“BASIC WORD ORDER” AND FUNCTIONAL
SENTIENCE PERSPECTIVIE IN BONI

L. J. SASSE

0. INTRODUCTORY LREMARKS

The present paper attempts to show that the notion of “basic
word order™ (BWO) cannot always be defined in terms of gram-
matical relations (GR). Boni, for example, is a language whose
word order (WO) is to a large extent determined by pragmatic
facts. Postulating a certain relationally based BWO for this lan-
guagre would be equivalent to claiming the existence of a pragmati-
cally neutral WO variant, which is not corroborated by the actual
facts. It can be demonstrated, however, that there is some sort
of BWO), describable in pragmatic rather than in relational terms.
Since it happens that Boni sentences constructed on the basis of
ita own specific WO regularities sometimes show structural simi-
larities to sentences in languages with relationally determined WO,
linguists are likely to take it for granted that Boni WO may be
interpreted in terms of subject, object and verb. Clearly such an
interpretation does not tell us anything about the WO regularities
of Boni, because it relies on superficial translational COTTe8pPOn-
dences: what is described is in fact not the BWO of the language
under consideration, but the relational structure of the sentence
as translated into the language of the examiner. The language is
thus described in terms of its translation rather than on the basis
of its own structure. Since I assume that the same problem may
be cncountered in a good many further languages, related or
unrelated to Boni, I will take the data presented here as a point
of departure for the discussion of the notion of BWO and its
interferences with pragmatically determined WO in general.
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1. THE PROBLEM

Boni is a member of the East Cushitic i'mniiy,mf-hmvly related t.:n
Somali and Rendille, together with which it L‘:UHEU!’I]I:‘H 111[11E3g1::.~r.11
gection of the so-called Omo-Tana subgroup mni ].uu_at- F;ur:’-tllli_-l‘l..
In accordance with the methodological premises of .HU ¢ elieh:all
fication proposed by GREENBERG (1963 utf:.'} .liu-‘ BW U, “|l :;,-u:;
languages is usually described as SOV.* ‘Bl‘HlI I8 1IN lm.:L L ‘L{.] - .u.
or rather predicate-final, language, and it I8 mlq}Lll;flL*H::{i} not IF?H ”“,l[
mon that the order of nominal and pronominal constituents is BUC i
that the subject precedes the object, as shown by the following

examples: | h.
W, ,
(1) hdcii idohoo sdor karissa
this woman food cooks

(2) it sdor karissa
ghe food cooks

(3) an idohdodi a-"arki
I woman-DEF saw

(4) an it d-’arki
1 her saw

There can likewise be no doubt, however, that sentences (1) to
(4) represent only one possible alternative. There are many others.
For example, (3a) and (4a) represent the same propositional con-

tent as (3) and (4) respectively:

(83a)  idohdodi an d-’arki

woman-DEF 1 gaw

(4a) it an d-"arki
her I saw

In order to justify the choice of one alternative over Fhe other,
it is therefore necessary to establish selectional r:r1+|;ur1u. on the
strength of which basicness of WO can be imr:t‘rtmru?‘d. Lot us
agsume that these criteria include (1) frequency, (i) dmmmi.nt order
in neutral descriptions,® (iii) markedness. If “‘basicness™ of WO

(*. were to be measured in terms of statistical prevalence, l&hﬂxﬂ{:}?
“order would perhaps not count as a possible candidate for Boni,
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~8ince it would seem on the whole that all variants that the language
permits for a given sentence type are more or less of equal fmqu&nc:y,
notwithstanding the fact that in certain discourse types sentences
with an animate subject ordered before the object may run well
over 0%, At first blush, the neutral description hypothesis geems
more promising. One may construct an imprt&aivul}f BLrong argu-
ment in favor of SOV as a BWO from the fact that, when isolated
‘ from any concrete context, sample sentences with transitive verbs
are translated by native speakers almost exclusively in the form
represented by examples (1) to (4). Standard examples of classroom
linguistics such as “The man saw the woman” or “Peter kissed
Mary™ arc constantly rendered in the order subject — object —verb;
In this situation informants may even go so far as to deny the
grammaticality of the opposite order. Unfortunately this path
does not lead any farther, because other instances of neutral
description (one-sentence-messages, opening passages of discourses
¢te.) do not necessarily show SOV order: as a matter of fact, for
the most part they do not. On the whole, it cannot be proved that
the alleged *‘basic order” is in any sense more dominant, more
prominent, less marked, or whatever metaphor we may wish to
|| use, than any other possible WO, provided that the predicative
| part of the sentence remains in final position:* once embedded in
the appropriate context, the SO order appears to be as conditioned
& any other possible order of constituents. This rules out the
markedness hypothesis as well: it is unlikely that pragmatic
' neutrality or unmarkedness should manifest itself only in such
. & highly restricted and unnatural context as Ziving responses to
the questions of a field linguist. WO in Boni is thus obviously not
- dependent on fixed positions of constituents bearing certain GRs
' such as subject and object; one must look for a quite different
principle governing the sequence of elements in a Boni sentence. :
Let us start by considering the following examples:

- - - 2

(5) miy  quweera kawdyd’ aadéed’s idohdo d’isa
house Boni-GEN usually women build
‘the houses of the Bonis are usually built by women’

(6)  dyal quéer hakéed’s  booki ni- ki- fala
honey-wine Boni place-their barm one with makes
‘in the Boni area honey-wine is made with barm’
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267
(5) O -Adv—-S-—-V
» b deck «i- habla
(7) moor d'éeka ka _ (0). O—Adv—I—Vimp
hﬂl]]l} ﬂllildfﬂ“ at. remain ¢ ’ [T} [
: 111 ] . home :
‘it is the children who remain a T oL
imp
. . g . A‘ 1 {H) [.} _Ll Vi:ﬂ'l.
(8) miindiidé nyid m H‘ ?‘_ i O Al::_iv G
knife-this meat one with cuts e 4 e - rnp
i for outting meat’ S
‘this knife is used for cutting mcea oy
(12) O StV
9 bilaabili  yda hda- n- ki- bihwya (13) X —Adv—0—Vin,
4 “hilaabili’”’ baobab hither one from takes-out
‘bilaabili is produced from the baobab tree wome additional information is necessary in order to clarify how
R GRs may be identified in Boni. The dialect described here (Bireeri)
(10) danal koo m{ifuﬂ. ni- !‘”"-ﬂ”' sigc ol possesses no formal means of distinguishing subjectival from
honev-wine when h-:::-m:}'-DEF' one l”“"‘d"““tu -Lhr objectival nouns.® The only feature by which subjects may be
Lawdyd aadiisi malfg bé n  fedo 1 43 f:‘lmllu" identified as syntactically different from objects is the gender/num-
i ‘hen ever one walts-and one 1 ' ber/person acreemea R e
usually } W h‘:lf“ L‘;LIZ Al L er/person agreement with their predicates:
‘when the honey has bee ; i 4
when | Y j (14) dnal ALK
made at any time

honey-wine (Masc.) there-is (Mase.)

(11) laakini duubda tamdn saa haandefi  falta ‘there 18 honey-wine’

but old-people-DEF ten  hour l}egﬂan-mlfllmiﬁlu . - et
' - it at ten O ClOC 1 .

‘but the old people began to make | food (Fem.) there-is (Fem.)

J L b e e

(12) 161 ijii doné kic’ée li- bahée there is food

cattle Somali and Orma with went-out : 1

‘it was the Somali and the Orma who went away with the

Since agreement in Boni is a problem in itself — agreement rules
are complex and occasionally violated by the speakers, so that
cattle’ there is a good deal of confusion - one should not overestimate
Its contribution to the identification of GRs. The language lacks
morphological case marking in nouns, but direct objects can be
distinguished from oblique objects since the latter are indicated
by preverbs (particles procliticized to the verb form and forming
t phonological word with it) such as kf- “Instrumental/Ablative/Lo-
cative’, li-/nf- 'Comitative’, - ’Benefactive-Directive’. We may

(18)  bd%oriidé  sikuhifidiita cqy ni- kariya
liquor-this nowadays tea one cooks ,
‘aa for this liquor, nowadays one makes tea

All these examples are taken from recorded texts and rupruaung
very characteristic and recurrent sentence patterns. When mml;,jmu
in fcrmﬂ of GRs, the first thing to be observed is that none of these

sentences conforms to SOV order. To relf}rﬂm*n; GRas _furm:;lli,
I will use the following symbols: S = Subject, O = Object, t‘ﬁ._
Verb, Vimp = [mpersonal Verb, 1 = ’[nat.rumpntul, \bp— ;:;m L m,{
C — Comitative, T — Temporal, Adv = Adverb or | .lwur i
Clause, X = unidentifiable GR. Sentences (5)—(13) will then
assigned the following relational structures:

thus distinguish three types of GRs which correspond to three
different syntactic constructions, namely, subjects (indicated by
agreement with the predicate), direct objects (indicated by non-
agreement and the absence of preverbs), and obligue objects (indi-
cated by preverbs).

In spite of this relatively simple and obvious structural classi-

fication of GRs it is not always easy to determine the exact relation
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of & given noun to the predicate. One of the 111-;:?51; difficult ]_H':uljlemﬂ
is posed by the “impersonal verb construct ion”’ {’f’imp], Le. the
verb formed with the preposed particle ni- or its variants le-, 7-, l-
(a8 in examples 6, 8,9, 10 and 13), a particularly frequent um!v
struction. The particle ni- is structurally and functionally remi-
niscent of an impersonal pronoun such as English one, French on,
German man, ete. The verb form to which it is attached is always
the 3rd person singular masculine; this would support its analysis
as a masculine singular noun standing in a subject relation to t_,hu
predicate indicated by the verb form and consequently showing
gender/number/person agreement with it. The subject character
of ni- is further confirmed by the fact that direct objects of trans-
itive verbs formally remain objects. Given the general lack of
nominal case marking the object status cannot, of course, be
proved on the basis of the form of the noun; nm;erthuluaﬂl its lack
of agreement with the verb form is an obvious indiuu?uujl t-]}:xt
the ni-construction does not trigger ‘‘relation promotion™ (i.c.
movement up the hierarchy of GRs):

(16) sdorli a-n- keena
food-DEF (Fem.) one brings (Masc.)
‘the food is brought’

(17) biyda a-n- keena
water-DEF (Pl.) one brings (Masc.)
‘the water is brought’

There is, however, slight evidence for the object status of theso
constituents in the cage of non-3rd person pronouns. Boni posscsses
a residue of four personal pronouns that distinguish object from
subject forms: ani ‘I’ (obj. {-), adi ‘thou’ (obj. k-), un ‘we' (obj.
ni-), and isani ‘you’ (obj. dd-). Counterparts of (16) and (17) with

non-3rd person pronouns are always constructed with the object

forms:

(18) d=n- - keena ‘I am brought’
one me brings

(19) dn- ki- keena “You are brought’

one thee brings
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The subject status of ni- is finally confirmed by the fact that it
may function a8 an antecedent for reflexivization:

(20) iraalli  si- ni- ki-barsiisa
running REFL  one by teaches
‘'one teaches oneself running (by it)’

However, one is reluctant to assign the particle ni- the status
of a grammatical subject in apite of all this evidence as it seems

quite normal for the Boni speaker to have the agent noun side by
gide with ni-:

(21) kila  sa’da  idohdo do reg misdo  diur tiyéel
every morning women and men half-one forest “tiyeel”

haa- n- kyra
hither one cuts

‘every morning tiyeel is cut in the forest by the women
and one half of the men’

(22)  weelda hda- - ne’edi
calves-DEF hither one returned
‘the calves returned’ (lit. ‘it was returned by the calves’)

How are these sentences to be interpreted? What kind of GR
would we like to assign to phrases such as weelda in (22) or idohdo
do reg misdo in (21)? One may resort to an analytical trick and
regard these phrases as appositions to ni-, but it i8 doubtful whether
this agrees in any way with the spirit of the native construction.
Since Boni has no morphological passive, the ni-construction is
used as a passive equivalent; and perhaps the appearance of the
agent noun indicates the first step towards the development of
a hybrid between impersonal and passive. In any case, the
relational status of the agent phrase remains doubtful.

There are mmany other cases of unclear relations. An example of
a different type is found in (13) where the initial phrase b6 oriidé
obviously bears none of the grammatical relations described above.
It cannot be the subject because of the ni-construction and also
because the sentence would make no sense. Object status is like-
wise precluded (the object being eqy), unless one takes it to repre-

sent an apposition to the object (in the sense “‘as an equivalent
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to this liquor nowadays one makes tea’’), again with the same
regervations as above.

To sum up, the system of GRs appears to be quite lax. They are
not distinguished by overt morphosyntactic marking, whether by
case morphemes or by word order: the relational status of nouns
is not always clear; and finally there is no elaborate system of
diatheses that would imply subjectivalization or objectivalization
rules. This makes our argument against relationally based BWO
even stronger: it appears to be cenerally impossible to deseribe
Boni BWO in terms of GRs.

What is, then, the governing principle of WO in Boni? A cursory
glance at the examples may suggest that Boni would best be
described as a free word order (FWO) language with the sole
restriction that the predicate constituent must occur in sentence-
final position, while all other clements may be ordered in an
arbitrary sequence. This will not, however, suffice to do justice
to the facts. It appears that Boni WO I8 by no means arbitrary;
on the contrary, it Is relatively fixed. Within the context of the
texts they are taken from, examples 5 - 13 can be constructed
only in the way they are quoted above; as soon as the order or
elements is changed, they sound awkward or downright ungram-
matical in the given context. Moreover, quite independently of
their relational structure these sentences all show a very similar
structural pattern. Example (5) is the introductory sentence of
a text describing the method of house-building in the Boni area.
It beging with a thematic element (grammatically the object),
“‘he Boni houses”, i.c. the subject the whole story is about. Thig
is followed by an optional adverbial construction restricting the
predicate phrase. The final part is made up of the predicate phrase
which typically consists of a nominal element (in this case the
agent noun, grammatically the “subject’”” of the sentence) plus
a cliticized verb form. It makes a predication about what happens
with the referent of the thematic element “the Boni houses”,
namely that they are built by women. This sentence is hardly
conceivable with a different order, e.g.

(23)  idohdo [kawdyd aadéed’i] miy qweerd d’isa
women usually house Boni-GEN build

but if it were constructed like this it could only be interpreted as
a predication about women in & generic senge: ‘‘women usually
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build Boni houses’’. That is, in (5) I am speaking about Boni houses,
while in (23) I am speaking about women. English is forced to use
the passive to render the information content of (5); in Boni this
is performed by the order of constituents. It 18 interesting to note
that Boni sentences are indeed characterized by some sort of sub-
jeet-predicate structure (formally (NP(NP(V))) structure), but the
first NP is not necessarily the subject and the second NP not
necessarily the object in a grammatical sense. Regardless of how
many constituents a sentence contains and what kind of GRs
they bear to the verb, there is always a basic split into two
elements: an initial NP and a sentence-final VP (consisting of
either a simnple verb or a noun -t a verb).

Sentences (6) to (13) exhibit a very similar structure. Example
(6) is taken from a text that deals with the preparation of honey-
wine (dgal). 1t is again the subject of the story that furnishes the
initial NP of the sentence (grammatically, the object of an imper-
gonal verb construction). Here the NP member of the predicate
phrase is an Instrumental, bdoki. The opposite order can be observed
in (8), where a predication is made about an instrumental (“‘this
knife’’), while the object of the impersonal verb construction appears
as & member of the predicate phrase. To render the information
structure of such a sentence in English, the verb “is used to™ 18
required. In most cases it will be possible to imitate the information
structure of the Boni sentence in English by translating the initial
NP of Boni by the English subject. This does not always work,
as cxample (13) shows: here we have an initial phrase entirely
independent of the case frame of the verb; in this case, the only
adequate approximation in English is the “as for . . .’ construction.
The sentence deals with the ritual drink prepared for ceremonies
such as circumeisions and the initiation of boys that are to become
members of the warrior group. Nowadays one serves tea on such
occasions, while in pre-islamic times the Bonis used to prepare
dgal (honey-wine).

In short, Boni WO seems to be cntirely discourse-dependent.
What is taken as a point of departure for the construction of the
sentence is a subject of discourse rather than a grammatical rela-
tion “‘subject”. This is the element that furnishes the first NP of
the sentence, regardless of whether or not it bears any GR to the
main verb. The predicate phrase, placed at the other end of the
sentence, does not indicate a predication about & grammatical
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gsubject (the grammatical subject may cven congtitute a part of
the predicate phrase itself as in examples 3a, 4a, 5, 7, 12), bhut
about the referent of this initial NP.

9 DISCOURSE CATEGORIES

Given this extreme discourse-sengitivity of WO in Boni, 1t secins
reasonable to attempt a formulation of its principles in terms of
discourse categories. As a necessary prerequisite for the analysis
and description of the details of Bon BWO we will thus have to
establish a notional framework.

To begin with, human speech 18 normally organized such that
one entity is picked out as the one about which the speaker wants
to make a point and which consequently acts as a starting point for
a predication. It constitutes, as it were, the hook on which the
information is hung. A number of reasons for this phenomenon are
given by ZuBIN (1979); there can be no doubt that it constitutes
a universal organization principle of human language. Following
traditional terminology I will call this element the TOPIC. TOPICs
may manifest themselves on different levels of discourse. The widest
concept is that of a DISCOURSE TOPIC or TEXT TOPIC (as
described e.g. in KEENAN and SCHIEFFELIN 1076), i.e. the subject
o text as & whole deals with or, so to speak, its heading or title.
On a lower level we may distinguish a PARAGRAPH TOPIC
(in the sense of HiNps 1979 and LONGACRE 1979), defined as the
subject that is spoken about for a while but does not congtitute the
subject of the whole discourse. On the lowest level of discourse,
the sentence level, there is a SENTENCE TOPIC which we may
define as the entity about which a predication 18 made within the
limits of a sentence. In the present connection it is mainly this
SENTENCE TOPIC that interests us; in the following I will there-
fore simply use the term TOPIC (without any gpecification) to
refer to the SENTENCE TOPIC.

It makes no sense to speak of a TOPIC unless there is something
that is said about the TOPIC. The information a sentence contains
about its TOPIC is called a COMMENT. A COMMENT asserts that
its TOPIC is involved in a certain state of affairs. In the most simple
case the COMMENT predicates of its TOPIC a state or a property,
in more elaborate instances the COMMENT contains information

about relations between the TOPIC and other participants in the
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atute of affairs the TOPIC is involved in. Accordingly, COMMENTS
may ‘Iw. simple (consisting of a single element expressing the pre-
dication) or complex (consisting of the element that vxpﬁ*agua the
[nwllifful ion -+ elements denoting further participants in the gtate
of affairs the TOPIC is involved in). The ecentral element or the core
of a COMMENT, viz. the element expressing the predication
i8 called o PREDICATE. In complex COMMENTS, PR-EDICATEé
are modificd by additional elements, mostly nominal or adverbial
that modify, restrict, or otherwise determine them. These t‘]L‘]]’!l;‘:]'ltE!
will be called SPECIFIERSs.

Note that TOPIC and COMMENT as defined here are notions
entirely independent of concepts such as GIVEN and NEW.
The basic idea that underlies the framework in which I will deseribe
BWO in Boni is that the TOPIC-COMMENT structure is a layer
different from the so-called INFORMATION STRUCTUi{E
(“"GIVEN" vs. “NEW?”). The latter will likewise be found to
manifest itself in the syntactic structure of Boni, but in a different
manner. In order to define the notions GIVEN and NEW I will
make use of the concept of registry, borrowed from Kuxo (1972).
At the time they begin their conversation, the discourse partners
already share a body of common knowledge they may refer to,
whether it be knowledge of the common environment in which the
discourse takes place, specialized knowledge emerging from a
common occupation, or general knowledge about certain facts of
the real world. This is called the PERMANENT REGISTRY.
Note that by using the word “knowledge’™ we are of course not
referring to encyclopedic knowledge but to the body of knowledge
necessary to identify certain persons or things that the speaker is
talking about. As the discourse proceeds, this body of knowledge
is constantly enlarged by the addition of further pieces of informa-
tion. These newly added elements constitute a separate division of
the inventory of shared knowledge which is valid only for the limited
time of the discourse; it is called the TEMPORARY REGISTRY.

Elements whose referents constitute shared knowledge of speaker
and hearer (or rather, are presumed to do so by the speaker)
because they either belong to the PERMANENT REGISTRY or
have been previously mentioned and are thus part of the TEMPO-
RARY REGISTRY, are said to be GIVEN. The opposite of GIVEN
is NEW; all elements in a sentence that do not belong to any sub-
division of the registry are said to be NEW. In the course of the

-l-_-_.‘_-q..-ll-l"



264

discourse, elements not belonging to the PERM .ﬂ'tNl*!}N'hI1 REGllhlL‘IITT:
are NEW at the moment of their first !L[-pljt‘t’l,-:*ulll_‘:(‘j .uif,r'rtvuu H1rl }H
count a8 members of the TEMPORARY R]LGJ[E:H’I.I{E . jl hv* :1{;11;;:.:‘
of GIVEN and NEW presuppose cach other; mtﬂrrn{u.i-mn..m h rl:l .
not in itself, but In relation to other l}i"f"“ﬂ of l!linl’l.l.l!bl mu.t 11;
deoree of information an clement adds (1.c. wlvu-l-'lu.-r ”. rm:;;;?”.;_
GI}EN or NEW in a certain sentence) will be said to be its 11 A

! "TALUE.
M?:iﬁ::tiﬁ overemphasized that TOPICs as Ll_t-firrutul ;Lb::ﬂ* m:;aji,:
be either GIVEN or NEW. It seems normal i.n!' FOPICs .t-..'- zq
GIVEN, because one normally talks about entitics one HH.ITIHH:[}
the hearer to know. Nevertheless, TL1EI(‘E may be sl‘~ilx~:1]};=H‘
having been mentioned previously or being leUlnmnﬁ :ri l 1-.1 H,:m.
MANENT REGISTRY; i.e. they may be introduced and
mented upon in one and the same aentunmi. e e

Elements that set a spatial or temporal frame va11111:1 which the
predication holds must be distinguished carefully lruml t.l:t::lntlmni
of TOPIC as defined here. This category I8 }LlW:L}'H GIN ].*.-J_ ,I{H.H.
commonly expressed by adverbs or mlw:*bml 1:[11'11.503}5111:. l”_l:
yesterday, in the morning, al Whiteley’s ut::. There may i.:u flnr,_uT,; P
(such as Chinese, according to L :md.'lllf_mu‘-':iur: lﬂ']’h.}r “,r w hlih,
the postulate of two distinct categories is unnccessary, i BUILS
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Finally, a category must be mentioned that does not count as
& discourse category in a strict sense. Tt is always possible for
a speaker to mark specifically a constituent of an utterance with
an emotive overtone. This phenomenon, commonly called EMPHA-
SIS, will not be of much conecern to us here except for one special
gub-cage which I call EMPHATIC FOREGROUNDING. This
refers to a constituent being presented, for whatever reason, as
exceedingly remarkable in the given context. In such cases, the
speaker not only draws the hearer’s attention to a specific expres-
sion, but tries to achieve a certain ‘just fancy’ effect.

3. "BASIC WORD ORDER"™ IN BONI

On the basis of these notions we are now ready to formulate
rules for the order of constituents in Boni.

Sentences in Boni are generally constructed in such a way that
they present two constituents as centres of information. The first
18 often a carrier of GIVEN information; it is, so to speak, the
communicative starting point of the sentence; it is this constituent
about whose referent the “thread of discourse” leads the speaker
to make a predieation. It comes as no surprise that there is a ten-

deney for this element to coincide with, refer to or stand in some

category TOPIC being able to handle both. Since this nluv‘a.:;;_r{t :;:]1;:1
to be the case for Boni, I will refer to such elements as l ¢ M L.
DEFINITENESS is defined according to CHAFE {lil':'ib :r.d'ﬂj H:-i
identifiability. The speaker assumes that the ‘huerer can luuh”utl;
from all the referents that might be categorized in this way  the
i ind. 1
m]’*;'t:'lz iil':t;::e:ldimmume categorics remain to be {'lufi{lt-d: LUI?IQHI
TRAST and FOCUS. By CONTRAST we mean & UDllHt]tlltillt: lh;ul;
is presented as contrastive to other cnnstiLua:nlu that 1..].1'L- dm:;:;.u; IEL
may lead the addressee to expect in a particular ]‘_IIJHILH.I:-I. lf.l:ﬂ
different types of contrastivencss, the one for which I Uﬂhr:r“ i't
coined the term ‘‘exhaustive listing’’ is most 1‘e-lwunt.+ L1t rti;- 11
specifically identifies one member of a ].inilibiftl get of !'mﬂmh]ltf{‘l'h. nl lr
natives. By FOCUS we refer to a constituent Flmt I8 gpecl .“iﬁ.?r
marked ﬂﬂli.)ﬂﬂl'illg the highest information value in a gwen. E{!:l]l'l,-l rpudt,;
i o. the one that the speaker singles out a8 the most re m-ﬁi,lnr
contribution. Focalized elements are often, but not nccessarily,

contrastive.
il

relation to the DISCOURSE or PARAGRAPH TOPIC; in general,
its function is to connect the thread of discourse with the latter.
In agreement with the notional framework set out above, this
element will be called the TOPIC.

The other eentre of information is the element that modifies the
PREDICATE, i.e. its closest SPECIFIER.

The formal device by which this bipolar structure of Boni
sentences is established is WO. The unmarked order is always such
that, independently of the grammatical status of the constituents,
the first NP of a sentence represents the TOPIC, and the last NP
(or adverbial phrase) before the verb represents the SPECIFIER.
Between these two poles, the remainder of the constituents are

generally ordered in a relatively consistent hierarchical sequence
proceeding from lower to higher information values.

The TOPIC constituent is not necessarily the first word of the

gentence; it may be preceded by connective particles and/or

adverbial phrases or clauses indicating FRAME. FRAME may
alternatively be ordered after the TOPIC.
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r I 1 TR RO el I:.
In summary, the unmarked WO of Boni can be represented by

the following formula:

| (FRAME) (TOPIC) | [HPECIFIER}
(24) (Connective) (TOPIC) (FRAME)[ =" " IIR;]LJ} i
Low  High  ooMMENT

Inft. " Inf.

Below I give an additional example to illustrate the formula {E_I”;
the reader will not find it difficult to analyse examples (5)(13)

in & similar way:

(25) wlohdodi fingdo n- uu- bihiya
women-DEF share one for takes-out

TOPIC SPECIFIER PREDICATE

—— —
COMMENT

Sentence (25) is to be translated “the women are given a share”
(i.e. & portion of a certain ritual food that is mainly eaten b}‘-‘ men).
It must be noted in passing that only the context makes it clear
whether a preverb refers to a TOPIC, a SPECIFI'ER‘ or BoMe
other element in the sentence. In (25) the preverb indicates '%hu
benefactive relation of the TOPIC noun, while in the fulluw!ug
example (26) the preverb ki- refers to the instrumental function

of the SPECIFIER noun:

(26) kol hdlii makdosa falé-"e |
now who mistake makes-SUBORD

FRAME TOPIC

fibid(i) mni- ki- difuda

rod-DEF one with beats

SPECIFIER PREDICATE

‘he who makes mistakes is beaten with the rod’

The basic split into TOPIC and COMMENT is nearly .l.LlW[L}zE
indicated by the pausal structure of the sentence. As a rule there is
a glight pause after the TOPIC NP, whereas the elements of the
COMMENT phrase arc never geparated by a pause. Furthermore,

the COMMENT phrase ig characterized by a apecifif:: irttfmmt-igt_ml
structure: As a rule, the tone pattern of the SPECIFIER is modified

in such a way that it receives a high tone on the last syllable.®
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Sometimes final vowels are lengthened. On the other hand, verb
forms are normally low-toned, except for the second and third
person plural and a “habitual” paradigm which occurs relatively
rarcly in final position (being mainly used in subordinate clauses
preceding the main verb). All these suprasegmental characteristics
of the end of the sentence contribute to a tonal structure featuring
a high-toned element followed by a sequence of sentence-final low
tones. An intonation is superimposed on this tone pattern providing
the final syllable of the specifier with an extra high tone and extra
strong stress and the predicate with a downdrift pattern, thus
creating the impression that there is no word boundary between
SPECIFIER and PREDICATE. The SPECIFIER appears to be
incorporated into the PREDICATE:

(27)  hdc-idoho biygo ta’aka  ‘the woman drinks water’
woman-DEF water drinks  (‘the woman water-drinks’)
TOPIC COMMENT

e g |

In other words, the pragmatic peak of the sentence is the COM-
MENT rather than the TOPIC. This COMMENT-oriented tendency
will become even more apparent in the following section.

It is indicated in the formula (24) above that the only obligatory
constituent in a sentence is the PREDICATE. The TOPIC constit-
ucnt may be omitted and is in fact often omitted when coreferen-
tial with the TOPIC of the preceding sentence:

(28) wéeli cda  sukidwr - du-Sufua | gaari -  du-
boy-DEF small oil one to pours eyebrow one to

k'awa . .. misdokiti la gdari |- du-kawa
anoints  companion-his also eyebrow one to anoints

éene idohdodi - amaana

and women-DEF for sing-amaan

‘the small boy is splashed with oil; his eyebrows are anoint-
ed ..., his companion’s eyebrows are also anointed, and
the women sing the amaan (song of praise) for him’

In general, the TOPIC-COMMENT structure is so consistently
grammaticalized that it will not only be found characteristic of
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declarative main sentences, but will underly other sentence or
clause types as well. It is apparent in subordinate clauses degpite
the fact that the TOPIC-COMMENT distinction is less relevant
to the information structure of such clauses:

(29) koo beeramoiudé kikgléw adi [elto
when  “‘beeramo’’-this to-enter you want
TOPIC COMMENT
‘when you want to enter this ‘‘beeramo”™

It is equally well represented in interrogative clauscs. Yes-1o-
questions are constructed in exactly the same way as declarative
sentences, the only difference being their intonational patterns:

(30) kdl kdo  muidi isin hda- - ga¥ée-"e
now when village-DEF you(2p) hither to go-home
Connect. FRAME
nittila haliv ha-  ki- Sirne kust n- duw- kooda
meat-this who NEG at being also one for divides
TOPIC SPECIFIER PREDICATE

The question intonation is marked by a high-falling tone on the
final syllable of the last word. Sentence (30) is to be translated as
‘now when you return home to the village, are those who were not
there also given a share of this meat?’ In WH-questions the
question word obligatorily occupies the SPECIFIER position (for
more on the treatment of question words cf. section 4):

(31) birtudé ayda fali
arrow-this who made
TOPIC SPECIFIER PREDICATE

‘who made this arrow?’

In short, BWO in Boni is determined by the discourse categories
of TOPIC and COMMENT rather than by GRs; it is a TOPIC-
SPECIFIER-PREDICATE order rather than an SOV order. The
alleged SOV order alluded to earlier turns out to be nothing more
than a variant of the pragmatically determined BWO, that appears
under certain pragmatic and semantic conditions. The fact that it
is frequently observed in isolated sentences can be considered as

G T WL ——
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a direct consequence of the pragmatic base of Boni WO, as condi-
tions lor “natural™, i.c. unmarked, topicality automatically come
into play in sentences that lack any connection with possible
contexts (as sample sentences in field-work situations usually do).
[n a transitive sentence the agent phrase is most normally inter-
preted as a TOPIC, while the patient phrase is most naturally
interpreted as o SPECIFIER of the PREDICATE. The English
sentence pattern may have served as an additional hint: the native
gpeaker identified the English subject with his TOPIC and the
English object with his SPECIFIER, the result being the impression
of an SOV structure for both languages. In pragmatic terms, how-
ever, the only correct formulation is that the subject precedes the
objeet if and only if it 18 TOPIC. In texts dealing with abstract
cntities, subjeets, by virtue of their being representatives of agent
atid pereeiver rather than undergoer roles, seldom occur as TOPICs.
In texts that deal with animate beings, on the other hand, SOV
scntences are frequently encountered.

Before we proceed, a short remark on TOPIC selection is in order.
The TOPIC is normally characterized by its orientation in both
directions: it “‘looks backward” in that it often has a GIVEN or
DEFINITE referent, it “looks forward’ in that it sets a base on
which the following predication is built up. There is one exception
to this, namely, sentences that introduce a TOPIC and simul-
taneously make a predication about it (cases of so-called “neutral
deseription” often belong here). Such sentences occur only in
situations where no backlooking 18 possible (opening statements
cte.). Kven in these cases to TOPIC NP often refers to an imaginary
DISCOURSE TOPIC as, e.g., in examples (5) and (6). A statistical
analysis of some of my texts proved that the most frequent sources
for TOPICs are the DISCOURSE TOPIC, the PARAGRAPEH
TOPIC, and the SPECIFIER of the preceding sentence. Inter-
estingly enough, there are striking differences as to the relative
requency of these in different text categories. Particularly con-
gpicuous i8 the difference between descriptive texts (those dealing
¢.g. with the preparation of certain kinds of food, artefacts, rituals
ete.) and narrative texts (ancedotes, fables, fairy-tales, historical
events, ete.). While for the former, sentences whose TOPIC is
identical with the DISCOURSE or PARAGRAPH TOPIC are
exceedingly characteristic, in the latter, sentences that use the
SPECIFIER of a preceding sentence as their TOPIC are much
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more frequent.

Some examples of percentages are shown in the

table below.
s g > % | . : -' -I- TDP[LTEP TUP“:-—-“
" Nu%#“’i DISCOURSE | §pROI FIER
- EGORY AEN - o1 of preceding
SURJECT OF TEXT CATEG Ti}a]tz-‘iré];ﬂ PMHHEIHAI'H E‘I.‘I'll'lf!l].l'_‘ﬂ
Al 1[”_![3 |
reparation of Sl e : o
E Eun-:‘.\.'-winu descriptive 18 1 (39%) g (LT%
(dl}ﬂi} e _
— & - (=] ] ' ..] ;'I.:].._.'
description of a deseriptive | 11 1 (64%) 2 (189;)
game (‘hqriytée) g5 ki
= ey N = “—:_ . y i i 1 a90/
description of descriptive | 82 38 (469) 18 (229,
eircumecision rituals ' e
animal story . . o S
(discourse topic: narrative 31 2 (69%) 24 (77%)
honey) B sen kb woeind "
ki ¥ (B ] : .
huntsman's yarn : _ Ry i,
(discourse tirr:rpic: narrative 27 G (229%) 13 (4895)
an elephant) i
fighting with Soma- . ? i =
lIIjliﬂ (Eiﬁcuunﬂu topic | nurrative 45 4 (99%) 24 (649%)
fighting, war) | |

As s rule, in narrative texts the TOPICs do not represent the

subject of the story (its “title’’), but rather the dramalis personae,

who act upon each other by turns.

4. FOCUS STRUCTURE

While the TOPIC-COMMENT structure is expressed exclusively
by means of WO, another important feature of Bfu]i gyntax, the
FOCUS system, is expressed by both WO and additional morpho-
syntactic devices. | i

In a Boni sentence one (and possibly only one) constituent can
be marked as focalized. The focalized constituent is normally o
member of the COMMENT. The ncutral situation for a u.{_unplux
COMMENT is such that its components (SPECIFIER and PRIED-
ICATE) are of equal information value — most frcn:p.J:ently, l.uljt;h
will be NEW. In case one of them possesses a higher information
value than the other, the component with the higher information

- T
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value is marked as focalized. Depending on whether the focalized
element is a SPECIFIER or a PREDICATE, one of the following

FOCUS markers (FM) is used to signal the constituent with the
higher information value?:

SPECIFIER focalized: ¢ — éene (enclitic to the focalized element)
PREDICATE focalized: 4 (proclitic to the focalized element)

The following are simple sentences consisting of TOPIC, SPEC-
IFIER and PREDICATE, in the three possible FOCUS forms,
neutral, SPECIFIER FOCUS and PREDICATE FOCUS, respec-

tively:

(32) (&) an byyop ajika
[ water drink

‘I drink water’

(b) aun biydo-é ajika ‘It’s waler that I drink’
I  water FM drink
NEW GIVEN
(¢) an by da-  ajika ‘I drink water’
I water FM drink
GIVEN NEW
(33) (a) abijee et badi  arki
brother-my people many saw
‘My brother saw many people’
(b) gbijee dad badi-é  ark:
brother-my people many M saw
NEW +IVEN
‘It was many people that my brother saw’
(¢) abiiee dd badv d- ark
brother-my people many FM saw
GIVEN NEW

‘My brother saw many people’

It will be abserved that the characteristic tonal structure of the
SPECIFIER phrase is retained in the é FOCUS construction,
whereas in the d IFOCUS construction it is not (cf. biyde vs. biyo
in (32), dad badi vs. dad badi in (33)). An examination of FOCUS
constructions yields that, as a general rule, the SPECIFIER bears
its normal lexical tone pattern in sentences with focalized PREDI-
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CATES. SPECIFIERs arc thus specifically marked by a change
in their tone pattern only if they possess the same or a hicher
information value than the PREDICATE. The fact can be beat
interpreted to the cffect that in PREDICATE-FOCUS construc-
tions the SPECIFIER s exeluded from the COMMENT and thus
loses its SPECIFIER status. This enables us to assign to the
marked tone pattern (having the high tone on the last syllable)
the function of indicating the SPECIFIER status ol a constitucnt.
Furthermore, it would seem that the tripartite structure of the
TOPIC-SPECIFIER-PREDICATE sentence 18 changed  to o w
bipartite TOPIC-PREDICATE structure in the case of PRIEDI-
CATE focalization. In other words, the PREDICATE-FOCUS
construction is always “intransitive’” in the sense that no NP is
recognizable as a complement to the PREDICATE.

Let us now turn to the WO conditions in sentences with FOCUS
constructions. A focalized SPECIFIER normally retains its position
in front of the PREDICATE, cf. examples (32b) and (33b). As a
matter of fact, a SPECIFIER is not separated from o sentence
final verb form except by certain aspect particles, personal pro-
nouns, and a limited number of other function words. Deviations
from this general rule are interpreted as marked WO and will be
discussed in section 5.

As for the order of constituents in a sentence with PRIEDICATE
FOCUS, it is always dependent on which constituent is taken
a TOPIC; i.e. regardless of whether or not the sentence contains
a focalized constituent, the first NP of the sentence is always
determined by the speaker’s TOPIC choice. A nice example is

(34)  dyal queer d- la’aka laakini siddar féeha
honey-wine Boni FM drink but extent much
muu- ta’ako
NEG drink

‘honey-wine, the Bonis do drink it, but they do not drink
it very much’

The sentence i8 taken from the same text as examples (6), (10)
and others; the DISCOURSE TOPIC is dgal, this furnishes the
head NP of the sentence.

The intermediate constituents of all Boni sentences, regardless
of whether or not they contain focalized elements, are subject to

273

.hif-ru.-rrhir.-ul ordering from lower (TOPIC-like) to higher (SPECI-
FIER-Ike) information value:

(35) kg qweer weeli kyddw kéo mi- fedo

circuamaesion Boor elolilren cirewmeision when one wits

maa  hdtla horée hdlii fydgw fedo  falu

what of-all first who ecireumecision wants makes
‘speaking of cireumcision, when the Bonia wunt to cir-
cumecise children, what is the very first thing to do for the
once who wants the eircumeision?’

(36)  hortdes rawayd wadéed’t aasidi labda
competition usually bow-DEF everybody
aasulygsi maljy it kartd reeblo kusi ni- k- fueriya
bow-his if she can  resist also one with checks
‘during the competition it is usually also checked by every-
body if his bow is able to resist (the pull)’

FOCUS is generally employed in cases of CONTRAST as defined
in gection 2. The focalized constituent is understood to be set in
contrast to other possible entities that the hearer may expect as
part of the COMMENT in question. In particular, FOCUS con-
structions usually allow the following interpretations:

PREDICATES provided with the PREDICATE FM 4 are usually
understood o be contrastive to

(@) the set of all other PREDICATES possible in the particular
context. This is the normal interpretation of d with isolated verb
forms (where it is always obligatory)® as in

(37) a  yaada ‘he will come’
M will-come

(b) the set of typical antonyms such as ‘come’ vs. ‘go away’,
‘sleep” vs. ‘be awake’ ete.

(¢) alternative PREDICATEs mentioned earlier in the dis-
COUrse

(d) the negation of the PREDICATE in question

(¢) a different aspectual interpretation of the PREDICATE in
question (i.e. CONTRAST to imperfective if the verb form is

marked for perfective, contrast to perfective if the verb form is
marked for imperfective).
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SPECIFIERs provided with the SPECIFIER FM ¢ are usually
understood to be contrastive to

(a) the set of all other SPECIFIERs possible in the particular
context: this is the common interpretation of focalized SPECI-
FIERs of verbs of existence as in

(38) lub-é fid’a ‘there is (a certain institution called) (ub’
Lub FM is

(b) the set of typical antonyms such as ‘night’ va. ‘day’, ‘big’
vs. ‘small” ete.

(¢) alternative SPECIFIERs mentioned earlicr in the discourse

(d) the negation of the same SPECIFIER.

The examples below illustrate some of the most frequent inter-
pretations of focal constructions.
(39) (a) adéeg oa ‘I have work’ (neutral description)
work I-have

‘T do have work” (CONTRANT to
negation)

‘T will have work’ (CONTRAST to
perfective)

(b) adeeg d- oa
work FM I-have

‘T have something to do’ (CON-
TRAST to being unemployed or
not occupied with something

(c) adéeg-¢  oa
work FM I-have

else)

(40) (a) dddigée  judi
father-my came

(b) dddigee  d¢- jude

‘my father came’ (neutral descrip-
tion; presentative function)

‘my father came’ (i.c. it was com-

father-my FM came

(c) dddigée-€ judi
father-my-FM came

ing that my father did” — CON-
TRAST to some other activity)
‘my father did come” (CONTRAST
to negation)
‘my father has come’ (CONTRAST
to imperfective)

‘it was my father who came’

o e
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(41) (n) stawa-é  Sid'a
horn FM is

(b) stiwa d- Sid'a ‘there is & horn’ (‘a horn is pres-
horn M is ent’)

‘there i8 (a certain) horn’

Certain restrictions on the occurrence of the FMs as well as
certain other idiosyncrasies are worth mentioning.

(a) The PREDICATE FM 4 is incompatible with the sentence
(or PREDICATE) negations huw-, muu-, mi- etc. (the different
negation variants are determined by morphophonemic regularities
that do not concern us here). It seems that negation particles are
inherently focalized; they carry the characteristic high tone of
FMs and appear in the same position: d-jehaga ‘he will eat’ : hiu-
jahano ‘he will not eat’. The negation is not infrequently found in
contrast with the FOCUS-marked assertion of the positive version
of the same PREDICATE, cf. e.g., example (34).

(b) The PREDICATE FM d does not occur in subordinate
clauses. PREDICATEs of subordinate clauses are mostly consid-
ercd irrelevant for the GIVEN-NEW distinction; when the focal-
ization of such a verb form is desired, a main sentence must be
formed.

(¢) There are certain types of expressions that allow only
PREDICATE focalization. E.g. weather expressions often consist
of a noun and a verb, both denoting the same meteorological
event:

(42)  réob d- tla’a ‘it is raining’
rain FM rains

In these and in similar cases the noun seems to function as a kind
of “dummy”’-TOPIC whose task is to preserve the bipartite struc-
ture of the expression. Such nouns can never occur as SPECIFIERs
(by virtue of their non-contrastiveness: what else can be raining?)
and consequently never be focalized.

(d) When two or more SPECIFIERs are explicitly enumerated
as alternatives (v.g. in expressions like ‘X and also Y’), each
member will take the FM ¢ separately:

(43)  kuydow d’él  rahee d'esi -4  fid'a
circumecision child Rahe-GEN children FM are
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d'él luwee d’efi -6 did’a

child Lub-GEN children FM are

‘as for circumeision, there exist children who are called ““child
of Rahe”, and children who arc called *‘child of Lub™ "~

Certain conjunctions arc, however, incompatible with ¢, possibly
for reasons of redundancy. One of these is the word negation
marker mé”a ‘not’ which inherently indicates FOCUS and is thus
a FOCUS marker in itself. Interestingly enough, in expressions of
the kind ‘“not X but Y the positive alternative is not normally
provided with a M, either:

(44)  hdl-regga  mé®a  hdc-idohdo  tiidi
man-DEF not woman-DEEF came
‘not the man but the woman came’

(e) The SPECIFIER FM ¢ may occur in isolation (i.e. without
a SPECIFIER noun or adverb preceding it) as in

(45) ¢ jiyaada

FM will-come

(46)  éene bo"6r asa-a
FM gourd he-will-prepare-is

In this case a zero pronoun has to be imagined in the position
in front of the FM; the examples can then be properly glossed as
(45) *he is the one who will come’ (which is semantically equivalent
to us-é jiyaada), and (46) ‘it is then that he will prepare the gourd’.
It can be assumed that in such cases the whole preceding passage
that contains the description of the SPECIFIER is focalized.

(f) Question words are either obligatorily connected with the
SPECIFIER FM, as mal-é ‘when?’, int-¢é ‘where?’, or incompatible
with it as ayda ‘who?’ and mda ‘what?’. It is possible that the latter
have incorporated FMs. In any case, no question word is ever
connected with the PREDICATE FM 4.

To conclude this section, I will give an example that shows how
a number of different FOCUS constellations may be played through
for the same basic propositional content. The examples do not cover
the full range of possible constructions, but the rest can easily be
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inferred from the prineciples described in this section. English
renditions are approximative; they are meant to imitate the

information structure rather than the grammatical structure of
the examples.

(47)  fili  kadi

comb bought

‘he bought a comb’
(48) flt IE:w] keadi ‘he bought a comb’
comb KM  bought

(49) fthh  a-  kadr
comb FM bought

‘he has bought a comb’

(50)  filiu d- kadi  ‘*he has bought the comb’
comb-DEF FM bought

(61)  hdec-hablo filh - kadi
girl-DEF comb for bought
‘he bought a comb for the girl’

(62) filiu hac-habldo - kadi
comb-DEF girl-DEF for bought
‘the comb, he bought it for the girl’

(63)  filuu hdac-habléo-é  u- kadi
comb-DEF girl-DEF FM for bought
‘it is for the girl that he bought the comb’

(54)  hde-hablo filf [éz‘“] i- kadi

girl-DEF comb FM for bought
‘it was a comb that he bought for the girl’

(55) hdc-hablo filiw I u- kadi

girl-DEF comb-DEF FM for bought
‘it i8 the comb that he bought for the girl®

(56) hidl-rega hdc-hablo fili  u- kadi
man-DEF girl-DEF comb for bought
‘the man bought the girl a comb’
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(67)  [luw hdl-rega hdc-habloo u- kadi

of the exbraciation of topical 'N s -
x pical (or GIVEN) elements, Tl uat
comb-DEF man-DEF girl-DEF  for bought | i o

regularly obtaing when two nominal constituents of the FRAME

‘the comb was bought by the man for the girl’

dene

(58) filuu hdl-rega  hde-habloo I ;

comb-DEF muan-DEF girl-DET FM
‘it was for the girl that the comb was bought by the man’

(59) hal-rega  fila)filuu hdc-habloo u- kadi
man-DEF comb/comb-DEF girl-DEF  for bought
‘the man bought a/the comb for the girl’

] - kada

for bought

(60) ?filuu hac-hablo hdl-rega  u-  kadi®
comb-DEF girl-DEF man-DEF for bought
‘the comb was bought for the girl by the man’

(61) hal-rega  hde-hablo filiu Sali - kad
man-DEF girl-DEF comb-DEF yesterday for bought
‘the man bought the comb for the girl yesterday’

(62)  hdl-rega  hdc-hablo filwu dali
man-DEF girl-DEF comb-DEF yesterday
lé?“*'] i kadi

FM for bought
‘it was yesterday that the man bought the comb for the girl

5, MARKED WORD ORDER CONSTELLATIONS

So far we have restricted ourselves to the discussion of what we
may call the “unmarked” case. However, both the grammatical
structure of the language and the overlapping of certain discourse
categories give rise to conflict situations that pose practical problems

clauge are simultaneously TOPIC candidates, the first normally

being identical with that of the whole sentence, the second being

the basis for the following predication, as in:

(63) tiyéel dohdodi kdo  wus - kwuri . . .
Tiycel women-DEF when he to shift
‘when the women move to the Tiycel (a fruit) area .. .

Here the initial NP (twyéel) is the DISCOURSE TOPIC. while
the sccond NP functions as a SUB-TOPIC, setting the basis for
the following predication. The SPECIFIER of a subordinate clause
s regularly exbraciated when it is GIVEN, even if the TOPIC is
not a constituent of the subordinate clause. For an example,
cf. (35) above.

An exbraciated SPECIFIER often leaves a trace in the form
of a pronominal copy before the PREDICATE as, for example,
in (63).

Schematically, the exbraciation type can be represented as:
(64)  TOPIC + SUB-TOPIC, + SUB-TOPIC, . . . FRAME . ..

The function of this type is to be described as signalling the
border-line between elements with low and elements with high
information value. _

There are a number of cases with more radical changes in the
arrangement of constituents, all involving a placement of constit-
uents to the right of the PREDICATE. By and large it can be said
that all WO variants that present the PREDICATE in non-final
position are highly marked. The conditions under which the trans-
position takes place are different and depend on the nature of the

for the speaker if he wants to maintain the unmarked order TOPIC- E clement shifted to the sentence-final position. In the following 1
SPECIFIER-PREDICATE, and it is interesting to observe how } will describe some of the relevant constellations and their functions
these problems are solved. The general strategy followed is the 1 without pretending to be exhaustive.

establishment of marked order constellations with specific func- i: 1. When a sentence contains simultaneously a noun and a verb
tions: the normal order of constituents is distorted as a signal of | in contrastive function, it is always only the verb that is provided
a specific pragmatic interpretation. | with o FM. As d and ¢ arc mutually exclusive, the contrastiveness

A relatively unproblematic case of marked order is the ghifting
of FRAME clauses to the third or a still later position as a result

of the noun cannot also be marked by a FM. In this case, there is
a specific marked WO that takes over the task of signalizing the
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NP: the NP that is to be int-vrim-tml

initi it it 18 unme-

g ghifted to B{*ntmmu-nntuﬂ position, it 18 24
& L} i {I'II }

he focalized verb form, and the rest |
are placed at the end, to the

mnt-ruﬁt-ivu function of the
a8 contrastive 1
diately followed by the 8k
nominal constituents of the gentenc

right of the PREDICATLE:

hiu- deetto hakfi
there |
(while men are allowed to)

(65) idohdodi i
women-DEF NEG go

“uomen do not Lo there

(66) addigee d- ji'ik anali o
father-my FM drank honey-wine

L] L . r~: tl .,.
‘my father has drunk the honey-wine (while [ have not)
m - AL

ns o
to int-vrlnrvtv the contrastive noun i

CIS reagonable =
B he subject of the sentence:

TOPIC. It need not be t

(67)  ddh 4- judi weesee
r FM » child-my
.aterday FM came chi | ’
?’::' fir yzﬁterdm;, he did come, my child (although

did not)’

today he

1 _J N : d
We will call this construection GONTRAETI‘IE TOPIC an

represent it by the following formula:

(68) TOPICCONTRAST + PREDroC + &

y C ' ith the
2. Superficially very gimilar but not to be confused W

of focalized PREDIC ATES:
kuunyaa

| ' -?¢ hassd
bir Léo ni- falé-“e ' i
ok arrow when one makes egpecially ghafts-DEY

Ldo k'oomi iyo ki- bogdit

. q- furiya g 0
& e evenness they with fly

M one oxamines if
00 1Yo wirwirii

they flutter . AT i
?r henythﬂ arrows are made, especially *t.hﬂIl ghafts, 1
b ly or flutter

checked whether they fly proper

B

— - -

281

The ultimate function of this construction is unclear: the fact
that only complex constructions are treated in this way suggests
that it has something to do with their bulk, but this is all that can
be said at the moment.

3. The following constructions may be called “TOPIC-Inver-
sion”. They appear in cases where the topical constituent of the
sentence i8 pushed away from its initial position, because this is
occupied by some other constituent, and is placed after the PRED-
ICATE. There are several conditions under which such a shift
takes place. One is EMPHATIC FOREGROUNDING:

(70) wlohdo adéegkins -a liyéel
women work-their is Tiyeel
‘Tiyeel-picking is women's work’

(71)  sidde Séer li- beriji wéeliy
three days one stay-overnight calves-these
‘these calves had been away for three days’

The effect of this inversion often is a deictic one: ‘Note that it
18 the women who do the work of tiyeelpicking” (70). In the case
of (71) it is best rendered by ‘already’: ‘the calves had already been
away for three days’. In any case, there is an emotional overtone
in all occurrences of this type of inversion. Schematically, this
type of marked WO can be represented by the following formula:

(72) XemprH + PRED + TOPIC

Another context in which ““TOPIC Inversion™ I8 quite common
i8 the foregrounding of a focalized SPECIFIER. As explained in
section 4, focalized SPECIFIERs normally occupy the same posi-
tion as non-focalized SPECIFIERS, i.e. the position immediately
preceding the PREDICATE; the only elements that may come
between the SPECIFIER and the verb form are certain aspect
particles, subject and object pronouns, reflexive and impersonal
particles, all proclitic to the verb form. However, in order to fore-
ground the focalized SPECIFIER, it is possible to put it in front
of the sentence, with the effect that the TOPIC is pushed away
from its functionally important position. In order to compensate
for this, the TOPIC is placed after the PREDICATE:
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(13) &l [é““"ﬂl filiu hde-hablo -

-¢
vesterday KM comb-DEF girl-DEF for

kadi  hal-rega
bourht man-DEF | By g,
‘it "{;'-ILE. yesterday that the man bought the comb for the girl

1 ocehize PRCIFIER
Slightly less prominence is given to the fn.n.iuhm d bll. E(,[l.['l?“r
if it remains in the pre-PREDICATE position, and Oniy
] .

TOPIC iz moved to the end:
l{“t‘-n{?‘ .
; -
.-,!":'

comb-DEF ¢irl-DEF yesterday KM for

(74) ftliw hac-hablo Salt

kadi  hdl-rega
bought man-DEF
(same translation as (73) above)

ule of “wh-movement’”,
Note that, although Boni does not have a1 ule of “'wh-m v
] - 3 : : A £
are sometimes fronted with TOPIC inversion.

' ds +v FR )
<okl g SPECIFIER may sometimes push away FRAME

A foregrounded
phrases:

il i 4 kadi  Hbi
(75) (a) hdl-regd \‘é ‘ hdae-hablo fil 20
man-DEF FM girl-DEF comb for bought yesterday

éene| . : :
lo fili ' ' - kadi  &dh
(b) hdc-hablo fili  hdl-r¢ga ‘ y - kac

for bought yesterday

: . DEF M !
girl-DEF comb man-DEF s ey

‘it was the man who bought a comb

The “‘foregrounded SPECIFIER construction’”’ may be repre-
gented by the following formula:

(76) SPECroc + X + PRED + TOPIC

Finally, TOPICg are sometimes moved to the fr:*[l!l[[l;:[fél::::;?{_’i;:;
when there is a choice between cqually E:un;‘u.};“ . J‘LiLI. m.nLE..- In the
cspecially when there are two or more GIVIE : '.H.'lnml TOPIC; the
following exasmple there 18 an animate ““"-fdh‘-t-jti.TUP]_[_}”:
agent phrase is moved to the end a8 a BOort 0 it
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(77)  hdc-hablo fili - kadi hil-rega
gitl-DEF comb for bought man-DEF
‘the girl was bought a comb. by the man’

4. I know of only one case where a confliet
the coincidence of discourse categorie
WO constellation, but rather by
twice, in different functions. Tl

situation caused by
8 18 not solved by a marked
by mentioning the same element
18 18 normally the case when one |
and the same element appears simultaneously as TOPIC (partic-

ularly when it is also the DISCOURSE or PARAGRAPH TOPIC)
and a8 a SPECIFIER to the PREDICATE. Cf the following

examples:

(78)  hdoy labda hiopiy  gqadq
goal everybody goul-his watches
‘the goal (TOPIC), everybody watches his coal (SPEC.)’
(79) aasidi labda dasidijsi . . . ni- ki-
bow-DEF everybody bow-his
(cf. 36)

furiya
one with checks

CL. also (35), where the word kydgw occurs twice, the first time
as a TOPIC, the second time as an exbraciated SPECIFIER to
the verb of the kdo-clause.

These examples must suffice to give an impression of how Boni
copes with problems of interference between BWO and discourse
strategies. One final remark on the frequency of marked WO
constructions is in order. Though a conclusion on the basis of a
limited text corpus may be premature (especially in view of the
fact that not all text categories are covered), I feel that the score
of 329 of marked constructions that my text material yielded is
quite representative. One can say, then, that the basicness of the
TOPIC-SPECIFIER-PREDICATE order is confirmed by its
frequency alone, other things being equal.

6. THE TYPOLOGICAL BACKGROUND OF BONI SYNTAX

The first part of this section is devoted to a short description of
a number of further characteristics of Boni syntax in order to
demonstrate that the extreme context-sensitivity of both its

marked and its unmarked WO is only part of a general tendency
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of U P SRS i, GRS TR R ) PR PR 2
rather than syntactic categories. This 18 fﬂll{}w{-t 13»1 . i.”mH %
tion of how this kind of syntax is to be characterized in terms o
iversal typological parameters. , g Tk

uni;::lﬁ]:g t-:ljlh di;:*usﬂiun of the FOCUS Ejyﬂtmn llt.l llai:]: u.::[_? :‘;j::
shown that the pragmatically determined I:-. unﬁur GRas e a s
CIAMMAr are not confinced to the Dl'dﬂ.l‘ of ]1[111'11.%" “:.']“H. : jul]."-;:t ].“”]
extend to all kinds of morphosyntactic tl-,'-‘u.’!L'-L‘.'-::l‘E;l;.lfT- | ;L ey
tone patterns, use of function wrr.:rds, -:*tuf tjlﬂ:l I;h.nf;- 5 L_m;_
oriented character is further undt’l‘l’_”ﬂd b}?. o iL . ling to their
stituents within a phrase are likewise U.rq“rrd “T':]rfi -lt yends on
information value, i.e. the order of "}mhfiﬂr mtd. um I:I.‘;;l] r:.-f SpPILCe
which element 18 GIVEN and wlich is NEMW. For “,rLT-lv ‘ j}‘.m,_qu
I must confine myself to one I’h“‘st" type, the ga 1l I_L:l*:[_.:t_h_,,;ﬂh
because a discussion of other at.l_.rihuhmf uunat.ructu—m;sil [ riwrmnr;
relative expressions, ete.) “Tﬂd 1:{111|1-111.::;;-.hir:-:l[.;“It ey
morphological background information large

meT::t;:hiiﬁi;a basic ways of 'FUFIIliH}_-t': H.U[I:ilru,#.l PO8sessIve COI-
Etmﬂti;';:ﬂ iilmsBeasm"{;; T.: 1?[{1:1;]:11 Ci:@;':.:ili?m TUEEUHEDI‘; the possessor

e .
8 Eilﬁwedpb}‘ a subordinator particle e:

(80) téel g1 e ‘tail of a dog’

tail dog SUBORD |
(81) innt dieer e ‘eyes of a donkey
eyes donkey SUBORD

: i Bt

This construction is used when the possessor s f:rf hli_‘llLrI: or Lt:l::ﬂ
i tion value than the possessed. The lower lllfUi"llllLLlD].l. val ;
"}fuimﬂ" ssed may be indicated by attaching the relativizing
of the posse
puffix -f2:
(82)  téelin gL e ‘the tail of a dog

tail-REL dog SUBORD

ik person-REL house SUBORD

‘the person of the house

reve that
b) The order of the two constituents may be mv'uraed El;ﬁz j:js_
thng possessor is placed before the possessed. In this case I

Fe— — T———E

i e R e
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sessor NP provides the GIVEN and the |

ossersed the NEW infor-
mation:

(84) oudi Léeléed’;

‘the tail of the dU,L".J
doe-DER tail-its

(85) hil-rega  mergisi
man-DEFR food-hig

‘the man’s food’

As the cxamples show, the two nouns are linked by means of
& possessive element suffixed to the possessed noun.

C{mt.{r:-:t.-m-.usitivit}f 18 also evident in the realm of the demon-
strative suffix system. The deictic system of the language distin-
guishes seven categories: definiteness. near-deixis, far-deixis, parti-
cularizinr spatio-temporal deixis, habitual, and an indicator of g
GIVEN head of an attributive construction (the suffix -fi men-
tioned above). While definiteness and spatial distance are rather
frequent reference-oriented dejctic categories in the languages of
the world, Boni has gone a step further by indicating a number
of additional relations of entitics to the context. The particularizing
sutfix (in variably -do for all renders and numbers) is often used
to emphasize singulari ty and is thus, given the appropriate context,
often used to éxpress the numeral ‘one’, which is lacking in the
language. Tts main function, however, is to pick out one particular
and specific referent: min ‘house’, min-6o ‘one particular house
that I have in mind. not any house’. The spatio-temporal deictic
sutfix -iidé characterizes an entity that has been mentioned carlier
or is to be mentioned next and may thus be glossed ‘the afore-
mentioned” or ‘the next’, according to the circumstances. This
essentially temporal deixig s occasionally transferred to spatial
{:irmmmtemcea, in which case it is to be intnr_pmted as mferring
to something behind or in front of the speaker. For example,
Simirt-iidé may be iInterpreted as ‘the aforementioned bird’, ‘the
next bird’, ‘the bird behind’, or ‘the bird in front’ according to the
context. The habitual suffix -fiya characterizes an entity that
has been mentioned many times or has been established by the
speaker (in the preceding context) as habitually connected with
the topic of the utterance. In MOost cases it can be glossed by the
English ‘the usual’: miy-fiya ‘the usual house’, e.g. the one that
I pass cvery day on my way to X ..., aan-fiya ‘the usual milk’
(e.g. that we find on the table every morning), ete.
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These few remarks must suffice to make it clear t.le.l; i addition
to BWO Boni displays many other highly c'.untvxt-m'u-tttml l.nurp?u-—
gyntactic traits. How can such u lu,ng;mugu be Ullﬂl”lllf!l-{‘l‘lﬂf‘ll l’n uqrmfﬂ
of universal typological parameters? In a sense, Boni H}'I:H‘Lh. :H
reminiscent of the syntactic structure of languages such as (l_f‘hllll'-hl‘!
for which L1 and THoMPsOoN (1976) introduced the term | Lopic-
Pl'ﬂrni]mnt”i In these languages sentences are ht:'.-un&‘tl.;levtm.l i :m:h
a way that there is an initial NP called Hhi_‘ﬁ t[_mpw 11.'4.;lm]:h. H.! rq
a spatial, temporal or individual fru.nmwur];. wn'rhlrf w!m-rl Y ;”:‘,I‘I.
pnﬂiﬂ&tiun holds” (CHAFE 1976: 50). But the similarity ends he |‘¢
in Boni there is more to it than that. KFirst nf.:ull, one L‘.m.mﬁt Hqu}r
that the TOPIC sets a spatial or temporal framework |r1| [%nnlt:L
this would much more be true of what we u:Lllt*Ti the l‘]{;\?rl‘ *.1
constituent. The TOPIC, Boni style, is a c:lutat}1|11:-t'1l= element th{L,l
introduces an entity about which a 1:-|‘f..-d.fr_:1_t.t.mn 18 1o .hr nmjui.
In fact, the predication (i.c. the f}l}MMEN'lI) is much _"H‘”l‘ll.t{r““l_‘:l{;
interesting, and dominant in the syntactic “‘l’ri"“"'“;“lf‘ _r 1.:u|rI . ,[,;
TOPIC. It is the COMMENT rather than the lllf 1{;- Th.” ,“_I_”
a number of very subtle distinctions are made I{L‘-i, k {_}F,L.h H}?H:.‘l. m,
marked order etc.). However, a simple {.-1+m.n_gc~. ,I,.,” terminology |-;--H,n,1
“topic-prominence’’ to “comment-promimence WTJIL‘L]II. |.mt sl u:fl;
What is characteristic of a language such as Boni 18 not .HH mlm
the TOPIC-COMMENT structure of its WO, but l'!lutll-'['l‘ m,j “; (-
matically oriented character as & whole. l"rln:_.-rru eh[j]::l:il'l:ll‘lmh'l:\.. [ il,l-.,”:
one mﬂ-}: use VAN VALIN'S term ‘reference-oriented to ;lmuj.“t ;I.:.:f.l
the syntactic structure of Boni. Given 1t-|1:: tw“."m”; ’:I;.!L”:::l:””-
syntactic categories, namely to convcey |Jninf"nmtm|1 1) }:111. e
tent of a sentence and its “packaging +{f.-.1{p.1-‘m], W I.”‘T} 1- 1: :“;
languages into scveral types on the IJI-FilH 1_1f.‘|1-:1w they L-ulrn: :i“
the task of characterizing these functions. _hmnu lu.nguu;,.u:; ,:; ;
turn out to separate semantic calegorics H[“-I‘IL‘-FI‘}' from thf‘lHL. 2 .m.-
give information about “‘packaging” (information f_’.l"l‘ll-.{:’i.'llli‘,‘:.il.‘jﬁi-
point ete.), while others will set a high Uﬂlli{!‘ O L!;liflutil_‘- n;l_-u.t-n rhml:cj.z
such as GRs that amalgamate the two fulm:l;tm‘m. [‘hnmf mu,llm?;i_

whose gyntax lays stress on the s-::['uu'ibtlmT ol ﬂt-nmnt;‘n -“i”,tl ‘: 5

course-oriented (pragmatic) categories may in turn be f_ln.rlu u‘ i;lm

those that are predominantly Hﬂnmntfcall}’ nnEutml u.n.{ll .t-.l(li?i E-L:;m

are predominantly pragmatically -:}rmntf-d‘* Finally, t n.:u IEL..,‘“

a third group whose syntax is both semantically u.nfl.- [}l.“l.'hf_jlbl'lﬂ-. ; 1 y

oriented. In these terms, then, it would seem that Boni can be

——— =

287

characterized as a language whose syntactic categ
pragmatically oriented; most of them have the function of convey-
ing information about relations of the content to the context

(including the speaker himself), rather than just about the content
itgelf.

ories are largely

-

I. GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

Lt us return to the problem of WO. I have discussed in this
paper the case of a language whose BWO cannot be deseribed in
terms of GRs. After demonstrating the weak status of GRs in the

grammatical system of this language, I pointed out, in the gsecond

and third section, that it is possible to establish a BWO for Boni in

terms of Functional Sentence Perspective. In the fourth section I

presented and analyzed one of the most remarkable characteristics
of Boni syntax, the FOCUS system, and I tried to show how this
system, together with the WO, constitutes the cardinal point of
the syntactic structure of Boni. In the fifth section 1 demonstrated
the existence of marked WO constellations in spite of the prag-
matic orientation of the BWO, and I gave examples of functions
which these marked constellations possibly have. In the sixth and
last section I tried to show how this BWO/FOCUS system may
be related to the typological overall habit of the language. I made
4 suggestion concerning the question of how such a language can

be characterized in terms of universal typological parameters,
namely as a language having a pragmatically oriented syntax.
The question remains of what Boni teaches us with respect to
a general theory of BWO. I hope that I have made it sufficiently
clear that at least for this language an analysis of BWO is not
possible in GREENBERG’s terms. The same is true for one of Boni's
closest kin, Rendille, which displays a very similar syntactic struc-
ture. Like Boni, Rendille possesses rudimentary GRs which do not,
however, play a substantial role in its syntactic organization;
on the other hand, it has a TOPIC-FOCUS system which is probably
even more rigorously grammaticalized than that of Boni (ef. OoMEN
1978). Given that these languages are problematic with respect to
the determination of their BWO in terms of GRs, what about
languages that lack GRs altogether? How can a BWO be arrived
at i terms of subject, object and verb for a language whose system
does not allow the identification of subjects and objects?1% What
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' ; 1 (of. HAFTEA
about even “unproblematic’’ languages such as German (cf

1978)¢

It is probably tim
the analysis of word-order phe
basis of syntactic phenomena into ace

(in fact, too much) has been done in 8

that. T believe, are basically controlled by nonsyntactic factors .. .
| sgyntactic” process and every

o to establish a new descriptive framework lor
nomena that takes the pragmatio
ount. As Kuno put it, “much
earch of syntactic phenomena

It is time to reexamine every major | . ol
major “gyntactic’ constraint from a functjm;m] }ufmt of Vi 1.1.;1
(1976: 438). As early as 1915 MATHESIUS [‘m?nt.ri;l_ l_l'l.li- the 111t.1111ju L
connection of WO and discourse categories in Knglish, & hmgulll,gt.-
‘1 which GRs play a dominant role. Many other languages t m,t‘
are now regarded a8 unproblematic may turn out to possess MmMore

pragmatically oriented WO phenomena than hiLlEt-rt-:m‘ E*.:{Eu‘n:ll.l::ll.
The analysis of an alleged BWO n terms of Glfua is of little bu_ Tp
as long as the GRs remain functionally undefined. It hﬂ..!-:l :-u;
gufficiently demonstrated in the recent literature, however, tha

the pragmatic ingredients of GRs in some languages may hl.? made
the syntactic behavior of constituents

responsible for much of _ f
i including the relative positions of these

bearing these relations,
constituents. A thorough consi
of GRs would probably shed some
quite a number of “unproblematic’”’ languages.
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NOTES

I For a detailed discussion of the ling

i ' Boni i still scanty. for ‘
?ﬁ?&ﬁ?nﬂ;y SassE (1980) is worth mentioning here because 1

o text collection with additional material illustrativ
ena discussed in this paper. Two larger MONogra

' in the near future.
Qasse MS 1081) will appear i ;th near e,
pnﬂﬁspir gtem frmzl my own material collected durlx

on Boni in Kenya in 1977, sponsored by the DFG. i

! For Somali as early a8 KIRK (1903: 36), echoed by all authors who pre

surveys of BWO in the languages of t‘.-im world.
31 borrow this term from KUNO (1972).

deration of these pragmatic functions
light on BWO constellations In

uistic position of Ec:.nilcf. I!.E;?JE “lmtﬂ;
{xoo a short descriptive srete
s t contains
o of the syntactic phenom-
he (HEINE MS 1081 and
| examples uged 1n this
two months’ field work

e —

i p— e T T

289

* All sentences in which the predicate does not oceur in final position are
mstances of marked order, for which ef. section b.
: It eannot be ruled out that the northern dialeets of Boni distinguish suu-
jeet nouns by means of tone (as in Somali), although the dialects deseribed
IJ}'. Heinge (MS) behave like the one deseribed here in this reapeot.
® The rule poverning these tonal changes are too complex to be deacribed in
detail hiere. For example, nouns with lexical low tone throughout receive a
high tone on the finuh gyvllable (bjye — biyge); feminine nouns in -1 shift
their high tone to the final syllable (bdoks — booki); feminine nouns in
other vowels et an extra high tone on the final syllable (d'deka — d’dekii);
in certain constructions, a finul unstressed vowel is deleted (Fibidi — ﬁibid)j
ote.
? Personal pronouns have special focalized forms.
8To avowl the focalization of verb formns in isolation, the indepenaenu
personal pronouns must be used. In this case, however, the pronouns are
interpreted as focalized.
! Most informants congidered this sentence “awkward'’, but this is probably
due to the silly example. The sentence

fituka  hdac-hablo dddjgéed’it -  kadi

comb-this girl-DEF father-her for- bought

‘this comb was bought for the girl by her father

was unhesitatingly accepted. It 18 a common phenomenon that informants
refuse perfectly grammatical sentences in casea where the situations in which
thege sentences would be appropriate are difficult to imagine.

1 Thus, in the light of what has been said about the subject in Philippine

lﬂl’l!,:lltl..;-_{n*:-l it 12 meaningless to speak of “VS0" or “VOS" as a basic word
order in Tagalog.
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