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1. INTRODUCTION®

One of the foremost tenets in diachronic grammaticalization theory today
is the notion of wnidirectionality, according to which change in meaning from
less to more grammatical is viewed as a linear and irreversible process. Defined
thus in general terms, unidirectionality might appear to be a simple description
of, rather than a claim regarding the nature of, the grammaticalization
process. However inasmuch as the term is frequently extended to characterize
other features of the grammaucalization process which might or might not
hold true for all instances in all languages, the use of the label ‘unidirection-
ality’ makes a claim which must be demonstrated according 10 its own merits
for cach feature proposed.

For example, grammaticalization is widely claimed to be unidirectional
with respect to increasing degree of abstraction; that is, language users tend
to refer o abstract, less accessible concepts in terms of more familiar, concrete
ones, and this tendency is one of the [actors which motivates the linguistic
encoding of new concepts in old forms (cf. Heine, Claudi, & Hinnemeyer,
This volume). Such a claim is well-motivated cognitively, and is supported
by synchronic and diachronic evidence from a number of languages.

It has also been claimed thal grammaticalization involves semantic
bleaching, or weakening of lexical meaning, and that this process, loo, is
unidirectional. The validity of this claim is, however, far less evident than
that for increasing abstraction, since not all meaning change necessarily
invaolves bleaching, and in numerous instances, as is demonstrated by Traugott
and Konig (This volume), the exact opposite process, that of semantic
Strengtheming, may also take place. A more comprehensive view would seem
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to be that weakening and strengthening are independent processes, either or
both of which may potentially be a factor in grammaticalization i any given
instance.

Finally, Traugow (1982: 1988) and Traugout & Konig (This volume)
have claimed that grammaticalization is also unidirectional in the sense of
increasing subfeciification or “speaker involvement’; that is, the extension of
meanings encoded by a given lexical or grammatical item 1s predictably away
from objective, referential meaning towards subjective, “speaker-based™ atti-
tudes and points of view. Drawing on a model proposed by Halliday and
Hasan (1976). Traugott (1982) identifies three functional-semantic compo-
nents which she labels propositional, textual, and expressive. Her prediction
is that when grammaticalization involves a meaning-shift from one functional-
semantic component to the other, it will proceed from the propositional (via,
optionally, the textual) to the expressive level, but not in the reverse direction,
Extensions of this type are accounted for in terms of (among others) the
inclusion within 4 form™s “meaning” of some pragmatic nuance which was
Formerly implicated by context alone. An example cited by Traugott is the
diachromic extension of English ‘while” from & noun meaning ‘period’ or
‘time’ to a temporal connective on the textual level to, ulumately, a concessive
conjunction {in the sense of “although” which ¢ncodes the attitude of the
speaker towards the proposition (Traugott, 1982:254),

What is not ¢lear is that the process of grammaticalization as a whole is
necessarily unidirectional with respect to this characterization, nor indeed.
why we might expect that it should be. To begin, the claim that the historical
trend in language change has been towards increasing grammatical expression
of subjective and pragmatic meanings would seem to imply that al some
remote carlier stage such meamings were not expressed, or were expressed
with a far lower frequency. This would be an awkward position to maintain,
it seems, even aside from the problems inherent in attempting o demonstrate
it empirically. Second, the claim that grammaticalization mecessarifly has its
roots in the propositional (ie. local, or lexical) fevel 15 al odds with the
findings of a growing body of researchers that point to the discourse-prag-
matic orgins of a number of grammatical elements. Thus Givon (1979) has
argued in favor of the diachronic discourse basis of morphological relativizers,
causativizers. and other types of clause subordinators in a variety of lan-
guages; Hopper (1979, 1982, for Literary Malay) and Herring (1988, for
Tamil) have pointed out the possibility of discourse/pragmatic focus clements
developing into markers of perfective aspect; and DuBois (1987) attributes
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the grammaticalization of ergative case-marking systems to functional con-
straints on the rate and nature of information flow in narrative.

The implications of such claims on the unidirectionality hypothesis are
clear: If grammaticalization is defined as the process whereby grammatical
elements (be they morphological or syntactic) come into bemng, then if there
is any validity at all to the claims of the proponents of grammar ex-discourse,
the grammaticalizalion process cannot be unidirectional in the sense proposed
by Traugott. Rather the evidence suggests that autonomous grammuatical
clements may arise either out of individual lexical or already existing grammal-
ical elements on the propositional level. or they may take as their source the
larger discourse/pragmatic context.’ Indeed. it is my assertion that. as in the
case of semantic bleaching mentioned above. the two processes are essentially
independent, and that they are free to interact. Thus, it is theoretically p_-:}:i.\;ib.le
that a single grammatical word or aflix may have undergone extensions in
both directions at different times over the course of its development.

If this position is correct, then important questions immediately anse
regarding the nature of the two processes. Do they apply o comparable data
cross-linguistically, or do certain grammatical meanings exhibit an affinity
for one source component or the other? Do individual languages show a
preference for one strategy over the other: that is, are some I:mguuge_s more
‘discourse-grammaticalizing', and others more ‘lexical-grammaticahzing’, or
do both kinds of processes operate in all languages 1o a similar extent? As
for the specific mechanisms which drive these processes. a number of mecha-
nisms which account for meaning change in isolated lexical items have been
discussed in the literature; e.p. analogy. bleaching. strengthenmng, metaphor,
systems of inference, and so forth. The mechanisms involved in the grammiti-
calization of discourse functions, however. have yet to be systematically
identified and described. Will we find the same, or similar, molivating factors
at work. or will it be necessary to pastulate other mechanisms which derive
not from considerations of meaning but rather from considerations of com-
municative function? If the latter turns oul to be the case. we must confront
a methodological issue as well: Since “hard” diachronic evidence of communi-
cative function — especially in the very earliest stages of grammaticaliza-
tion — is by the very nature of things often excluded, can the processies)
involved be inferred on the basis of synchronic evidence alone? Or should we
attempt to devise other methods for getting at discourse-functional factors in
language change? | do not propose to address all of these guestions, or even
any one of them exhaustively. in the present paper. T do hope, however, to
shed some light on the nature of the specific mechanisms involved in the
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grammaticalization of discourse functions. | propose to do this by examining,
in depth. a particular instance of discourse/pragmatics-based grammaticaliza-
tion: That of the grammaticalization of rhetorical questions as markers of
clausal subordination in Tamil.

A word about the organization of the remainder of this paper may be
useful here. In considering the Tamil evidence, 1 begin by identifying three
rhetorical question types. I then trace what T hypothesize to be the diachronic
evolution of these types, from their pragmatic (interactive and expressive)
origins (Section 3 and Section 4), to their reanalysis as markers of textual
cohesion (Section 4), and ultimately to their grammaticalization as clausal
morphology (Section 5). This expository sequence is accompanied by a pro-
gressive narrowing of focus: Only two out of the original three rhetorical
guestion types participate in the second and third stages of the above process,
and within those two types, a subset of the actual linguistic forms involved
have attained fully grammaticalized status. By presenting the material in a
sequence iconic with its (hypothesized) historical development, [ hope to
illustrate the naturalness of the processes involved. and to hint at the
contextual richness — and perhaps too, at a certain random element, leading
to the grammaticalization of some forms but not of others — which shaped
the phenomenon as a whole. For those who prefer the omniscience of hind-
sight, however, a more focused reading is also possible. Two forms for which
clear evidence of grammaticalization will be adduced are the causal conjuction
enpad, and the relativizer -¢, derived from a WH- word (én 'why') and a tag
question marker, respectively. In the general overview of Tamil rhetorical
questions presented below, the individual storics of these two forms can also
be traced. The final section (Section &) considers the implications of the Tamil
evidence for the unidirectional hypothesis and grammaticalization theory.

2. RHETORICAL QUESTIONS: THE THREE TAMIL TYPES

The data on which this study is based are from Tamil, a Dravidian
language with SOV word order and suffixing, agglutinative morphology.
Except where indicated otherwise, all of the examples presented here are
drawn from a corpus of thirty-five oral narratives which 1 recorded in Tamil
Madu, India, in 1986-87, These include personal narratives as well as folk
tales of various types, as related by both professional storytellers and ordinary
adult native speakers. Of special note are two lengthy public performances
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in the Villw Paru (lit. *Bow Song') style, which provide evidence for the
interactive basis of rhetorical questions in traditional narrative.

