 INTERJECTIONS IN DANGME
Abstract
[bookmark: _Hlk128751269]This paper investigates the morphosyntactic features of interjections of Dangme, a language that belongs to the Kwa family group of languages. It aims at identifying the morphological and syntactic features of the identified interjections of Dangme in the Relevance Theoretical Framework. It further discusses the types, positions and functions/use of interjections among the speakers of Dangme. Data were collected from sixty (60) adult native speakers of Dangme through questionnaires and semi-structured interviews. The data generated were cross-checked with other native speakers on the use of interjections among the Dangme. The study revealed that there are twenty-three types of interjections in Dangme, and these among others are interjections for greetings, approval, praise, insults, doubts and hesitations, surprise, fear and panic, pain and painful experiences (grief), denial, caution, joy/pleasure, anger, relief, approval, pity and bidding farewell, calling for attention, permission, welcoming, asking questions, expressing sounds (onomatopoeia) and commands. It was noted that Dangme interjections take the structure of lexical words, phrases and clauses. Functionally, interjections in Dangme are in the form of imperative and interrogative constructions.  On the positioning of the interjections, it was realized that mostly they occur at the initial and final positions in Dangme constructions.
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1. Introduction/background
This paper examines the phenomenon of interjections in Dangme in the Relevance Theory. It identifies the morphological and syntactic features of the interjections of Dangme and discusses the types, positions and functions of the interjections among the people of Dangme.  It further examines the situational uses of some interjections among the Dangme people.  Interjection, a word class that is described by Sapir (1921: 7) as “never more, at best, than a decorative edging to the ample complex fabric.” Ameka (2006) explains that interjections are words that conventionally constitute utterances by themselves and express a speaker’s current mental state or reaction or attitude towards an element in the linguistic or extra-linguistic context. But just as Sapir (1921) considers interjections so unimportant to the fabric of the language, it seems to have received less attention, that they are almost completely ignored in grammar. Nforbi, Kouesso & Moko (2016) state that interjection has been ignored to the extent that even teachers and learners have forgotten its importance in communication as though they have no syntactic properties at all.
However, Quirk and Greenbaum (1973) define an interjection as “a term used in the classification of parts of speech, referring to them as a class of words which are unproductive, do not enter into syntactic relationships with other classes, and whose function is purely emotive.” This coincides with Jovanovic’s (2004) that refers to interjections as a natural ejaculation expressive of some feeling or emotion, used or viewed as a part of speech and that they are largely suggestive of persons’ sensations, attitudes, and states of mind. Crystal (1995:74) supports such an idea and affirms that interjections are words or phrases that express emotions. To Crystal (1995) interjection is “a word or sound thrown into a sentence to express some feeling of the mind.” Interjections in all languages share a number of commonalities and encode culture-specific meanings in these languages; therefore, they can be considered as formulaic expressions (Ameka 1992). Apparently, interjections are considered a separate class of words used to express emotions or attitudes.
Morphologically, interjections do not normally take inﬂections or derivations in those languages that make use of them. Due to this, there is a general opinion among linguists that interjections are uninﬂected units, although there is no consensus as to whether interjections represent an autonomous, uninﬂected part of speech or should be classiﬁed as a subclass of other uninﬂected parts of speech as such particles (Curme 1947, Cuenca 2009). In contrast to Curme (1947) and Cuenca (2009) views, Ameka and Wilkins (2006:6) assert that different parts of speech can become interjections by conversion, “interjections also participate in some derivational processes in various languages. That is, they can combine with other morphemes to change word classes.” The interjection like Wow! ‘I am surprised’ can be inflected and used as a verb, as in she wowed them during the show’. It is claimed by Bednarczyk (2015) that interjections often undergo morphological changes such as lengthening, doubling, and multiplication. For example, ‘Ah!  Aaah!, Aaahhh!, Aaaaaahhh!, Iiiii!, Iik!, Iiik!, !Iiiiiik!, Ooch!,  Oooch!, Oooooch!’

According to Jovanović (2004) there is a set of interjections in English which are built on onomatopoeia, in the sense that they present an orthographic representation of sound, suggesting the virtual sound or imitate it as closely as possible. The production of such a sort of interjections is limited by the flexibility of the phonemic system of the language to mimic the natural sounds. Examples of such interjections he cited are:  Atishoo! Atishoo! to represent noises accompanying a sneeze.  Pam pam!  sounds produced by a human being, which imitate the sound of command to be silent, the laughter or the gun. Boing! to reflect the noise made when a compressed spring is suddenly released.  Boo! Boo!   to imitate the lowing of oxen. Boohoo! refers to the sound of noisy weeping or laughter. All these are largely based on echoism or onomatopoeia.   Dangme has interjections of these forms that this study discusses.
Jovanović (2004) posits that some English interjections are words loaned from other languages. For instance, he indicated that the interjection “whoa” has South African origin. He further argues that command issue to a horse to stop or stand still or request to a person to slow.  Just as Sapir (1921:76) expressed, "nothing is more natural than the prevalence of reduplication, in other words, the repetition of all or part of the radical element," the most commonly observed morphological feature of interjections is reduplication (Phượng 2011; Bednarczyk, 2015). According to Phượng (2011) interjections have two types of reduplications thus full and partial. An interjection is said to have full reduplication when the exact sound or word is repeated. For example, the word “goody-goody” is a compound adjective as adj. + adj.   Swash-Swash and Tee-tee! He further stated that the partial reduplications have types, the onset alternations which occur when there is a consonant change in alternation such as “Woo-hoo!” The vowel alternations are the components of reduplication that exist with independent meanings but combine to form a different concept or meaning, e.g. Woo-wee!, Hoo-ha!
According to Jovanović (2004) some interjections have their origin in other parts of speech mostly nouns and adjectives. He explains that even though such interjections normally belong to other word classes, their repeated use in particular situational contexts and with corresponding prosodic features and intensity qualify them for the classification as interjections. Examples of such interjections include Begone! Behold! Silence! So! Sod! Soft! Son of a bitch!
This paper aims at exploring the phenomenon of interjection in Dangme in the Relevance Theoretical framework.  It examines the formation of interjections, the types such as: interjections for greetings, approval, praise, insults, doubts and hesitations, surprise, fear and panic, pain and painful experiences (grief), denial, caution, joy/pleasure, anger, relief, approval, pity and bidding farewell, calling for attention, permission, welcoming, asking questions, expressing sounds (onomatopoeia) and commands and the structure in Dangme. In addition, it discusses the communicative functions of interjections and the positioning of interjections in the Dangme clause. 

1.1 Significance of the study
The findings of the study will add to the relatively limited literature on the grammar of Dangme and also serve as a basis for further research into other areas of the morphology and syntax of Dangme. It is also hoped that the findings of this research will add to the existing literature on interjections universal.

1.2 Methodology
 The descriptive research design was adopted for the analyses of data with a population of sixty adult speakers of Dangme, who are both fairly literate and illiterates. Data were drawn from both primary and secondary sources. The primary data were elicited from adult native speakers of Dangme. The respondents were purposively sampled for the investigation. They were selected from four major dialects of Dangme; Ada and Nugo representing the coastal dialects and Manya and Yilo Krobo representing the inland dialects. The respondents include traders, preachers of the gospel, and students studying Dangme in the University of Education, Winneba. Their ages ranged from 20 years to 80 years. They include 30 females and 30 males; a total of 10 from each of the four communities in addition to the 20 university students. 

 Data were drawn from homes, funeral grounds and ceremonial grounds such as cultural weeks, and festivals from the four communities. Data were obtained from Ada, Nugo, Yilo  and Manya Krobo communities through semi-structured interviews. Data were also sourced from some students of the University of Education, Winneba studying Dangme through focused group discussions/interviews and the administration of a questionnaire to generate a number of interjections.  Data collected were cross-cheeked by four older consultants. In addition, the native intuitive knowledge of the researcher was brought to bear in validating the primary data. 

The secondary data were collected from two poetry books, ‘A collection of Dangme poems’ (ed.). Adi (1976) and ‘Nyasa kpɛɛ’ by Atteh (2006). Some of the interjections were identified in poems and the conditions under which each was used were examined. The data obtained from both sources were processed by coding and categorizing for the analysis.

1.5 Organization of the paper
Beyond the introduction, the paper gives a brief review of related literature on the syntax, types, position and functions of interjections and highlights on the Relevance Theory adopted for this study in section two. Section three discusses the meaning and formation of interjections in Dangme. It also discusses the positioning of interjections in the Dangme clauses. Section four explores the types of interjections and their communicative functions in Dangme. Section five gives a summary of the findings and concludes the paper. 

2.0 Literature Review and Theoretical Framework
This section discusses the types of interjections, the syntactic characteristics of interjections, the position of interjections and the functions of interjections as discussed by scholars. In addition, it presented a brief on the communicative functions of the Relevance Theoretical framework adopted for this study on interjections in Dangme.

  2.1 Types of Interjection
 Interjections are classified into primary and secondary. Primary interjections are little words or non-words which in terms of their distribution can constitute an utterance and a discourse act by themselves and do not normally enter into construction with other word classes.   For example, Ouch! Wow!, Gee!, Oh!, Oops! (Ameka and Wilkins, 2006; Cuenca, 2009). Nforbi et al. (2016) add that primary interjection are normally onomatopoeic words and usually have no semantic meaning but carry a pragmatic one. Secondary interjections on the other hand, are those interjections that arise from the other parts of speech and have an independent semantic value. They can be used conventionally as utterances by themselves to express a mental attitude or state. Examples of secondary interjections include Help! Fire! Careful!  and swear and taboo words such as damn hell, heavens! Other examples include Stop! Come! Stand up!, Go!, Hello!, among others. The distinction between primary and secondary interjections depends on their use in discourse (Ameka and Wilkins 2006; Cuenca 2009; Nforbi, et al. 2016).

2.2 Syntactic characteristics of interjections 
Interjections are emotive words that do not enter into syntactic relation; they are resorted to when speakers encounter events that cause pain, surprise, or any other unexpected feelings (Jovanovic, 2004: 18). Though they may not obviously constitute a prototypical word class, their form and their lack of so-called lexical meaning by some linguists do not directly imply that they are not words.  Ameka & Wilkins (2006) see a typical interjection as a lexical item that:
i. conventionally constitutes a nonelliptical utterance by itself; 
ii. does not enter into construction with other words classes;
In an attempt to describe the syntactic features of interjections, Cuenca (2000) explains that the problem with interjections is that they are normally treated considering the linguistic resemblance between them and the categories to which they are related namely adverbs, particles and sentences. However, invariability is not a crucial feature in establishing category limits since it is a common feature of prepositions, conjunctions, and adverbs in many languages. To Vladimir (2004), interjections and adverbs have different distributions and syntactic behaviour. Given that interjections are independent elements of sentences/ utterances, which are loosely linked with the sentence they appear in. They are separated from the rest with a comma, unlike adverbs, which are attached to the sentence as a constituent. They are syntactically independent, that is, they can stand on their own as utterances. Therefore, they are not sentence constituents, but sentence equivalents (Cuenca 2000:35). On the independency of the interjection, Trask (1993) sees interjection as a lexical item or phrase which typically fails to enter into any syntactic structures.
(1). Man: You haven't seen Carrie, have you?
(2). Charles: Who? 
(3a). Man: Carrie. American girl. Lovely legs.
 (b).  Wedding guest. Nice smell. 
(4a). