-PRES-1 sg Q
'Why would I say it now that I am a monk?!
(Kodagoda Nanaloka T76)

Furthermore, available evidence from the Dravidian languages
mentioned shows that the full system does not apply in any of them.
For example, the nearest Tamil equivalents to the Sinhala focus-
marking forms, though called "clitics-of focus" by Lindholm (1972)
are not such in the sense defined for Sinhala since they do not
obligate clefting, as illustrated by Tl and T5 with taan 'emphatic'
and -aa 'question' (note the verbal agreement):
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TL.  avartaan naaLaykku koLumpukku pooRaar
he-emphatic tomorrow-DAT Colombo-DAT go-PRES-3sgMASC
'He is going to Colombo tomorrow.'

T5. avaraa naalaykku koLumpukku pooRaar
he-Q  tomorrow-Dat Colombo-DAT go-PRES-3sgMASC
'Is it he who is going to Colombo tomorrow?'

Of the characteristics given for Sinhala, the only ones shared
by the Dravidian languages as a whole are those with which we
began, i.e., verb marking and rightward placement. We may thus
safely assume that the original borrowing was limited to these
features, with, of course, associated semantics.

There are, however, at least two interesting and apparently
parallel developments in Sinhala and specific Dravidian languages.
In Kannada, the interrogative clitic -aa, like Sinhala da, requires
obligatory clefting (Schiffman 1979, pp. 103 and 129-130), as in Kl:

K1. avnaa naale uurg hoogoodu
He-Q tomorrow town-DAT go-PRES-NOM-NEUT
'Is it he who is going to town tomorrow?'
(Schiffman p. 133)

Also, the Malayalam emphatic and copula aallu behaves much
like Sinhala yi as a focus-marking form. In fact, aallu must
occur on the focused constituent if tanne 'emphatic' does not
(Lindholm 1971) whereas Sinhala yi like the other focus-marking
forms is optional. In this respect, Malayalam is like Literary
Sinhala, which reflects an earlier stage in which a copula was
required in both equational sentences and focused sentences. I
have elsewhere suggested that this parallel helps to explain the
origin of the colloguial Sinhala emphatic focus marker yi.

It is clear, then, that Sinhala has elaborated the focusing
construction in an intricate and interesting way. The detailed
history of that elaboration remains to be worked out on the basis
of the written evidence, but its general result is clear and may
be summed up as a "lowering of the semantic threshold of
syntactic focusing". This lowering has two interconnected aspects:
The focusing of specific kinds of forms and a widened set of
conditions under which focusing,or clefting, is called for. We
will examine these two briefly.

The syntactic and semantic aspects of focus (often with
different meanings of the term) have been much discussed in recent
linguistic work. For present purposes, however, we need only
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note that in its semantic aspect, "focus' has commonly been
paired with "presupposition", as in Chomsky 1971 and in much
subsequent work by him and others, that is: as one term of a
presupposition-focus semantic structure.

Now, it seems clear enough that forms like negated, questioned
and reported constituents of a sentence are very likely to be
opposed as focus to the remainder as presupposition; and thus to
involve, perhaps to varying degrees, a kind of inherent focus.
Something like this underlies Lindholm's remark in relation to
Tamil and Malayalam that "emphasis and interrogation essentially
involve focus quite independently of the cleft formation process"
(1972, 301).

In Sinhala, this is given explicit syntactic recognition
through the obligatory or semi-obligatory clefting of such forms.
That is, their occurrence is sufficient to trigger clefting,
without any additional degree of focus or emphasis being necessary.
Note that Kannada has gone part way in the same direction in its
obligatory clefting for questioned constituents, as opposed to
Tamil where the interrogative clitic -aa may occur without it
as in T5 earlier or T6. Compare S28 which is focused and note
that unfocused S29 is ungrammatical:

T6. avar naalaykkaa koLumpukku pooRaar
he tomorrow-DAT-Q Colombo-DAT go-PRES-3sg-MASC
'Is it tomorrow that he is going to Colombo?'

528. eyaa het? da kolaribata yanne
he  tomorrow Q Colombo-DAT go-PRES-EMPH
'Is it tomorrow that he is going to Colombo?'

529. *eyaa hets ds kolaimba ta yanswa
he tomorrow Q Colombo-DAT go-PRES-SIMPLE

The pragmatic and discourse conditions under which syntactic
focusing is appropriate in Sinhala are relatively wide. Focusing
in Sinhala declarative sentences generally relates to what Chafe
has called "focus of contrast" (Chafe 1976, 37-38). The degree
of contrast required for syntactic focusing to occur, however,
is less than that in Tamil (or for that matter, English).

This is illustrated strikingly in segments of dialogues like the
following, from a recent trilingual text designed to teach Tamil

to Sinhala speakers. These have the virtue of keeping discourse
and pragmatic conditions as constant as possible since they were
designed for that purpose (Gair, Suseendira Rajah and Karunatillake,
in press). Focusing in Sinhala is indicated by +FOC:
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(Tamil) Q. yalLpaaNattukku ovvoru naalum pileen
Jaffna-Dat every day-EMPH plane(s)

irukkaa
be-PRES-3-NEUT-Q

A. illay. tinkal, putan, velLi  kiLamayilLilay
no. Monday Wednesday Friday day-PL-LOC

mattum pileen irukku
only plane(s) be-PRES-NEUT

(sinhala) Q. yaapeneetd® davassgaane aasyatraa tiyenava do
Jaffna-DAT daily plane-PL be-PRES-SIMPLE Q

+FOC A. n=2%. sanduda, badaada, sikuraada vitaray
no Monday  Wednesday Friday only

aasyatraa tiyenne
plane-PL be-PRES-EMPH

o

(English) Are there planes from here to Jaffna every day?
A. DNo. There are planes only on Monday, Wednesday
and Friday.

Examples such as this could be easily multiplied.

The lowering of the threshold of focusing has thus resulted
in both a wider range of forms for which focusing is required and
a relatively high frequency of focused sentences in discourse.
Cross-language comparison here also leads to the interesting
implication that while syntactic focus, as reflected in processes
such as Sinhala focusing or clefting, may be a binary all-or-none
phenomenon, the semantic focus associated with it may be gradient,
i.e., scalar. Viewed from this perspective, what I have here
called "threshold of focus'", represents different points of inter-
section of syntactic focusing with the semantic focusing scale.

We will reserve this point for treatment elsewhere, but it may be
impressionistically illustrated by a diagram like the following,
in which the vertical line represents strength of semantic focus
and the arrows the point of intersection with syntactic focusing,
i.e., in this case the degree of focus required to trigger
clefting:
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. N
Higher
—— Tamil
¢———— Kannada (?)
¢—— Sinhala
Lower N

The term "adaptation'” has been used in historical linguistics
to refer to the process by which borrowed material is adapted to
the structure of the borrowing language, generally with reference
to phonology (thus Hockett 1958, L1Tff.) but it is easily extended
to other levels of structure. Thus any syntactic borrowing or
calque that makes use of native morphological material exhibits
adaptation. The Sinhala borrowing of the focusing construction
and its subsequent history goes beyond mere adaptation, however,
to illustrate a process for which I have suggested the term,
"naturalization" (on the analogy of immigration and naturalization),
by which a borrowed form enters into the grammar of the borrowing
language in an intimate way, participating in its rule structures
and even, as in this case, serving as a model for further internal
change. The Sinhala instance of naturalization we have examined
has important implications for linguistic area studies. If we
were to look only at the relevant linguistic characteristics of
Sinhala and the Dravidian languages, without considering the known
cultural-historical facts and the evidence of the northern Indo-
Aryan languagues, we might erroneously assume that the greater
elaboration of the focusing construction in Sinhala and its
centrality in the grammar points to borrowing from Sinhala into
the other languages, a conclusion that is of course obviously con-
travened by the other evidence alluded to. In short, we should
remember the lesson that anthropologists learned long ago that
greater frequency or complexity,and in this case integration in
the grammar, does not necessarily mean greater age or source of
borrowing, but that it may be the result of naturalization or its
cultural analogues, and we should proceed with the same careful
attention to evidence and detail that has always distinguished the
work of Murray Emeneau.
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FOOTNOTES

lExamples from Tamil are from Sri Lanka Jaffna Tamil, since
that is the variety for which I have the fullest data, as reflect-
ed in Gair, Suseendira Rajah and Karunatillake, in press.
Examples from other Dravidian languages are from the sources
cited.

2Sinhala is a diglossic language with sharply distinct
written and spoken varieties. (Gair 1968, Da Silva 1979, esp.
pp. 39-L42 and associated references). This paper deals only
with the colloquial spoken variety unless otherwise noted.

3This bracketing says in effect that some constituent is
the focus of the sentences. While this is amply Jjustified by
the facts presented, showing Sinhala focusing as a quite clear-
cut phenomenon with identifiable syntactic aspects, it does
sidestep the difficult question of the precise nature of focus
as a node or constituent when CONST is also one. This problem
is intimately connected with how one derives focused sentences
and it is by no means restricted to Sinhala. It has received
considerable attention in the literature without, as far as I
know, receiving any thoroughly convincing solution. In any
event, it is not necessary to settle it for purposes of this
paper, despite its important theoretical implications.

hThere are also forms expressing various kinds of "emphasis",
such as my 'emphatic', nan 'topicalizer', -(u)t 'also', which
are not focus-marking forms in the strict sense used here. There
is also "focus by intonational prominence", as pointed out by
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De Abrew 1980, but it also differs from the focus dealt with
here, particularly in the range of discourse conditions under
which it is appropriate. It is important to distinguish focus in
Sinhala from topicalizing and various sorts of emphasis, a sub-
Ject of work in progress to be dealt with elsewhere.

5This definition is essentially unchanged from Gair 1970,
p. 49, in which the focus was "a form followed by any of these
Lfocus-marking formsl, or to which any of them may be added
(without being removed from another form elsewhere in the clause)".
That definitiion presumed the non-change in verb form here made
explicit. It quite properly allows for focus in non-focused
sentences, as in straightforward questions, in which da will
follow a non-EMPH verb: deen yanawa d> 'now go-PRES-SIMPLE ds' =
'Are (you) going now?', but in this paper we need deal only with
focus in focused sentences, i.e., when the verb is not included
in the focus.

6Some of the factors affecting rightward placement are sketche
in Gair 1980, but further investigation is necessary. Judging from
Lindholm's statements, the conditions for rightward placement (or la
of it) are different in Tamil/Malayalam from those in Sinhala, thou
it is optional in all of them.

TThe difficulties of deciding between syntactic inter-
language convergenceand internal development within Indo-Aryan in
relation to the existence of two negatives is well summarized in
B. Lakshmi Bai's paper, 'A Note on Syntactic Convergence between
Dravidian and Indo-Aryan Languages", presented at the Second
International Conference on South Asian Languages and Linguistics
at Hyderabad, January 9-11, 1980.

There is also a negative prefix no- which occurs with
(generally non-finite) verb forms. It may occur on the EMPH
form, but since its effect will be that of the verb plus the
emphatic form of nx, it does not affect the argument here. Itis
interesting thoughthat it can co-occur with nae, resulting in
a double negation of the verb both syntactically and semantically.
For details, see De Abrew 1980.

gi;g;, in Gair 1980. Briefly, the colloquial development
involved loss of the obligatory copula in both focused and
nominal equation sentences, leaving it as an optional focus
marker.
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9Gair, 1980. Note that just as adaptation may be used on
other than the phonological level, so naturalization is not
restricted to the syntactic. One thinks for example, of those
cases of phonological borrowing in which the result is not a "co-
existent system", but increased symmetry in the borrowing system,
and, in morphology, the productivity of borrowed affixes such

as -ize in English.
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Prosody, Linguistic Diffusion and Conversational Inference

John J. Gumperz and Hannah Kaltman

Murray Emeneau is one of the first among American histori-
cal linguists to go beyond the mere listing of individual in-
stances of areal diffusion and to provide detailed documentation
of how and under what conditions areal borrowings can affect the
grammatical system of a language. Prosody, the subject of this
paper, has only begun to be incorporated into grammatical analysis
and is rarely, if ever, studied in historical linguistics. What
we would like to suggest is that prosodic systems, contrary to
what has been assumed by some, are basically areally distributed
and that studies of the interrelation of prosodic and grammatical
signalling in conversation may provide important insights into
pragmatic and interactive constraints on linguistic diffusion and
change.

We use the term prosody to include: intonation, i.e., pitch
levels on individual syllables and their combination into contours;
changes in loudness; stress, a perceptual feature generally com-
prising variations in both pitch and loudness: variations in vowel
length; phrasing, including utterance chunking and accelerations
and decelerations within and across utterance chunks; and shifts in
overall pitch register. These are perceptual conflations of varia-
tions in the three basic phonetic dimensions of frequency, ampli-
tude and duration. Conversations are seen as made up of sequences
of interactive exchanges in which both speakership and listener-
ship in several channels contribute to the production of meaning.

Prosodic phenomena have been studied within the discipline
of linguistics at the level of the word (Pike, 1945; Trager and
Smith, 1951), the sentence (Halliday, 1967; Crystal, 1969) and the
utterance (Brazill, 1975; Liberman and Sag, 1974,75) and have been
examined as elements of syntactic (Berman and Szamosi, 1972) and
pragmatic competence (Ladd, 1976; Liberman and Sag). Linguists
and phoneticians, in spite of disagreements in detail, have reached
a general consensus on which prosodic features have semantic or
prosodic salience. Their work, which has revealed a great deal
about the conventions of English prosodic usage and about the
nature of the semantic information conmveyed by prosody, forms the
basis of our analysis. The basic question we ask, however, is one
which has received relatively little attention so far: what sorts
of information do speakers and listeners require prosody to pro-
vide in interpreting what is intended at any one point in a verbal
exchange?

This concern with conversational inference raises problems
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which are quite different from those ordinarily encountered in
grammatical analysis. The data for grammatical analysis consists
of sentence or clause units which have known boundaries. Further—
more, while such units may or may not derive from longer texts,
the very fact that the analyst has singled them out for study
assures that they receive the reader's attention. In everyday
verbal interaction neither of these two conditions hold. Partici-
pants in a conversation, if they are to be heard at all, must
actively create and maintain conversational involvement. That is,
speakers have to induce potential listeners to attend and remain
attentive until the message is complete, while listeners must sig-
nal their cooperation through choice and timing of verbal and non-
verbal responses. This means that all participants must share a
system for chunking the stream of talk into appropriate subunits,
for signalling what is likely to happen, for managing turns of
speaking, for distinguishing new information from qualifying re-
marks, and for negotiating the many subtle shifts in topic, focus
or emphasis which characterize most types of everyday talk.

We assume that the maintenance of conversational coopera-
tion requires judgments made simultaneously at several levels of
generality through an inferential process which both interprets
what has transpired and generates expectations about what is to
come. Interpretation begins with informed guessing, based on know-
ledge of the extralinguistic situation and participants' goals and
background. This yields general contextual expectations about
what the activity is likely to be, its goals and possible outcomes,
and what topics might be discussed. As soon as talk begins, how-
ever, these initial presuppositions are sharpened and modified by
information signalled through both the form and the content of
speech. We want to examine the role of prosodic signalling cues
in this latter process of inference and to consider how prosody
interacts with other modalities to signal thematic connections and
contribute to interpretations of communicative intent.

Example One illustrates the kind of issues we intend to
deal with. The passage comes from a videotape of an informal dis-
cussion among graduate students in anthropology, all of whom had
participated in an advanced survey course covering various anthro-
pological subdisciplines. The discussion revolves around the ex—
tent to which these subdisciplines were or continue to be related.

EXAMPLE 1
Tl. 1 A: ...and then you could see where / you could see ﬁBre in
Qe ) ~ .G
2 depth where /'how things are related / but'I think
\ \
3 that you absolutely have to see how / ..where the rela-

4 tionships are //
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T2. 5 B: yeh but / sometimes I get wgnder'n whether /..

6 its all related // |cause
1 7 ¢
i
T3. 7 A: Mbut ultimately it is / right //
\ v
8 I mean'everybody started out -- (overlapping talk) —--
~
[
9 ‘people who were in nineteen hundred / they did every-
N ace »
10 thin / right /
1 N A
T4 11 B: yeh but 'that's then /|that's not now //now
dec dec
T5 12 A: fut ultimately it
{ ~ A
13 they it / so its all spread out now // but it‘all came
14 from somewhere / right //
\4

T6 15 B: yeh its like.saying We're all releted /|if you go back

16 ﬁer enough / probably but / youlhave to go'pretty far
17 ngk /| really I ...

T7 18 A: don't you think it should be /
P

[
T8 19 B: I don't know if you can/
AN N
20 ever recapture it / that's what I think / I think its
' acc

21 we'd be‘looking back | to a golden age /

T9 22 A: you lcan't recapture it / but
N acc
23 you can / you can at 'least see / where the things that
24 are now / cane from //

Listeners familiar with American English discourse conven-
tions have no difficulty in identifying the above example as a
typical instance of a lively and relatively informal discussion.
Participants express differing opinions and interrupt each other
on a number of occasions, yet their talk revolves around a single
theme which is jointly developed. The passage is cohesive in the
sense that each contribution is interpretable and was interpreted
by the interlocutor as a response to the preceding discourse. All
turn taking transitions occur at or shortly after clause boundar-
ies; apart from rhetorical pausing, there are no noticeable
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interruptions of the rhythmic flow of talk. Speaker A sets the
theme in line 2 with his claim that the subfields of the discipline
are related and that the relationships become evident if you look
for them. B questions A's claim and A counters by suggesting that
current divisions did not exist in the early stages of the disci-
pline whereupon B goes on to dispute the relevance of this histor-
ical argument.

What do A and B do that makes their utterances reasonable
sequential contributions to continuing conversation? First of all,
each turn has lexical and grammatical markers of cohesion such as
have been discussed by linguists interested in discourse (Halliday
and Hasan, 1976). For example Tl and T2 are both phrased in the
first person. Turns T2, T3, T4 and T5 all start with "but." This
use of "but" has three components: 1) negation, although not
necessarily total negation; 2) that the speaker has something to
add which changes matters -- "not only that, but"; and 3) a claim
for the floor —- "but wait a minute." These four turns are all
related in similar ways to the prevailing theme of the conversa-
tion. They both counter the previous turn and justify or add new
support to the speaker's position. At the lexical level topical
continuity is signalled by repeated use of key terms such as
"related," "relationships," in turns Tl, T2 and T6 and of phrases
such as "did everything" in T3 and "its all spread out'" which
have related referents. Yet these and other cohesive markers do
not simply exist. They are made salient and in a very real sense
given their situated interpretation through their syntactic place-
ment within the clause and through prosody.

The basic characteristics of English prosody that make this
possible have been most clearly described by Halliday (1967).
Halliday describes intonation in terms of three components, each
the realization of separate "systems of meaningful choices"
(Smeall, 1976) which he calls tonality, tonicity and tune.

Tonality provides the basic unit of analysis, the tone
group or breath group, a smooth, continuous intonational contour,
set off from other units by features of timing similar to what is
called phrasing in musical performance. The tone group as Laver
has pointed out, is the basic unit of speech planning or cognitive
processing and thus corresponds to what has been called an informa-
tion or idea unit (Chafe, 1980; Pawley and Syder, 1978). Linguists
have observed that tone group boundaries tend to correspond to
clause and sentence boundaries, and distinguish between minor tone
groups which indicate that more is to come and major tone groups
which signal finality (Trim, 1976). Where an expression is syntac-
tically ambiguous prosody can function to provide information that
is not otherwise available in the spoken sentence. For example:

My sister who lives in New York is very nice // (i.e.,
I huve more than one sister, and the one who lives in
New York is very nice.)
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My sister / who lives in New York / is very nice //
(i.e., I have one sister, who both lives in New
York and is very nice.)

Tone grouping here is a cue which distinguishes a restrictive rela-
tive clause from a non-restrictive relative clause. In line 10 of
our passage tone grouping separates '"right" from the preceding
clause and gives it the force of a tag question. Crystal (1975)
discusses the further possibility of tone grouping conveying addi-
tional affective or rhetorical connotation in cases such as:

I said sit down //
vs.
I said / sit / down // (e.g., I am very angry, or
I think maybe you didn't hear me, or it is very im-
portant to me that you sit down, etc.)

In lines 3, 5, and 6 of Example 1 the speakers' use of tone group-
ing followed by pausing conveys the effect of conscious reflection
or active planning.

Tonicity in Hallidays work refers to the placement of the
tonal nucleus, or tonic, within the tone group. For purposes of
this placement, the tone group can be seen as divided into a number
of sub units or 'feet' corresponding either to items of lexical
content or to syntactic phrases, each of which can potentially
carry a tonic accent on its most prominent syllable.

Crystal's formulation is that the norm is for the nucleus
to be on the final lexical (as opposed to grammatical) item in the
main NP-VP clause. Thus it is possible to find clear instances of
tonicity disambiguating syntactic minimal pairs. This is in the
case of utterances whose surface ambiguity is the result of lexi-
cal ambiguity. Such cases have been the principal focus for the
analysis of intonation in generative-transformational analyses,
since such sentences reflect two possible underlying deep struc-
tures, and they are also likely to have (but don't have to have)
different nuclear placements:

\
George has plans to {eave // (he intends to leave)

George has Q}ans to leave // (he has blueprints to
deliver)

The final lexical item rule accounts for 80% of Crystal's data. In
most of the remaining cases, the tonic is on a grammatical item
which operates clearly as a member of a closed system, and tonicity
then signals a contrast between the marked item and some other
member or members of the system, for example:

I want it in the garden/near the fence / and not
behind anything /
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Some cases do not involve systemic contrast, and can only be ac-
counted for by considering the speaker's attitude. As for non-
final tonic lexical items, Crystal has found five cases which can
be "related unequivocally to a specific feature of syntactic
structure." However, "the vast majority of cases of pre-final
lexical tonic can be accounted for only by referring to some kind
of semantic or lexical conditioning," such as lexical presupposi-
tion, or the distribution of new and given information.

Bolinger (1958,72) provides further insights into the sem-
antics of intonational signalling in pointing out that longer tone
groups in American English are characterized by two peaks or
accents, and that the relative height of such peaks can signal at-
titude and distinctions between new and old information.

Tune, the pitch treatment of the nucleus, appears not to
have any purely syntactic disambiguating function at the level of
clause structure, but can indicate illocutionary force, as in:

John's going // (statement)
John's going // (question)
7/

This is a pragmatic distinction, rather than a purely syntactic
one -- "John's going?" is likely to be an echo question, meaning
"Did you say that John is going?", and not the literal question
"Is John going?" In general, options of tune, and of total con-
tour, have been found to have some correlation with the speech act
functions of utterances. However, apart from the question-state-
ment distinction, the only examples which show any similar regu-
larity are highly formulaic.

These formulaic uses of intonation have received particular
attention because contour supplies information that is not pre-
dictable from the lexical material and thus there appears to be a
'lexical' meaning intrinsic to the contour or to features of the
contour. Examples which have been studied are introductions, as
in: —_

—~—

-~
John Mary Mary John (Rogers, 1978)
and warnings:
John ny (Ladd, 1978)

Attention has also been directed at the question of whether inton-
ation is used to differentiate direct from indirect speech acts
(literal vs. non-literal questions -- Liberman and Sag, 1975;
neutral predications from imperatives —- Bolinger, 1972). But
apart from this the literature on the semantics of prosody is rela-
tively scant.

In addition to intonation proper, there are other features
of prosodic signalling which are most frequently discussed under
the heading of paralinguistic or expressive signs, but which
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nevertheless are of considerable importance in conversational in-
ference. These include pitch register shifts, i.e., lowering or
raising of overall pitch level; increases or decreases in loud-
ness; speech tempo. In contrast to intonational features which
apply to syllables these latter features apply to longer stretches,
usually whole tone groups or sequences of tone groups. They often
serve as signs of emphasis or deemphasis or as attention getting de-
vices, as in line 7 of our passage:

r;ut "ultimately it is

where the raise in pitch combines with tonicity to convey strong
disagreement.

We can now return to a systematic analysis of the conversa-
tion in Example One and examine the signalling load of these clause-
level devices in longer stretches of discourse. We must note that
any conception of prosodic meaning derives in large part from method
of analysis, which in:the case of linguistics has been that of look-
ing for minimal contrasts at the single-utterance level. In this
way, one can separate cases where prosodic phenomena are predict-
able from other aspects of linguistic structure from cases where
they are not. A large proportion of prosodic usage thus becomes
predictable from grammar. In conversation the situation is clearly
more complex.

Note for example the placement of the tonic in the three
tone groups in Tl containing the verb "see," in lines 1,2, and 3.
In its first occurrence '"see' stands alone, in the second it is a
constituent of the phrase "see more in depth," and in the third
the phrase is "have to see." It is evident that simple binary dis-
tinctions such as those between marked and unmarked or contrastive-
noncontrastive do not fully account for how A's intent is signalled
here by shifts in tonic placement. In the first tone group one
might argue that the tonic placement is unmarked (and that "where'
is simply the beginning of an abandoned tome group). The fact
that ""see'" is not accented in the second and third tone groups might
be explained by an argument similar to that made in Halliday's dis-
cussion of anaphora (1967b). But we need other considerations
than mere contrastivity to explain what the stress on the elements
which are stressed accomplishes. Halliday argues that since ana-
phora reflect known information they are inherently unstressed,
and that whenever they are stressed they are consequently contras-
tive. On this basis we would expect either that the entire phrase
"see more in depth" would be unstressed, or that the major stress
would fall on "depth." Instead the stress falls on "more," which
clearly does not contrast here with its opposite, "less." What
is signalled here by this stress on "more," along with the minor
tone group boundary again after '"where," is that this second tone
group, being a recycling of the first, is therefore a correction
or a qualification of what has been said before. This is accom-
plished, in a way which would not have been effective had "depth"
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received major stress, due to the evaluative function of "more."
Similarly, the emphatic stress on "have to," by highlighting modal-
ity, signals that the listener must look at the situation under
discussion in a certain way if he is to understand the speaker's
argument. This is quite different from a simple contrastive
statement about the existence or nonexistence of an obligation.
Thus tonic placement, when viewed in these relational terms, allows
us to trace speakers' thought processes, and their strategies in
developing a theme.

Similar arguments apply to the use of tune on 'related" and
"relationships" in lines 2,3-4, and 6. The first "related" is in-
troduced with an especially emphatic fall-rise (marked phoneti-
cally both by contour and by slowed rhythm and vowel elongation).
"Relationships" in lines 3-4 has the less emphatic high fall,
which serves both to keep the topic in focus and to continue the
line of argument. The final "related" in line 6 continues to carry
the tonic, thus maintaining the theme, but the pitch movement is
reversed, highlighting the question. The topic of relationships
is firmly established in the transition from Tl to T2, in which B
chooses the topic, places it in focussed position, and addresses
it with a question. B could have responded to the issue of whether
it is important to see the relationships rather than questioning
their existence. His response is framed around material which is
implicit in A's utterance; the subject "it" in line 6 only makes
sense on the basis of the presupposition that A has indirectly
asserted that "it's" all related. A's reply in line 7 has the
syntactic form of answers in such pairs as "Is it related?", 'Yes,
it is," where the main verb is elided. Here, syntactic knowledge
enables us to fill in the elided verb; in addition, the low falling
tune on "is" copies the falls in A's previous turn and therefore
prosodically emphasizes that A is reasserting her claim in the face
of B's question. In all these cases, tonic placement and tune,
along with syntax and lexicon, guide the listener in inferring
relationships among utterances and supplying nonlexicalized infor-
mation.

The expression '"they did everythin'" in lines 9-10 illus-
trates another aspect of prosodic signalling. Particularly in in-
formal conversation, prosody is a factor which allows participants
to use a minimum of lexical specificity to tie together parts of
an argument. Here, it is clear that the speaker is saying some-
thing like that for earlier anthropologists the subfields were
unified (that is, related). The very genheral expressions "to do
everything" and "everything' have specific and obvious referents in
this conversation ('doing" anthropology and doing "everything'" con-
tained in its current subdisciplines). Obviously these referents
do not inhere in the words ''do everything'" but must be inferred.
The phrase is highlighted syntactically by being the comment in a
topic-comment structure, and prosodically by the heavy final, fall-
ing, emphasis on "everything." Given that nothing has intervened
in the conversation, the prevailing theme is still that of
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relationships, thus the relevance of "everything' -- a single term
grouping 'related' referents -- and what people "do" as a means of
discussing what "is."

In lines 11-14 the stress on a series of related words
("then," "now"; "now," "came'") emphasizes the thematic link be-
tween turns T4 and T5, and marks out the four steps of an argu-
ment. When B first stresses 'then" in line 11 he singles out one
aspect of the preceding discussion, the temporal. The stressed
"then" signals that this first phrase of B's will be balanced by
forthcoming material; this opposition is signalled when it occurs
in the second phrase, both by the parallel prosodic structure,
with nuclear stress on the temporal adverb '"mow." A then repeats
the internally-parallel structure in her T5, and uses this struc-
ture to reverse the argument. That is, she starts with a phrase
describing and stressing '"now," so that "now'" becomes the first
rather than the concluding member of a pair. Her final counter
implicitly refers to '"then," although it does not repeat it, both
because her parallel intention has been signalled, and because of
the past tense on the stressed verb 'came."

In this sequence of turns, prosody signals rhetorical
structure by highlighting key thematic items. The argument is
stated in very abstract terms, but involves a fairly intricate set
of inferences concerning concrete facts and situations. Let us
look more closely at the first half of T4, "that's then." 'That"
in this passage has what Traugott (1979) calls its 'discourse
meaning' rather than its lexical meaning. We can go further and
say that in this usage it acquires a sort of double discourse
meaning. The referent of "that" is 'what you have said.' This
expression points to both 1) the act of having said what you said,
and 2) the propositional content of what you said. The implica-
tion carried by "that" is that there will be a 'this,' a what I
am going to say; i.e., that the speaker is going to say something
further and that what s/he says will be related in a certain way
to what has already been said.

"Then" also signals multiple levels of meaning. First of
all, it is anaphoric within the discourse to 'back in nineteen
hundred." Then, given this temporal frame in the text, "then"
also takes on a somewhat formulaic connotation: back in the old
days. Thus "back in nineteen hundred" is paraphrased by "then,"
a structurally simple reference which also adds further connota-
tions, connotations which are signalled in part by the prosodic
prominence of the word. The entire expression, "that's then"
signals proleptically, i.e., signals information about what the
speaker will say next. As we have observed, "that' implies a
"this." It is similar with "then": while "back in nineteen hun-
dred" could have been responded to by talk about any time period,
"then" can only be contrasted with "now."

B's utterance is an instance of a class of phrases which
could be considered as providing a formulaic discourse strategy
for some speakers: statements with a "that's..., that's not..."
construction, where the contrasted objects of the two clauses are
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opposing pairs of either general adverbs or pronouns. The pro-
leptic signalling value of "that" plus an element which is one of
a contrasting pair can be so strongly conventionalized that hear-
ers can be expected to be able to fill in the completion; there-
fore in some contexts the second clause may be optional.

To summarize, we have been arguing through this example that
interpretation at the level of conversation is a function of an
inferential process which has as its input syntactic, lexical, and
prosodic knowledge, and that judgments of intent are based on
speakers' ability to relate the information received in these
channels. To understand how this inferential process works, we
can go back once more to the linguists' discussion of marked and
unmarked tonic placement. Recall Crystal's example:

I want it in the garden / near the fence / and not

behind anything //

Broadly speaking one might argue that in uttering this sentence,
a speaker violates prosodic rules such as: 'the tonic falls on
the last lexical item in the tone group" or '"anaphora, preposi-
tions, conjunctions, etc. are normally unstressed." But what is
at issue here is the definition of terms such as 'rule' and 'nor-
mal.' The sentence as spoken is neither ungrammatical nor neces-
sarily inappropriate. The speaker is selecting among available
options and the resulting inferences are similar to those con-
veyed by pragmatic processes like topicalization or passivization.
This does not mean that notions like grammaticality and
appropriateness are not relevant to the interpretation of prosodic
signalling. Tone grouping, tonic placement and tune are clearly
grammatically constrained. But the study of conversational in-
ference provides a different perspective on what these constraints
are and what they signal than does sentence by sentence analysis.
Thus an utterance like '

I want / it in the garden

with a falling tune and a tone group boundary after "want'" would
clearly be odd, but an articulation like:

N
I / want / it / én / the / §arden

would be perceived as expected, only if the aectivity called for
listing. In an informal conversation like Example 1 it would be
odd unless a shift in activity were signalled in previous talk.

Perhaps the best way to describe this interpretation pro-
cess would be as an instance of Gricean implicature. A shared
interpretation therefore relies on a shared understanding of a
limited or closed set of options that can be chosen, and of how
these are constrained by the nature of the linguistic and extra-
linguistic context.
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In a sentence by sentence analysis, it is the total avail-
able corpus of utterances or the analyst's impressions of what
sounds or is judged by native speaker to be acceptable that deter-
mines an assigned interpretation. In the analysis of conversa-
tional inference the frame, the subset of available option, and
the interpretations they convey are all determined by preceding
talk. The first step in such an inferential process is the par-
ticipants' perception of what is highlighted, what previous bits
of information it is most likely related to, and how it is related.
It is on the basis of such perceptions that participants call on
their knowledge of the semantic range of the terms used, of in-
terclausal syntactic relations, and of conventional discourse
strategies, to arrive at an interpretation of communicative in-
tent and to trace the line of argument. Shared assumptions about
how tonality, tonicity, and tune interact with grammar and lexi-
con to suggest relationships are thus a precondition for shared
interpretation and for the maintenance of conversational involve-
ment.

We opened this paper by suggesting that prosodic conventions
are differentially distributed. In other words, that the rules
and assumptions governing the interaction of prosody, grammar,
and lexicon, and the consequent signalling functions of prosody
in discourse may vary across subgroups of speakers of English.

To illustrate this point we will draw on both conversational and
elicited data, collected in England and in the U.S., from bilin-
guals who are native speakers of North Indian languages such as
Hindi, Urdu, Punjabi, or Gujerati, but who regularly communicate
in English both with others of similar backgrounds and with native
English speakers in the surrounding community. We have pointed
out elsewhere (Aulakh et al., 1978) that the differences in ques-
tion are not simple instances of interference such as one finds

in second language learning situations. The individuals concerned
are not isolated speakers of English trying to learn a new set of
language skills. Rather they have their own systematic conven-
tions of using English which are highly effective within their

own communities, and which are likely to persist as long as they
remain effective and are reinforced by ingroup use.

Our initial observations on what these differences are are
based on close analysis of natural conversations, and especially
of breakdowns in conversational cooperation as indicated by dis-
ruption of conversational synchrony (Erickson and Schultz, 1980).

Our theoretical conceptions of signal-guided inference and
our observations of natural conversation suggested that such
breakdowns were the result of differences involving two sorts of
communicative effect: (1) the use of prosody in signalling nor-
mal information flow, and the differentiation of 'normal' from
contrastive and expressive intentions; (2) the use of prosody to
signal various kinds of intra and intersentential relations such
as subordination, or utterance finality or non-finality. We
therefore constructed a list of single sentences which in terms
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of their grammatical structure and the nature of their contents
embodied this range of communicative intention: the list starts
with simple existential propositions, goes on to compound con-
structions, complex constructions, parallel contrastive state-
ments, and expressive items (e.g., "That's fantastic! Really
beautifull!') (the list is given as an appendix). The list of
items was read by two main informants, both women, one British
and one Punjabi. Two observations regarding representativeness
and naturalness of this data: Firstly, informants of the same
backgrounds as these subjects, who knew the speakers personally,
confirmed in each case that the recording represented a 'normal'
style of speech; that is, neither of the subjects spoke with an
obvious 'reading' intonation. Secondly, particularly in the case
of the Indian speaker, as our hypotheses developed we supplemented
the initial data with samples from other speakers.

Starting with the simple sentences, we can make several ob-
servations which carry over onto the more complex ones and acquire
additional consequences. In English, the grammatical 'basic sen-
tence' is a single clause, consisting of a subject noun phrase
(NP) and a predicate verb phrase (VP), each of which can contain
optional modifying elements, and optional qualifying phrases in
the predicate, either adverbials or prepositional phrases. This
level of syntactic organization is directly reflected in Western
English prosody, where the 'basic' prosodic unit is also the
clause. Thus in the case of a simple, i.e., one-clause sentence:
1) the sentence will comprise one tone group; 2) the tone group
will have a smooth, unified contour; 3) the tone group will have
two or more most-prominent syllables, corresponding to peaks of
information; one will be the nucleus; 4) the contour will end in
a distinct fall or rise.

Indian English systematically contrasts with Western English
in its prosodic treatment of simple sentences in all but the first
of these characterizations; that is, 1) the sentence will probab-
ly be spoken as a single tone group (that is there will be no
pauses), but 2) there will be no 'unified contour'; rather, there
will be two or more subunits separated by fairly abrupt changes
in pitch; 3) there will be no clearly-defined nucleus; 4) the
pitch change on final syllables will be much narrower; frequently
they will be held high and level. For example,

2) W.E.: This is a book
. — /.
I.E.: This ( ) a book (the "is" was not pro-
nounced by the subject)
3) W.E.: John is reading a bood

—/—’——"'—\
I.E.: John is reading a book
Transcription conventions here: the lines above the utterance

are perceived intonational contour, the subscripts indicate
stressed syllables, (underlining, to be used in later examples,
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indicates more emphatic or heavily stressed items.) In the
Western English versions, the sentence as a whole has a steadily
falling 'envelope' contour, with small peaks corresponding to
stressed syllables. In the Indian English examples, in contrast,
there is no real tonal contour in this sense. Instead each sen-
tence is divided into several 'sense units' or prosodic pieces.
Each of these has relatively level pitch on the central
information-carrying items. There are sharp boundaries between
the pieces. In these two examples, these are achieved by the
occurrence of a sharp fall after a level syllable, occurring on
unstressed items ("is" or "a"), with the pitch then rising some-
what more gradually to become level again on the next stressed
item. Thus there is a succession of level tones, each of which
is higher in pitch than the immediately preceding environment.

Furthermore, in the Indian English versions there are no
nuclear syllables. Two factors are at work here. First of all,
there is the breakup into sense units just described; thus, at
least intonationally almost every content word is highlighted.
Secondly, the distribution of stress in Indian English differs
significantly from that of native Western speakers. Paradoxical-
ly, to Western ears, Indian English can sound either full of
stress, and staccato, or droning and monotonous. This is because
on the one hand Indian English speakers rarely reduce syllables
and pronounce almost all consonants with a higher degree of arti-
culation than native speakers, thus in one sense employing a
great deal of stress; on the other hand, no syllables are
stressed significantly more than any others.

Thus two of the striking features of Indian English in con-
trast to Western English are: the subdivision of utterances into
small chunks; the rhythmic marking by stress of several words,
with no one syllable made tonally prominent. There is some evi-
dence that both of these phenomena have a basis in the languages
of North India. In "A Reading Transcription for Hindi," W.E.
Jones says, '"...each syntactic piece -- of one or more words in
length -- is spoken with a sub-contour" (1971b). A 'syntactic
piece' consists of each NP or VP in a sentence, and adjectival or
adverbial phrases may also be separate syntactic pieces. Hindi
also has a large number of particles and verbal auxiliaries, and
there are syntactic rules which incorporate these into either the
NP or VP to make syntactic pieces. Prosodically, each subcontour
rises in a sequence of level pitches, or consists of a single
rise if a piece is monosyllabic. It should be apparent that this
description exactly fits our description of the Indian English
treatment of simple sentences.

As for stress, and the concommitant question of the exis-
tence of nuclear syllables, there are three important factors to
note. First of all, it has been noted that, while there is word-
level stress in Hindi, the differences in intensity between
stressed and unstressed syllables are much less than for English.
Secondly, as in Indian English, reduced syllables are almost non-
existent in Hindi (Ohala, 1977; Jones, 1971a). Thirdly, the
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intonational correlates of perceptual stress differ between
English and Hindi. In Hindi, a stressed syllable is either high
or rising in pitch, and the following stressed syllable falls.
In English, no such simple statement can be made, but in general
a stressed syllable will have a markedly greater degree of pitch
movement than surrounding syllables -- thus frequently stressed
syllables will contain a change in direction of pitch movement
(i.e., a risefall), or else will fall or rise more sharply than
preceding and following syllables.

Thus, to summarize, in comparison to Western English,
Indian English bases its prosodic conventions on (a) different
syllable-level phonology; (b) a different level of syntactic
breakdown; (c) different phonological means for making prosodic
distinctions and relations.

One result of these differences shows up in simple state-
ments with a contrastive focus. In workshops in communication
skills with Indian English speakers we have used the following
exercise, which points up these differences and their automatic,
habitual nature:

Instructor: A (student's name), what's your phone

number:
A: 834-9578
I: 835-9578?

A: No, 834-9578

When Western English speakers take the role of A, they automati-
cally stress the "4" the second time they repeat the number, by
giving it increased pitch and loudness. This pattern in effect
signals, '"You got something wrong, this is the digit that you had
wrong, and this is what it should have been.'" The Indian stu-
dents, on the other hand, tended to repeat the phone number exact-
ly as it had been said the first time. If they made any change,
it was to shift up in pitch register, starting on the corrected
digit and continuing in high register to the end. When the
different Western English strategy was pointed out to them, and
they tried to duplicate it, they were unable to highlight the
single digit. Instead, they combined stress in the form of in-
creased loudness with the raising of pitch register, and again
continued both to the end of the string: "eight three FOUR
NINE FIVE SEVEN EIGHT." Sometimes they anticipated, and began
the stress on the numeral preceding the one which should have
been marked.

This example also illustrates one general level difference
in the allocation of signalling function among the various chan-
nels which make up prosody. In Western English broad pitch regis—-
ter movements tend to be used at boundaries to indicate shifts in
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the nature of the speech activity, or in degree of intimacy, or

as attention-getting devices. In Indian English these shifts seem
to carry some of the 'grammatical' load which in Western English
is carried by tonicity and tune, that is, the marking of points of
information structure and flow.

This picture extends to longer sentences. In Western
English, the choices deployed in the placement of stress and pitch
changes signal the relevance of items of information in the light
of what has gone before —- unexpected or new or qualifying infor-
mation will be focussed. Tonal nuclei tie together semantically
related items, given the focus and communicative intent of the
whole. We build on tunal wholes at the clause level to build re-
lations in connected sequences, where we can develop prosodic
parallels and contrasts. For example, in a compound coordinated
sentence:

|
4) Do you want a cup of Ega / or do you Yant a cup of

coffee //
\

The two clauses are prosodically similar in several respects.
Each clause has a head on "want'" and a tonic on the object -- the
main verb and the main noun are in focus. While each clause is
smooth both rhythmically and intonationally, there are two sub-
parts in the phrasing: "do you want' and "a cup of X." 1In each
of these rhythmic groups the accent is on the last syllable. Thus
"do you want" signals the speaker's focus on the addressee's in-
tent and the illocutionary questioning function. "A cup of X"
contextualizes the utterance as being involved with the selection
of items to fill the slot indicated by 'want," and signals that
there has been a change in that item in the second clause. The

two semantically critical dimensions here -- concern with desire,
objects possibly desired -- are those which receive prosodic prom-
inence.

The two halves of the sentence also contrast with each
other in several respects. '"Tea" rises, while "coffee" falls.
This contrast closes the list —- nothing else will be offered. In
addition, the second contour is lowered as a whole with respect to
the first. The effect is almost a metaphor for the two-option
choice presented in the utterance: 'on the one hand, and on the
other' —- the 'hands" being 'pointed to' by the two pitch regis-
ters.

In Indian English, as we have said, each ‘sense unit' is in
some way made distinct -- with this example we'll see better how
this can be done, and how the prosodic reflection of semantic in-
tegrity is different.

A youlwant / a / ‘cup of [tea / or / 'do youlwant /
a / 'cup of f‘zoffee

Like (4), here each clause is phrased in two parts. Analyzing
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these as poetic feet, in the Western English example we had "do
you want" and "(a) cup of tea" as two anapests, with the accents
on the last syllables. Here in the Indian English version we have
these phrases as two dactyls with the accents on "do" and "cup."
The two feet are much more independent here than in the Western
English version -- there is a complete rhythmic break, and "a" and

"or" each are a separate tone group. There is a sharp downward
pitch movement in addition to stress on '"do" and "cup" each time
these words occur, followed by a slight rise extended over the
next, unstressed, syllable. The final words, the ones we saw ac-
cented in the (4) are not stressed here. However, they are set off
prosodically -- each is spoken at a level pitch, which is the
highest level reached in its segment. The parallel units, "do you
want' and "cup of X," are prosodically parallel as in (4). The
contrast between the two halves is signalled by the second clause
as a whole being at a slightly lower pitch. Two changes occur
between the first and the second clauses of this utterance: a
change in the object noun, and a change in the degree of closure
to the utterance. In (4) these were signalled by tonicity, accent-
ing the noun, and tune, contrasting a rise with a fall. To
Western ears, the emphases in (4) are 'misplaced,' so that the
utterance appears not to signal these changes.

In contrastive constructions, Western English uses tonici-
ty, tune, and stress placement together: the nuclei are placed on
the two elements which frame a contrasting pair, and these are
contrasted by having different shape and/or differing relative
heights. The items focussed by tonicity need not be the words
which carry the change; if not, this word or words will also be
highlighted. Thus for example:

5)WE: If you domn't give me that cigarette / I will have to
“buy a gicarette //
or If you'don't give me that cigarette / .

6)WE: If you'take this course / you won't have to take the

lother course /
In Indian English we have:

5")IE: If you don't give mer;hat %igarette / I will have to
buy'; éigarette /
6')IE: If you take [this ‘course / you won't have to take the
lother 'course //
In (5') the contrasting phrases "don't give'" and "have to buy" are
not picked out, as they are in (5), by stress. The main emphasis

seems to be on '"cigarette" both times. In comparing (6) and (6'),
"this course" and the "other course" get identical prosodic
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treatment in (6'). 1In (6), in the first clause, the qualifier is
not stressed, and is, contrastively, in the second.

In complex sentences the Indian English pattern continues
-- either stress or raised pitch or both on each sense unit. The
interrelation of these sense units gets more intricate -- they
can be simple subject-predicate sentences, noun phrases, verb
phrases, adverbials, conjunctions. We won't go into predicting
how an utterance will be broken up, but we'll give examples of
breakups at each of these levels and consider the contrast with
Western English signalling strategies in these examples, and
follow with some generalizations. Subject-predicate phrases as
sense units:

7) I think / he said ...
8) I heard him say / she thought ...

In these cases the S-P unit in each tone group gets parallel
prosodic treatment, with the emphasis on the subject. In con-
trast, in Western English the distributive nature of the main
verb in such embeddings is prosodically reflected. The main verb
will get the tonic. Succeeding subordinated S's will either con-
tinue in the same contour, or, if it gets triplicate as in(8) a
new contour will start with emphasis on the third verb, but at a
lower pitch level —- there will be an overall envelope effect.

These differences have more pronounced effect when an em-
bedded sentence is relativized. Here in Indian English a tone
group boundary will be placed before, i.e., setting off, the em-
bedded sentence:

9) What he said was that / he wouldn't come //
An example of an isolated VP:
10) When he (came home / the book was gone //

Both these examples sound contrastive to Westerners. In (9) the
first tone group ends abruptly on "that," sounding like, "and not
this." 1In (10) the emphasis is created by the pitch rise start-
ing on "came," which could be implying contrast with some other
possibility such as "left." A similar example:

ll)rBid you see anything /Twhen you came home //

The pitch rise emphasizes '"did," sounding like a contrast with
"didn't."

There appears to be a logic at work in all these examples
which is different from the contrastive interpretation which
Westerners would derive from the Western unmarked emphatic pat-
terns. Here relationships are signalled by picking out items,
and the content of the relationship picked out derives from
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lexical content -- an aspect of the literal meaning of a word or
phrase is being pointed to and which that is is dependent on the
verbal context. Thus in an S with a "when'" introducing a rela-
tive modifying clause, the '"when'" will be highlighted to point to
the relativizing function, as in (11). In a case like (10), on
the other hand, where the relativized clause as a whole is
topicalizing (not modifying), if "when'" were stressed, the effect
would be to point again to an element of grammatical function,
and with "when'" at the head of the utterance, this would make it
a question. This is what is happening with the stress on '"did"
in (11) which points to the question function. (These phenomena
can be related to the functional particles in Indian languages,
see Aulakh et al.) The converse of this is what happens when an
Indian English speaker is using extra-emphatic stress to signal

a contrastive intention. In these cases, Westerners hear the
intended emphasis, but the dimension of content being pointed to
is different, so that a Westerner will derive a different read-
ing from what is intended (Mishra, 1980).

There are also some seemingly formulaic illocutionary and/or
expressive usages which distinguish Indian and Western English.
For example, in Western English tag questions will be set off by
pitch register from the question they follow -- usually they'll
be lower, sometimes higher (we're talking about the start of the
tag, not whether they rise or fall -- distinguishing confirmation-
requests, semi-imperatives, etc.) In Indian English tag ques-
tions continue at the same level reached in the main question.
Direct questions frequently are said with pitch steadily rising
over the utterance:

A

12) Did he leave his key at home?
2

13) Where did he leave his key?

Our findings on Indian English concern the origin of con-
textualization conventions in the structure of these speakers'
native languages. However, we will advance the hypothesis that
the differences in question are not language-based in the sense
this word usually has but are distributed in accordance with what
anthropologists call cultural or linguistic areas (Emeneau, 1964).
The balance in signalling loads among channels reflects the need
for verbal communication to do all the following: satisfy cogni-
tive constraints of attention, memory, and information processes,
reflect participants' shared perceptions of their physical and
mental experiences, and be intelligible as an activity with a
discernable function. This balance, and the roles of each of
the various relational mechanisms, is the outcome of the history
of a communicative tradition, in the sense of the nature of the
communication for the accomplishment of which language has been
shaped: the pragmatic presuppositions involved in norms for ver-
bal communication in its social context, reflecting status
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relations and paradigms of face-to-face or of distinced communica-
tion.

Thus contextualization conventions reflect long-established
economic, political, and religious networks where speakers of
historically distinct languages have been in contact for hundreds
of years. Our data indicate that the contextualization conven-
tions of Indian English will hold for many native speakers of Indo-
Aryan languages such as Hindi, Urdu, and Punjabi, as well as for
speakers of the generically unrelated Dravidian languages such as
Telugu. We also have initial evidence from English conversations
collected in Hong Kong and Southeast Asia that the prosodic con-
ventions of Southeast Asian English show some similarity to those
of Indian English (see Young, 1980). These statements about
areal distribution are of course very preliminary and need to be
tested through empirical investigation. However, if it is true
the prosodic conventions we have described for speakers of North
Indian languages speaking English result in part from the mapping
of prosodic conventions of the speakers' native languages onto
English, and if social conditions are such that these mappings
are maintained and institutionalized over time, then the conversa-
tional behavior of Asian bilinguals can be seen as an area where
language-based grammatical systems meet with areally-based pro-
sodic and discourse systems. The study of the interaction of
these systems in conversation can provide important insight into
processes of semantic change, the grammaticalization of lexical
items, and other basic historical processes of linguyistic change.
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