A striking feature of Tamil oral narration (and to a lesser extent, of
written narration as well) is the frequent use of rhetorical questions. A
rhetorical question is defined here as any utterance which is interrogative in
form, but which — as opposed to a genuine, information-seeking question —
does not sollicit a response. The three most common rhetorical question types
in Tamil® are what | refer to as the Classical Rhetorical Question (CRQ), the
Thematicizing Rhetorical Question (TRQ). and the Rhetorical Tag Question
(RTag), illustrated in examples (1)-(3) below:?

(1 Pal kwikkata pianal kuta irekkum-a?™
milk drink-NEG cal  even be-FINs-0
‘Is there any cat that doesn't drink milk?" [CRQ)]

(2)  Ovu nafu purusankaran enma ceficirukkran,
one day husband what do-PERF-PRIMS
‘One day, what did the husband do? [TRQ]

(3)  Inta paicavattellam vaippanka illai, pakkattu grile.

this pampayat&all hold-FirL TAG next Lown-LoC
“They hold this panjayat (meeting) and all, right? in the next town.’
[RTag]

21. CRQs

The first example is typical of the rhetorical question type discussed in
classical rhetoric and speech act theory: [ refer to this as the Classical
Rhetorical Question, or CRQ. An oft-described characteristic of this type is
that the surface syntax is conventionally understood 1o be the opposite of
that of the underlying indicative assertion to which it corresponds. That is,
@ positive question implies a negative assertion, and a negative question, a
positive assertion.* Thus, in uttering example (1), the speaker expresses the
view that there is mo such thing as a cat that doesn’t drink milk. CRQs may
also be WH- questions; in such cases, the usual sense of the corresponding
assertion is universal (absolute) negation (e.g. * Where will you find a cat that
doesn’t drink milk?", bath in Tamil and in English, normally means *You
won't find a cat that doesn’t drink milk anywhere!).
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.. TRQs

The question in example (2) establishes a theme {namely, that the hus-
band did somerhing), which the narrator must elaborate upon by answering
his own question in subseguent clauses, The fact that Thematicizing Rhetori-
cal Questions (TRQs) require further comment is reflected in Schmidi-Rade-
feldt’s phrase “the rhetorical use of question-answer sequences” (1977.378).
and in Gresillon’s (1981) expression guestion-réponse & wn senl locuteur, o
refer to essentially the same phenomenon. Theoretically TRQs may be realized
as either Yes-no or WH- guestions, although as it turns ous, virtually all ol
the TRQs in the Tamil data are WH- questions, an interesting fact in its own
right, which can be attributed to pragmatic constraints (cf. Section 4.2 below).
In terms of content. the two most frequently encountered TRQs in the Tamil
corpus are ‘And then what did X do? and *And then what happened?”.

There 15 a vanant of the Tamil TRQ which involves the addition, in
clause-final position, of the subordinating conjunction pndg (the conditional
form of the quotative verb en “to say/ask’); a literal ranslation of pad is il
{vou) say/ask’.® Thus, while example (2) is a syntactically independent clause.
TROQs followed by snd are formally subordinate to some other (finite) clause.
Aside from this formal distinction. the presence or absence ol nug does nol
appear to significantly affect the meaning or function of the TRQ, although
from a diachronic perspective, nnd will be seen 1o play a role in the grammati-
calization of TRQs as clausal subordinators {cf. Section 5.1). The TROQ + naa
construction is illustrated in (4) below:”

(4} A vaniv varugd  varusam eppagi ma,
it TOP  vear-as vear how  ask-coNn
‘If {(you) ask, “How (is 1) year after year?™

Npa could also be added on to example (2) above. Indeed TROs with amd
withoul nma appear to be in free variation in oral narration in Modern Tamil

2.3, RTags

Example (3) is a tag question, formed by the additon of the invarian
tag particle ifaiva (lie. ‘is it not?') w an otherwise declarative uiterance. In
addition to iflaqra (and its phonologically reduced variams, ilfai, ilfe. and -le).
there are two other important tag guestion markers in Tamil: The so-called
“emphatic” clitic -¢, and the imperative {or, the 2nd person past tense form)
of the verb pdr “to sec, look”. These are illustrated in examples (5) and (6);

THE GRAMMATICALIZATION OF RHETORICAL QUESTIONS IN TAMIL 239

(5)  fora arcean Kendad  BGHRE T iFan s di=¢,
this king eye-aco close-PROG-PIMS-C
“The king was keeping his eyes closed, right?

(6 fonorw- anta mutallé Gdmaténn pacu vacciruntdar parunka.
another that first-Loc Kamadenu cow  keep-PERF-PIRS see-1MP
“The other in the beginning, {he) was the one keeping the

Kamadenu cow, right?”

Although there is no syntactic constraint which prohibits the use of any of
the Tamil tags with a negative asserlion, such uses are rare in these data:
again, this can be accounted for pragmatically (¢f. Section 4.3} Thus the tag
questions considered here overwhelmingly presuppose an affirmative response.

These examples. while representing unrelated types svntactically, are
similar in that all are rhetorical {rather than genuine information-seeking)
questions, which were uttered in the context of narration. The interpretation
of an utterance as a rhetorical rather than a true question is dependent on a
complex of features, mcluding the presence of characteristic or otherwise
incompatible grammatical elements,” intonation, context, and the shared
knowledge and perspective of speaker and hearer. In my recorded data, it is
generally clear, from the narrators’ intonation and the presence or absence
of clause-final pauses in oral delivery, which utterances were intended rhetori-
cally and which as true questions (in the case of rhetorical questions, lack of
response from the native speaker listeners further supports my assessments).
Moreover, all question forms used in professional performances must be
construed as serving some other, non-interrogatlive purpose, since in such
contexts the audience is prohibited by convention from participating verbally
in the discourse.

3. THE INTERACTIVE BASIS OF RHETORICAL QUESTIONS

Why, then, do narrators — and Tamil narrators more than most - use
rhetorical questions when telling a story™ T will first consider the most straighi-
forward explanation, which is a pragmatic one: Rhetorical guestions, not
unlike penuine guestions, are intended (o sumulate the involvement of the
listeners in the story by making a direct appeal 1o their attention and evalua-
tive processes. Thus a number of scholars following in the recemt German
Pragmatic tradition {ef, Gilich, 1970: Schmidt-Radefeldt. 1977 and Vande-
weghe, 1477) charactenize rhetorical questions as “appelative™ 1 function:
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Rhetorische Fragen — bei denen der Frage-Charakter mehr oder weniger
deutlich ausgeprigl szin kann flassen sich daher als Appell an die
Aufmerksambkent des Horers interpretieren. Der Sprecher, der sic verwen-
det. zeigt. dass er sich stindig der Anwesenheit des Horers bewusst ist.*
{Gdlich, 1970:229)

Simlarly:

Mit seiner Frage machi der Sprechende S einen Appell an den Horenden
H. und er stellt so cinc interpersonale Bezichung her.® (Vandeweghe,
1977:2749)

However, rhetorical questions differ crucially from questions in general
in that not only is no answer expected of the hearer, but the hearer may
actually be prevented from answering, due to “particular situational, social
or institutional conventions™ (Schmidi-Radefeldt, 1977:378) which prescribe
to him or her a passive role. One such convention is that which governs oral
narration, which is, excepl in certam exceplional cases (cf. Section 3.1 below).
essentially monologic. There are a number of reasons why it is to the advan-
tage of the narrator to discourage extensive listener participation. As Popovici
(1981:15) observes, le refet d'un argument ou d'une objection possible impligue
un dialogue entrevu et éviré ("the rejection of a possible argument or objection
implies a dialogue foreseen and avoided’). Dialogue 15 to be avoided in that
it is less predictable and less under the control of a single participant than is
a monologue. More serious still, a narrator who gives up the floor to another.
no matler how briefly, risks losing it altogether and never finishing his story.

At the same time, it is the task of the narrator lo engage and hold the
attention of his audience, a task all the more critical in oral narration, whern
numerous opportunities may arise for the listener to become distracted. The
use of rhetoncal questioning strategics allows the narrator 1o address simulta-
necusly both of these conflicting concerns. He poses questions as 4 means ol
engaging the attention of the interlecutor. At the same time. rather than risk
interruption or derailment by allowing the interlocutor 1o answer for himself.
the narrator constructs a hypothetical listener with whom he “interacts”, ever
speaking at times in this other listener’s “voice”, Thus a narrator max
“answer” his own CRGQ by explicitly stating the assertion it implies:

(Ty  Avan pevila pavifa  tai colratukka vifrukkn
he  fail-apv go-coND this to-say
varuvan-a?  Varamdarian.
COmME-FIMS-) COme-NEG-FIMS
‘If {a schoolboy) Fails {an exam), will he come (straight) home w
tell about it? He won't.’

house-DraT
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Or, he may imitate a dialogue by means of a TRQ and its response:

(8)  Aka inta ponnu enpa iy karppamd
thus this girl  what become-PFV-PRINS pregnant
akLr iHta ponnu.

become-PrINS this girl
‘And so what happens to the girl?
She gets pregnant, the girl (does).”

{ The implication here is that the listener, unable 1o contain his or her cunosity,
has posed the question.)'® This hypothetical listener is an idealized listener,
in that at any given point in the narration, he knows all that he 15 supposed
to know in order to appreciate the story, and 15 attentive and eager Lo receive
whatever information follows."" Actual listeners are unreliable in these
respects, since they may fail in comprehension and attention for a vanety of
reasons.

A.1. Rhetorical guestions in traditional performance narrative

Compelling evidence in support of the abstract ideal listener analysis can
be found in the traditional Tamil Villu Pagu storytelling genre.'* In a Villu
Pastu performance, a principal narrator (‘A’) is assisted by a secondary
narrator (‘B") and several singer/musicians {whose “narrative” duties are
largely restricted to echoing and agreeing with ‘A" and "B’). OF special interest
is the role of 'B" in the narrative performance. On the one hand, he may
introduce new material into the narrative sequence to a limited extent, either
alone or in conjunction with the main narrator (this constitutes one of the
“exceptions” referred to earlier to narration as monologue). His primary role,
however, is as a physical embodiment of the “ideal listener”, whose duty it
is to respond 1o the main narrator at each appropriate moment in an appropri-
ate way. As such, he responds to rhetorical questions by making explicit the
(normally unspoken) responses which they conventionally presuppose. Rhe-
torical questions are extremely common in Fillu Pagu performances. Consider
example (%) below, which contains four CR(Qs:

(9)  (The wife of the great god Shiva, cursed by her husband, despairs
of accomplishing what he has ordered her to do)
A- UNilarkajai cirtivuream ceyyva nammal mugiyum-a?
B: Mugiyare!
A Pari karta mutivem-a’
B: Atuvum mutivare!
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Cerikalal natta mutiyem-a’
Atuvim muivate!

Namimal emna cevia murivim?
Oru karivamum nafakkdaré!”

: *“Am | capable of domesticating the land™ [Y es-no}
(T} can't!

. Can (1) lay out plots (for cultivation)? [Yes-no]

{1} can’t {do) that, cither!

Can (I) plant plants?! [Yes-no]

(1) can’t (do) that, either!

What will | be able to do? [WH-]
Mot a single thing will come out right

Frwrpro» wrEe

s

In this example, Narrator B responds negatively 1o affirmatively-phrased
CRQs, and with a universal negative 1o a WH- type CRQ), confirming that
this is indeed how the Tamil narrator who makes use of such constructions
intends himsell 1o be understood.

Marrator B also responds appropriately to TROs, not by providing any
information, but by encouraging MNarrator A o supply the answer himsell’
as in examples (10) and (11);

(10) A Akka taikai élupérim eppati niratukivar?

B: Eppari?

A [par] Avar kuwluttalava nalla rannirife. ..
kanmivarkal vantu nirdta. ..
vavafavu tapnirile. ..
vaniu ninru vilaivan, ..

*How do the seven sisters bathe?

How?

[sings] Up to their necks in the good water. .
the maidens came and bathed. ..
up to their mouths in the water. ..
they came and stood playing...”

o

(11) A: Aaké antu varukinravan yar?
B: Yar?

A Turivatapan.

A: “Who 15 the one who rules there?
B: Who!?

A: Duryodhanan.’
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Observe that in the last two examples, it 15 not the “listener”™ {MNarrator B)
who introduces the question, as might have been expecied on the basis of the
preceding discussion, but rather Narrator A, This is because TRQs also serve
an important organizational function, which will be described later on. and
which is normally reserved for the principal narrator alone. Thus even in his
role as ideal listener, Narrator B cannol be relicd upon o ask the right
questions af exactly the right time: the wrong question or the wrong timing
could derail the low of Narrator A's narration.

RTags are also common in the Vilf Pasre, although they do not elicit
an explicit response as frequently as the other two types. When Narrator B
does respond, his responses follow the expected pattern of affirming the
sentential assertion:

(12) Natwmg perivar paspaniu irakku parankea, central pasianiu.
Ama.

o Atuk ke munnale pifdagparateile 17 peted vittuk kit frendn,

: “There’s our Perivar Bus Stand, right? The central bus stand.
Yes.

: In front of it, on the platform, he was selling matches.”

>E2 222

(13} young god muses aloud)
c UMangivarnile cirantatu malaivalans lan-¢!
Malaivala natu fan.

: Nan malaivalam poka tan venfum!"

> PEP>S

: **(The place where they have) the best enchantments (is) Malai-
vilam {country). right?

B: (It's) Malaivalam country, indeed.

Ay | must go to Malaiyilam (country)!™

The first of these examples contains the polite imperative form parwika: the
second, the bound suffix -¢. Both function here as tags, as shown by the
Enghish translations,

Mote that in none of these examples do the responses provided by B
introduce any new information into the discourse. The impression is of a
dialogue, but in fact the range of responses permitted B 15 quite restnicted.
The Villte Parsu data provide evidence, therefore, of the validity of the “ideal
listener”™ concept in Tamil oral narcation. The value of such a construct is
that it allows the narrator to evoke an interaciional dynamic, while at the
same time maintaining ultimate control of the discourse. Hart (1980) claims
that the stylistic device of addressing onesell 1o some fictional, absent, or
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imanimate third person audience can be observed, not just in Tamil, but as «

pan-Tndian tendency dating back to the earliest recorded lterary works, Thu.
the high RQ content in contemporary Tamil narrative may well reflect, t

some extent at least, a more traditional interactive narrative strategy.

4. FROM “EXPRESSIVE” TO “TEXTUAL" FUNCTIONS

Let us now consider uses which extend the RQ phenomenon bevond the
limits of the interactive domain. In this section, [ discuss the expressiv.
pragmatic ‘meaning’ of cach of the basic R types, and show how, in the
case of TROQs and RTags, expressivity has been largely replaced by textual
by which | intend discourse-organizational — functions. This constitutes
shift which, it will be argued. paves the way for the eventual grammaticaliza-
tion of a subser of these elements as clavse-linking markers,

4.1. Expressive functions of CRQs

I rhetorical guestions are interactive in the qualified sense just discussed,
they are also expressive, in that each RQ type is associated with a particulir
stylistic effect. The classical type, as is often pointed out. is a persuasive devive
which characteristically presents the point of view of the speaker as if it were
obwvious. From the perspective of the addressee, of course, the point may mit
be obvious in the least. bul part of the efficacy of a CRQ is that it is more
difficult 1o refute than an ordinary assertion, in that it presupposes the address-
ee’s agreement. In the Tamil narrative corpus, CRQs are also used 1o seodl
('l can’t do with my eyes open what vou can do with your eyes closed?! .
boast (*1s there anyone greater than I7'), express dismay ("What's the use of
being a great king if 1 can't fulfill my mother’s dying wish?'), show amazement
{*Is it possible o behold such a forest?'), and 1o convey many other expressive
nuances as well. These examples appear almost exclusively in mimeric, o
quoted sections of text. ' The use of CRQs in quoted dialogue within narrative
closely parallels their use in actual conversation. As such. the principle fune-
tion of CRQs in narration is pragmatic; i.e. 1o represent a conversationl
exchange in 4 more persuasive or expressive fashion.

4.2, Expressive functions of TR(s
In order to illustrate the expressive value of TRQSs, it is necessary to tuke
into account not only the question clause but the clause or clauses which
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follow it in sequence. and which serve as its response. Consider. in this
context. example (8) and example (2') (an expanded version of (2) above)

(8)  Aka inta ponnu eppa ayirui karppamda
thus this girl  what become-pFv-PRINS pregnant
akitu inta ponpi.
become-PRINS this girl
‘And so what happens 1o the girl? She gets pregnant, the girl (does).’
(2 Oru ndlu purusankdran enpa ceficirukkean,
one day husband what do-PERF-PRIMS
“Nan verraikku pakamem” pow  pavitgan,
I hunt-DAT go-be-necessary QUOT go-PEV-PIMS
*One day, what did the husband do?
Saying, "1 must go hunting”, he went ofl’

In her analysis of discourse strategies in Romance, Wehr (1984) charac-
terizes question-answer sequences of this type as marked with respect to
simple declarative word order by the addition of the pragmatic feature
[+SURPRISE]: that is, the information which follows the guestion is eval-
uated, by means of this device. as being in some sense unexpected or reaction-
worthy. In this schema. the use of a question form functions to create drama
by placing the audience in suspense, arousing their curiosity about what is to
follow.

These observations would seem to apply to English as well, in that the
most straightforward English translations of Tamil TRQ-response sequences
tend to convey the impression that the narrator is attemptling 1o interject a
suspenseful tone, as in the examples above. Here Tamil differs from English,
however, in that (i) the overall frequency of TRQ-response sequences is
notably higher in Tamil; (i) they may be employed even when the events they
introduce are in no way dramatic or unexpected; and (i) their use does not
necessarily imply that the speaker evaluates said events as dramatic or unex-
pected. That is, while the analysis advanced by Wehr may well have been
true for Tamil TROQs at an earlier stage in their development, the suspenseful
function, possibly through pragmatic unmarking based on frequency of use,
has largely given way 1o a function on the textual level: That of introducing
new information'® into the text in a pragmatically “focused” way. WH-
words are especially effective in focusing interest on a particular constituent,
a fact which may tie in with the overwhelming predominance of WH- TRQs
(rather than the Yes-no type) in Tamil, Thus a more idiomatic translation of
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(%) above might be, ‘So what happens is, the girl gets pregnant’, where o
pseudo-clelt construction, rather than a question, translates the Tamil TRQ
As such, the construction serves as an alterpative to syntactically more
complex focus construetiony, which in Tamil tvpically take the form of nomina-
lizations, Viewed in this light. the TROQ and the elause which follows, although
syntactically independent, function in the discourse as a single structural
unity,'* an observation supported by prosodic and intonational evidence as
well. They resemble topic-comment structures in which the “theme” o
“topic” introduced by the TR(Q is commented upon in the response; e.g
*‘What happens to the girl is, she gets pregnant’; "One day what the husband
did was, he said he had to go hunting, and went off”".

The strategy serves a hroader organizational function within the story
as a whole by relating entire sequences of short, syntactically independen
clauses to a single focus or theme, thereby creating loose structural unities
reminiscent of paragraphs in written discourse. In the continuation of (4).
given as {(4') below, the narrator goes on 1o add ten more finite clauses, all
ol which contribute in some way W the “answer” to the TRQ °If you ask
“How is 1t vear alter vear?™

() Aru variy varusd varusan eppati nind,
Kilatigvalle pasy Grampikkum caniai,
Kilarvsval akirai oru ar.
Kilarnvalle 1an pasy arampikkum.
Campanrilfdma.. pasy cantal anta hariccans pofave mdafianka.
Inta (@varafika 1an paiuvaako.
Avaiika epnamavaty collivanko.
Tvanka ufage pov, avaika ituleaficw are per pov vetrituvanka,
Ferring wrané, avaika vamg kofdca petial veltuvanka,
Tvanka vantu kefica kofica Kira pénai velluvanka.
Ippati iap varusd varwsam, april midcam, karekitd infg cdnfal
Rt Rl r L,

I {you) ask, “How {is it) year after year?” (= How it is year afier
year is,) the fighting starts in Kilattuval.

Kilattuval's a town.

It starts first in Kilattuval.

For no reason. . .the Harijans never start fighting first,

It's the Devars who start (i),

They (the Harijans) suy something or the other,
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And then they (the Devars) immediately go over. . five or six people
go and cut (them) up.

As soon as they do that, (the Harijans), they cut a few people.
They only cut a few people.

The fighting takes place like this. year after vear, exactly in the
maonth of April.”

Here the repetition of the adverbial varusa varusam “year after year' in the
last clause effectively brackets off the TRQ and the ten clauses which follow
as a single cohesive unit within the discourse. _

TRQs, as mentioned above, are more frequent in oral than in written
narration, and we are now in a position to account for this distribution. As
a device which may be employed to create structural cohesion while at the
same lime preserving a straightforward paratactic “one clause at a time™
(Pawley and Syder, 1977) mode of presentation, TRQ-response sequenees are
well suited to the demands of on-line oral narrative production, which tends
to prefer loose sequences of finite clauses 1o more complex embedded con-
structions. Formulaic expressions such as ‘And then what happened”’, "And
then what did he do” presumably require a minimum of processing in the
parrator’s consciousness, allowing more time in which 1o organize his thoughts
and plan what he is going to say next (Chafe, 1980). At the same time,
because of their open-endedness as question forms, they help to insure that
the audience will remain attentive until the speaker has succeeded in formulat-
ing his next uttcrances. _

The extent to which this strategy is productive can be seen in the following
example, an excerpt from an informal oral retelling of a mythological tale.
Note the narrator's heavy use of TRQs in organizing (and reorganizing) the
linear presentation of his ideas.

(14)  Ana anta irile, pavarkara paicam.
Cappituratikku kiita onpum kitaivacy makk afukkn.
Ana rajavukku verri vila kontaruranka.
Konpdturatu nnd. . .cappaiu mapfilum rdjavikku eppati varutu anda,
ary artil irunty org rupivar vantu cappatu kufuttu vituviru raja-
viek kaka.
Oru arai vavipe cappatu ille; arici ille.
Avvalavu paricam.
En nd cantai pottatundle, irukkira. . panamellam celavaliceu poccu.
Appa munivar kuturtuvifum pita, itaivild anta cdppafa. . nid. ..
rajavita aluika konfte varraka.
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Varum poru.draivile enna panranka tinganka;
anta cdppatellam piwiki cappitaranka,
Avanka én pitunki cappitidfika naa,
avafkalukku cappitaratukku onmum ille,
Atandle avafka pitwnki cappitaranka,

‘But in that town, (there's) a terrible famine.

There isn't anvthing at all for the people to eat.

But they're holding a victory celebration for the king.

{(How they're) celebrating is... how does a serving of food come
for the king?

A sage comes from someplace and donates food for the king,
{There's) not even half a belly-full of food; (there's) no rice
(That's) how much famine.

Why? The money they had all got spent in waging war.

Then when that sage donates (the food), in the meantime the food
{was)...

the kings" men bring it back.

As they're bringing (it back)...in the meantime what do (some)
thieves do?

They snatch up the food and eat it.

Why do they snatch it up and eat i1?

They don’t have anything to eat.

So they snatch it up and eat it.

The repeated use of rhetorical questons in this section of discourse may
sound odd or even incoherent 1o native speakers of English, since it is difficul
to ascribe an expressive interpretation Lo what is not a particularly dramatic
sequence of events (nor is the sequence of central importance for the stor
as a whole). If, however, we change the TRQs in the English translation to
pseudo-cleft constructions, as in (14'), it is possible to appreciate something
of the cohesive function which they serve in the original Tamil:

i(14') *But in that town, (there's) a terrible famine,
There 1sn't anything at all for the people to eat,
But they're holding a victory celebration for the king.
{How they're} celebrating is...
how a serving of food comes for the king is,
a sage comes from someplace and donates food for the king.
{There's) not even half a be]l}'-full of food; {(there's) no rice.
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{That's) how much famine.

{The reason) why is (because) the money they had all got spent in
WHEINE War.

Then when that sage donates (the food), in the meantime the
food. ..

the kings' men bring it back.

As thev're bringing (it back). _.in the meantime what (some) thieves
do s,

they snatch up the food and eat il

{The reason) why they snatch it up and eat it is,

they don't have anything 1o eat.

So they snatch it up and eat it

Clearly we have moved here beyvond the realm of expressivity to the
organization and presentation of the discourse itself; or, to employ Traugott’s
terminology in a somewhat broader sense, from the “‘expressive™ lo the
Htextual™ level,

4.3, Expressive functions of RTags

In the same way that CRQs are persuasive, and TRQs (in some languages
at least, and probably originally in Tamil as well) suspenseful, a narralor’s
use of rhetorical tag questions evokes solidarity with the listener by presuppos-
ing the listener’s knowledge of the information thus tagged, thereby including
both listener and speaker within the informed sphere of those capable of fully
appreciating the significance of the narrated information.'® As in the case of
CRQs, the listener need not in actual fact be familiar with the information
thus evaluated, or he may not have the particular information in mind at the
time, such that the RTag serves as well to bring it 1o the foreground of his
Consciousness.

RTags draw on two types of “common™ knowledge: That which is
external, and that which is internal to the narrative. The former typically
includes (i) shared cultural knowledge, as reflected in the use of the term
‘panjayat’ (the popular form of village government in India) in the RTag in
example (3): (i) shared point of view {especially if there is a close social or
lnttrperﬁcnal relationship belween speaker and listener); and (1ii) knowledge,
both general and specific, that the speaker has reason to believe — or chooses
to represent as though he believed — is shared by the listener. Narrative-
internal knowledge is information that was either specifically mentioned in,
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or can be inferred from. the previous discourse; this is reflected in examples
{5) and (6).

Bevond this use, which is essentially pragmatic, RTugs have a textual
function in Tamil, which is again one of clause-linking. An important charac-
teristic of RTags is that they are anaphone; that 1s. they refer back, either to
the discourse, or o previous experience of a more general nature. As such,
they are frequently used to specify and retrieve referents which are old
information, ie. in cases where the narrator wishes 10 predicate something
new of these referents. Such referents are typically positive and definite; hence
the absence in the data of RTags with negative propositions, The “retrieval
and predication™ function of RTags becomes clear once we examine the
examples given in isolation above along with the clauses which follow them
immediately in the discourse:

(3 Inta paicavaiiellam vaippanka illed, pakkattu irile.
this panjayar&all  hold-FirL 1aG next town-LOC
Eiika appa  pokdma frukkumt poiw ivan povifuvan,
our [father go-neG be time he  go-Prv-rFiMs
“They hold this panjayal (meeting} and all, right? In the next town,
When my father couldn™t go, this (boy) would go {in his place).

(5 Inra aracan kanpai  mugikki tiranian-e;
this king eye-acC close-pPROG-PIMS-TAG
ivapum Konpal  tirania pakiurdn.
he-also eye-ACe open  sec-PRIMS
‘The king was keeping his eyes closed, right?
He too opened his eyes and saw (them).”

(67 fonoru- anta manialle kamatenu  pack vaceiruniar, parunka,
anether that first-Loc Kamadenu cow  keep-PERF-PIRS see-IMP,
Oru miunivar,,
a  sage.
Avar, visvamiteirarai  viruntukku kippituvar orn ndgj.
he  Vishvamitra-acc feast-nat  call-r3r one day
“The other- in the beginning [1.e. of the story], (he;) was the omn
keeping the Kamadenu cow, right? A sage;.
He, invited Vishvamitra to dinner one day.”

In each of these examples, the situation referred to in the RTag clause is old
or otherwise accessible information; the assertion in the second clause is new
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information. As in the case of TRQs and the clauses which follow them. it
is possible 1o speak of a loose structural unity between the RTag and its
following predication, a unity reinforced in many cases by prosody and
intonational contour. Functionally. sequences of RTag + clause may replace
more complex embedded relarive clause constructions, especially in the spoken
language. Compare, for example, the loose paratactic version in (3} above
with the version in (15), which contains an embedded (participial) relative
clause construction modifying the nominal head ‘panjayal’ (note: "FaJp’ =
“Future Adjectival Participal’):

15y Edka appd  pakkatte wrile vaikkum paicavartukku
our father next town-Loc hold-Faie panjayat-1at
pakama ekl patu, ivan povituvan.
go-NEG be time he  go-PEv-FIMS
“When my father couldn’t go to the panjayat (meeting) which (they)
hold in the next town, this (boy) would go {in his place).”

There are a number of advantages which the tug strutegy has over the
participial strategy. By preserving the iconic order of the two clauses, the
RTag version not only avoids the necessity of embedding, but it also eliminates
the need to indicate case relations {in the example above, the dative indicating
GOAL) on the nominal head; that is, the paratactic version is non-specific
as 1o the thematic relationship between the arguments of the two clauses. The
linking of clauses by meuns of RTags is a strategy. therefore, which facilitates
the presentation of information with a minimum of encoding complexity.

5  THFE GRAMMATICALIZED STATUS OF RQ ELEMENTS

These observations regarding the textual functions of TROQs and RTags
are of interest in their own right, and merit further consideration within the
realm of discourse analysis. For the purposes of the present discussion, what
is 1o be noted is that the discourse-organizational use of RO represents o
shift in function away from the basic RQ strategy defined above. We nught
hesitate to claim that grammaticalization has taken place. however, since we
are not left with new autonomous grammatical markers, but rather with two
highly specific (albeit extremely productive) construction types. We might
predict, nevertheless, that if the constructions were 1o grammaticalize further,
it would be as clause-connecting elements of some type, given the evident
treiid towards the combining of two finite utterances into one.
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In fact, this prediction turns out to be correcl. The WH- clements én
‘why', enpa *what', and eppari *how' {either alone, or in combination with the
conditional conjunction nud), show evidence of grammaticalizing away from
TROQ construclions inlo autonomous conjunctions. As for RTags, while all
three of the Tamil tags presented here can function as informal relativizers,
as examples (3), (5), and (6') demonstrate, the particle -¢ has taken on many
of the features of a formal relativizing particle as well. These developments
are considered in greater detail below.

5.1. From TRQ) to conjunction

There is a qualitative shift from the discourse-organizational use of TRQs
described above 1o the use of the conjunction &mma (ér “why' 4 pnd) in the
following sentence:

(L6} Avan inké dfai énnd avan grukke  pondap,
he  here NEG CONThe  LOWR-DAT go-piMs
‘He 18 not here because he went 1o his village',

In purely syntactic terms, this shift involves the displacement of the WH-
word en from its usual clause-second position to the end of the clause, where
it attaches to the subordinating conjunction pad. (Compare, for example, (16
above with the TRQ-response focus construction; Avan én inké illai ( ppa).
avap wrukku pandn “Why he isn't here is, he went 1o his village™) A further
fact regarding the compound conjunction épna 1s that 1t may be analyzed as
belonging exclusively 1o the second, but not the first clause in the sequence.
as evidenced by the lact that

* Avan ifiké illai #nnd.
*He 150t there because.’

is not a complete grammatical utterance, while

Enna avan firukku pondn.
*Because he went 1o his village.”

is fully grammatical in Tamil. In sentence-initial position, énng functions
analogously with sentence-initial conjunctions such as atandle ‘therefore’, dnu
‘but’, and frunidfum ‘nevertheless’ (the latter two also deriving from condi
tional forms):

Atandle avan Grukka pandn,
“Therefore he went 1o his village.’

THE GRAMMATICALIZATION OF RHETORICAL QUESTIONS IN TAMIL 273

Ana avan drukku pinan,

‘But he went to his village.”
fruntalum avan wrukku pondn.
‘Mevertheless, he went to his village.'

It also groups with this class of elements semantically; in particular, “because’
(REASON) and “therefore’ (CAUSE) express closely related logical concepts.

A further argument for the grammaticalized status of expressions such
as énnd involves intonation and prosody. (In the case of énnd, phonological
reduction is also involved; i.e. a sequence of three alveolar nasals 15 reduced
to two, in keeping with the phonotactic rules of the language.) WH- words
in Tamil typically exhibit a high, rising intonation with an optional drop in
pitch at the end. The intonation of the subordinator and, on the other hand,
fFalls from the high to the middle range; i.e. 1o signal a non-final clause
boundary, When, however, the two are combined as in example (16), énnd
tends to be pronounced with a high, level intonation, leading directly inmo the
following clause. The two strategies can be contrasted graphically as in {16a)

and (16b):
-G

(16a) Avap 7  inké illaf pps, avam drukku  pndn.
he  why here neG suBn he  town-pat go-riMs
“Why he isn’t here is, he went to his village’,
___-_"'-‘—|_-_-_._ _-._-._-_-_-—l

(16b) Avap inké illai énpa avap wruwkku  pondn.
he  here NEG COMI he  town-DAT go-P3ss
‘He's not here because he went to his village',

The intonational characteristics of énna are similar to those for other two-
syllable sentence-initial conjunctions, such as dnd *but’ and dka ‘therefore’.

These same criteria allow us to establish the word én alone as a coordinat-
ing conjunction (with the same functional value as énna), as in the following
example:

(17) Teérle naptu politu effam cariva irukka A,
chariot-Loc nut  bolt  all  okay be-prinNs-g QuoT
ém  aiutta ndal 18r aflanum-¢,
conl next  day chariot drive-be-necessarv-TAG
ivar ran  pakkatum areliam,
he EMPH look-be-necessary that-all
‘{He checks to see) if the nuts and bolts on the chariot are all okay,
because the next day he has to drive the chariot, right?
He has to take care of all that stufl himsel{",
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Thus rad is, strictly speaking, not an essential ingredient in WH- conjunctions,
although it 1s more often present than not.

So far, we have been dealing almost exclusively with én; however, a
similar shift can be seen 10 have taken place with two other WH- elements,
eape “what” and eppati “how’. which combine with paa 1o produce the conjunc-
tions epnapnd and eppatinnd. Although they exhobit the same syntactic and
prosodic propertics as énng, 1t 1s more difficult 1o ascribe to them distinel
semantic labels. Indeed. they may sometimes be used interchangeably, or in
place of énna. This Fact suggests that their lexical identity (1.e. as distinct WH-
wordsh may be weakening, even as their grammatical meaning (as coordinat-
ing conjunctions) 15 strengthened.

Finally, it muy be mentioned that the writlen language. which is generally
maore conservative than the spoken language, recognizes two of these conjunc
tions, fopda and eppapnd, as unitary grammatical entities, In Written Tamil
they appear as single words, viz, enenrdl, from én+eneal (written form ol
ptit), and ennavenral, from emna + enral, with the glide -v- inserted according
to a regular morphophonemic process. All of this evidence — syntactic,
prosodic, and orthographic — argues in favor of treating these elements as
fully grammaticalized conjunctions in Modern Tamil.

5.2. From RTag to relativizer

Turning now to rhetorical tag questions (RTags), recall that a sequency
made up of a clause containing a lag (-e, iflaif va/, or paraika) plus the clause
or clauses which follow may funciion as an informal relativizing construction
in Tamil. Examples of this are cancatenated wiierances of the type: *The king
wis standing there keeping his eyes closed, right? He too opencd his eyes and
saw them’. which may be contrasted with embedded relative clause construc:
tions, e.g. ‘The king. who was standing there keeping his eyes closed, also
opened his eyes und saw them'. OF the three Tamil tags described here. -
alone has achieved the status of a Tull-Aedged grammatical relativizer. This
status is atlested by a number of facts, not the least of which is that it has
been classified as such by at least one native grammarian, Annamalai {1980
explicitly refers to -# marked constructions of the sort we have been discussing
as “tag relative clauses™, which he notes are “almost like two conseguen!
sentences in a discourse™ (1980:291). The tag RC is one of three relative
clause types which he identifics for Tamil; the other two are the “participia!
RC™ and the "pronominal RC". The so-called “pronominal RC™ {a calguy
from a Sanskrit construction) is notl of mterest here, but it may be observed
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that Annamalar’s examples of tag and participial RCs, which 1 reproduce
below, correspond exactly to the distinction made here between informal
paratactic and formal embedded relavvizing constructions, as illustrated in
examples (3') and (13) above (note: PAJP = Past Adjectival Participle’):

(18a) Nen GrE pavyan vanldn-é avin irnekkum
vesterday a  boy  come-P3ss-1ac he today-also
VaRTan.
come-FiMs
‘A boy came yesterday, you know, he came today also™

(18b) Nétiu veita pavian innekkum  vantdn,
vesterday came-palp boy  today-also come-Pims
“The hoy who came yesterday came today also’,

Further arguments can be made for the grammaticalized status of -6,
Syntactically speaking, its role has shifted from that of a clause-final particle
to a particle which may relate an attribute to a nominal head within a clause.
This is illustrated in the following example, taken from a contemporary Tamil
short story:'”

(19) Nan pav aval minriruntal-¢ anta ifareil
| g0 she stand-PERF-PIFS-TAG that place-Loc
até mdrivl ninra katalai veritty parkkiren.
that-EMPH way  stand ocean-aceC stare  look-PriS
‘I went and stood in the place where she had stood, and stared
at the ocean in the same way” (lit. ‘I went and in the she had
stood-¢ place in the same way stood and stared at the ocean’).

Here the finite clause “she had stood” modifies the noun phrase “that place”,
with the suffix -¢ indicating the subordinate relationship of the former to the
latter; i.e. -& translates the English relatve pronoun “where”. We may further
observe that the relativized clause is entirely embedded within, rather than
simply preceding, the matrix clause. Behavior of this sort 15 associated with
the participial RC type, but not with the tag type, which iends (o preserve
the order “old information’-'new information’. and to present information
one clause at a ume. This fact alone indicates that -¢ has undergone a
Qualitative shifl in function in the direction of increased grammatical
dutonomy.

Like relative pronouns in English, -¢ may also stand in for the nominal
head, in the sense of “that which’, ‘the one who', ‘(the place) where', etc. Thus
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the heroine in another Tamil short story'® who, having just been robbed,

responds 10 her husband's inquiry as to what was stolen with:

(200 “Coankili, mataram, vage, panam, niika kuputl-iruntinkal-e. ..
chain ring walch money you{resp) give-PERF-p2R-REL
(Your) chain, ring, watch, money... what you gave (me)!

is clearly not commenting on the husband’s past action of giving, but rathe:

on that which was given., A similar usage is illustrated in the oral example
below:

(21) “Nan appé connén-é  wikalukku purificard?”
l then say-pls-reL you-pDaT  be-understood-plins-
‘Do you understand (now) what [ said then?

Here what s relevant is not the fact that the speaker of the ullerance said
something previously, but rather what was said, which had been misunder
stood by the addressee at the time.

As in the case of WH- conjunctions, prosodic cues provide additional
support for the grammaticalized status of -é. In example (21) above, there i+
no break between copnéné and wikalukku, whereas if we were to literalls
interpret the first hall as a tag question, we would expect either a pause o
deceleration at that juncture. Morcover, the utterance is characterized by o
single. rather than a two-part, intonation contour. While normal intonation
for the tag -¢ is rising-falling, the intonation for (21) is mid-high and levcl
throughout, rising only at the end of the sentence to signal the Yes-no
question. On the basis of this and the other types of evidence mentioned, i
i5 clear that the suffix -¢ must be accorded the status of a full-Aedged rela
tivizer,

6. FROM MORE OR LESS PRAGMATIC: IMPLICATIONS FOR A
THEORY OF GRAMMATICALIZATION

These observations on the grammaticalization of TRQs and RTags
Tamil lend support to Givon's claim (1979) that *'[subordinated | construction-
arfi]s¢ diachronically, via the process of syntacticization. from looser, con
Joined. paratactic constructions™ (p.222). The RO strategies examined heie
can be characterized as moving from what Givon calls a ‘pragmatic’ towards
a more ‘syntactic’ mode of communication {cf. Table |).
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Table | The pragmatic vs. the syntactic mode of communication | adapted from Givon
1979223

Syntactic Mode

e - i e i —— e

Pragmatic Mode

-loose conjunction
*lopic-comment struciure

tight subordination

«subject-predicate structure

«slow rate of delivery under +fast rate of delivery under a

several intonation contours single intonation contour

«no wse of grammatical morphology glaborate use of grammatical morphology

The ‘pragmatic mode’ roughly characterizes the discourse-organizational use
of R(}s described in Section 4, which relies, as we have seen, on loose topic-
comment structures delivered under separate intonation contours and con-
joined primarily by virtue of their juxtaposition in the narrative sequence. In
contrast, elements such as &snd and -# subordinate one clause to another,
unite pairs of clauses under a single intonation contour, and have themselves
evolved into grammatical morphology in short, display features of the
‘syntactic mode’. As Givon himself cautions, these labels represent but two
poles at the extremes of a continuum; there exist numerous intermediate
possibilities (particularly with regard to intonation}, and more than one "stage’
may be attested simultaneously at any given point in the history of a language.
Thus the Tamil data provide evidence for the view that grammarical elements
develop as means of encoding basic discourse-pragmatic functions, such as
focus, topic-comment, anaphora, and attribution. Given the primacy of these
concerns in oral communication, it indeed seems to be the case. as DuBois
(1987) claims, that “grammar codes best what speakers do most™.

To summarize, the direction of development which best accounts for the
Tamil data described here takes as its point of departure the interactive use
of rhetorical questions in narration, i.e. to evoke listener involvement in the
events of the story. | have suggested that the narrator’s desire to maintain
control of the discourse resulis in the constraining of the listener’s right to
respond, a fact which appears to have contributed critically to the convention-
alization of the strategy at the expense of its interactive value. Al the same
time, each RQ type has its own expressive character: The persuasive force of
the CRQ, the suspenseful nature of the TRQ, the use of RTags to creatc an
aura of complicity. As the latter two types begin to develop textual functions
based on their cataphoric and anaphoric natures, respectively, increased usage
inevitably results in pragmatic unmarking, or the gradual diminishing of their
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expressive impact. Via a reanalysis on the textual level, TRQs and RTags
develop as cohesive devices in tundem with the clauses which they introduce
This, in turn, leads to their ever-increasing specialization as grammatical
markers of conjunction and subordination. By the time thev arrive at the
final stage. the guestion forms have lost their marked, stylistic value; they are
no longer interpreted as questions on any level. The process is pradual.
however, and it is less appropriate to speak of discrete “stages™ than it is of
points along a continuum which allow for considerable synchronic overlap
of function.

Thus we may speak of an overall extension of the function of TRQs and
RTags, from the pragmatic (interactive/expressive) level to the textual (organ-
izational) level to autonomaous clause-level grammar. 7 this analysis is correct.
it is evidence that the process of grammaticalization. defined in general terms
as the means by which new grammatical elements come into being, is no
‘unidirectional” in the sense proposed by Traugott, That is, subjective, prag-
mitic-based meanings are not ulways late concomitanis of grammaticaliza-
tion; rather, as we have seen, they may constitute the very roots of grammar.

In concluding, 1 return to the guestions raised al the ouiset of this paper
While a great deal more rescarch is clearly necessary before we can venture
any conclusions as to the relative importance of discourse-grammaticalizing.
as opposed 1o lexical-grammaticalizing, strategies in the languages of the
world, or even within a particular language, it is likely that discourse-based
grammaticalization will be found to play a more important role than has
been suspected up until now. Given the level of sophistication achieved in
the field of historical semantics as opposed to the relative newness and lack
of a consistent methodology which, unfortunately, has characterized most
studies of discourse-related phenomena to date, it is only natural that we, as
linguists, should have focused most on what we can talk about most easily:
e.g. the study of change in meaning of individual words. Yetr the fact that
natural language use is necessarily situated in the context of some larger
discourse means that it is subject to manipulation for discourse-pragmatic
ends. In some cases. such usage may facilitate a shift in meaning and or
function of the form or forms involved. as in the example given here of the
grammaticalization of rhetorical guestions. Unfortunately, concrete indic-
ations of context are typically lacking in the written records which constitute
the basis for historical reconstruction, with the result that factors which might
have been crucially influential may not figure in our analyses at all.

Given this limitation, | belicve that we are justified, to a limited exten
al least, in applying diachronic methods to synchronic data, What makes this
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approach feasible is the fact (supported by a growing body of evidence) that
language change is not discrete, but rather progresses along 4 continuum.
with old usages co-existing alongside of new ones. It is for this reason that
we are able to observe, or at least infer. the progression of stages from the
evidence in Modern Tamil: RQ forms may sull funclion {10 some degree, at
least) interactively, and varying degrees of syntacticization are evidenced in
the narrative data base examined here. An obvious advantage of the method
of “synchronic reconstruction” is that it enables us 10 study phenomena Lo
which we might not have access otherwise. As | have noted. there 1s reason
io believe that most discourse-based grammaticalization falls into this
calegory,

What of the mechanisms which drive discourse-based grammaticaliza-
tion? On the basis of observations made for Tamil, we may cite the following
three processes: Pragmatic unmarking, or the process whereby a stylistically
or expressively-marked usage loses its marked value as a result of frequent
use; reanalysis of function, e.g. from one functional/semaniic component to
the other: and, in the sense emploved by Givon, swrtacricization of loosely
conjoined structures into syntactically unified ones. Although further research
will no doubt expand and refine this list, there is good reason 1o believe that
each of these processes represents a general, underlying force in language
change.

Processes traditionally associated with semantic change are also involved
in the grammaticalization of Tamil rhetorical questions: Bleaching of lexical
meaning (i.e. of WH- words), and corresponding streng thening of gra mmatical
meaning, as well as increasing ahstraction away from the immediale context
of face-to-face interaction in the direction of grammatical autonomy. Finally,
to return to the original point of controversy. it can be argued that the shift
to rhetorical from interrogative question meaning, which presumably must
have preceded the developments discussed here, is o type of subjectificarion,
in the sense intended by Travgott. Thus the history of the conjunctions ennd,
ete. and the relativizer -& may be said to involve both subjectification — in
the original extension of function from true to rhetorical questions — and
de-subjectification, in the grammaticalization of pragmatic devices as autono-
mous clause-linking elements. This supports the hypothesis that subjeculica-
tion is a hi-directional process.

Since all known human languages have strategies for forming questions,
it is likely that the rhetorical question is a universal phenomenon as well, 1
would not be surprised if a correlation were discovered in other, unrelated
languages between the use of rhetorical questioning strategies and grammati-
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cal subordination; the evolution of the former into the latter is well-motivated  NOTES

m terms of basic communicative functions which speakers ol all language:
share. Clearly, there is a need 1o integrate discourse-functional approaches
of this type with the methods and insights of those rescarchers whose principa:
concern has been with lexically-driven meaning change. Yet before this can
be achieved. the existence of functional influences, and their potential impor
tance to the study of grammaticalization, must first gain wider acceptance. |
have presented an analysis which reveals the ways in which functional influ
ences may operate, both synchronically and over time, within a particula:
language. At the very least, the evidence is highly suggestive of an alternativ.
course of development, and as such merits closer consideration within the
domain of grammaticalization studies, 3

L]

ABBREVIATIONS

Fins Future 3¢ person neuter singular

Prims  Present 3¢ person masculine singular 4.
Fipl Future 3¢ person plural

Pims  Past 3¢ person masculine singular

Pirs Fast 3e person respectfil singular

Fims  Future 3e person masculine singular

Prins  Present 3¢ person nouter singular

Fir Future Je person respectful

FAJP  Future adjectival participle

SUBD  Subordinator

PAP Past wdyectival participle

Pls Past le person singular 5
Plns Past Je person neuter singular

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

An carlier version of this paper was presented al the Tenth Annual South Asien &,
Languages Analysis Roundiable 21 the University of Washington, July 10-15

1988, Thanks are duc 1o Suzanne Fleischman, Talmy Givén, Bernd Heine, Er
Pederson, Harold Schiffman, and Elizabeth Traugon for their helpiul commeni 1,
on a revised, later version. Any problems that remain, either of fact or o
inlerpretation, arc entirely my own responsibility.

|. A

In contrasting individual lexical elements with the larper discourss ' pragmatic conleat, |
do nol mean Lo suggest that the two are isolatable in actual uwsage: Natural language use
i dlways framed 1 a broader functional context. and discourse strategies (at least, of the
type we are concerned with here) necessanly make use of individual words. The poin 1
wish 1o emphasize 15 that grammaticalization — a process traditionally viewed as alfecting
the internal semantic structure of individual words — may also operate on discourse-
hased strategies or construction types, in which the individual identities of the words or
morphemies are subordinated to the functional ientity of the device as a whole.

This list 15 not interded 1o be exhaustive, other rhetorical question 1ypes and sub-types
may be identified for Tamil, alithough |will not undertake 1o do so here

The examples in this paper (with the exception of examples (19 and (20, which are
transhiterated directly from the written Tamil} are presented in phonemic transcriprion,
standurdized 1o runimize individual wnd dialectical vaniations in pronunciation, while stll
preserving characieristic Spoken Tamil forms. The svstem of transliteration s the same
as that used in the Tamil Lexicon (LUniversity of Madras, 1982} and other modern
references. Mote should be made of the following duentics: Underdashes indicate alveolar
phonemes. with the exceplion of [, which s a retroflex confinuani. Overdashes indiciie
lepgth for vowels, and the velar nasal 7 The other dincritacs used — a single dot under
retrofles sounds, and & for the palatal nasal — are standard.

That this need not necessarily be the case, however, 15 indicated by Pope (1976061, n. 13)
who cites J. Ross's example: “Do we need this raise, after all®. In this uiterance both the
form of the question and its corresponding asssertion (e "Afler all. we need this raise’)
are positive. A similar example from the Tamil narrative corpus s the following, the
response of some loyal servants to o requesi from Lheir princess:

NT ety eolrive ceyron?
“‘Whatever vou say (10 doj, will we do it?”
| =00 gourse. We will do whatever you say.”)

The existence of “double positive” CROS in no way affects the present analysis.

Readers unfamiliar with Tamil should note that the clausal subordinator med. from
Written Tamil enrd/ ('say + COND'), s not related 1o the WH- words empa “what” or én
‘why'. Mor should the compound conjunction énma (Fn 4+ ppd) because” (discusied n
Section 5) be confused with enpa “what'. Aside from being distinguished by vowel length,
which s phenemic in Tamil, the 1wo words have disting derivational histories. the latier
having exssted in s current form since the time of the earlest written records, while the
former is a relatively recent compound derived from 2 WH- word and an inflected form
of the verb & "to say"

Mote that in example (4) there is ne Anite verb in the surface realization of the clawse
“embedded” by med. Clawses with “deleted”™ or #ero predicates constitute acceptahie finite
uttergnces under certuin pragmatic conditions in Tamil (cf. Hermng, |989)

Charactenistically rhetorical elements include adverbial phrases such as vrgd vurusam

year afler year’ in example {4), which are pragmatically odd i genuing questions, in that
they assert mew information. (I such utteranoes are anulyzed as marrgdive o funcion,
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however. then the oddness disa preats. ) An example of an otherwise incompiatihle gram-
matical element is the adverh Kiga even’ in example (1), which normally would not
appear o a genwine guestion of affirmanve structure, 0 that L presupposes a negative
response. For o diseussion of similar elements in other languages, of. Schmidt- Radefeldr
(19770 for English and Germun, Pope (1976) for English; and Gresillen {1981 for German
and French.

"Rhctoncal questions — the interrogative character of which may be more or less clearly
marked — muy be interpeeied as an appeal to the atiention of the hearer. The speaker

who wses them demonstrates that he i@ continuously aware of the hearer’s presence’
1Gillich, 1970:229)

"By means of s question, speaker 5 mukes an appeal 1o hearer H, and thereby establishes
an inerpersonul conneetion’ {Vandeweghe, 1977:279).

The implication that the listener has posed the guestion may alse be made explicit, In
Mace of pra. which has been effectively bleached of it literal meaning “if (vou) ask’, the
expression iwne ceyrd, it i (you) ask. saying. ', appears several limes in the corpus, in
contents where it cun only be construed rhetoncally, ea.;

Avar cmig punmuvgr apN  coppd,
he  what do-#3rs  QUoT Sy =0
Karai eildm eluite vaillingu, oru vty mantkky mele avar varivar
wares all  tuke  store one nine  o'clock  after he  come-Figs
"Wt does be do, (youp usk” Tuking up and storing his wares, be comes (to the
lemple) alter nine o clock.”
The notion ol “ideal listener™ evoked here is adupted from Fillmore's {1981) “ideal
reader”,

whao knows, at each point in the text, evervihing that the text presupposes at tha

point, and who does nol know, but is prepaned 1o receive and understand, what the
text introduces at thal point {p.253).

For a discussion of the Ville Paowe genre in its cultural context, of. Blackburn { [988),

In this respect. CROs differ crucially from TROs and RTags, which maost (vpically oocur
in diggetic, o narrative portions of text. This distnibution may well be responsible for the
fact thut TROs and RTags have extended cluuse-linking functions, while CRQs do nod.
That s, unlike CROQs, TRQs and RTags are dircetly involved in relating the scquential
events of the narmative,

The term ‘information’ is wsed here in & broad sense, to include both nominal reference
andd verbal assertion (ef. Heerimg, 1989),

Similarly. Schmidt-Radefeldt, in deseribing “the rhetorical wse of question-answer
sequences’” in German and English, comments:

On the sorengih of textual-pragmatic coherence {that the same speaker asks a gquestion
and answers it all st once) such silcrances end up by being one complex declirative
sentence (1977:379).

A stmilar analysis 1 developed by Ostman (1981) Tor the English 1ag ‘vou know'.

From “Enkd, Yars, Yirokkikavo, " by Jevakintan, o Gura Pitam. Madura: Meenak
st Putiuka Milwivam, 1971
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18, “Amma Manazpam” by Sujiti. In Cirukstai Elutuvate Eppati. Madurs Meenakshi
Puttaka Nilaryam, 1975
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Some Grammaticalization Changes in Estonian
and their Implications

Lyle Campbell
Louisiona Suate University

1. INTRODUCTION

In this paper | am concerned with grammaticalizations in two areas of
Estonizn grammar, with possible explanations for some of the changes, and
with their implications for theories of grammatical change in general, One is
the rise of a new category of modality in verbs (kaudne kineviis), the other
is the development of question markers. While much work on grammaticaliza-
tion is of the 1op-down variety — aimed at the “hig picture’ with a broad
brush and bold strokes —, such work has been criticized by some for what
they perceive to be lack ol mgor. This paper is of the bottom-up Lype.
beginning with these concrete cases and examining their implications for
theoretical claims, i.e. for what they have to say about some of the broad
strokes.'

2, MODUS OBLIQUUS

Balto-Finnic languages have a number of participial constructions for
subordinate clauses of various sorts, and some of these have changed in
Estonian (and Livonian, as well) to create what is traditionally called "Maodus
Obliquus’ forms. I begin by giving a thumbnail skeich of the change. followed
by concrete examples and more specific considerations.

The change involves two alternative “complement’ structures with
roughly the same meaning; it deals with the cases of speech-act (SAY) or
mental-state (MSV) main verbs {verba sentivndi et dicendi).
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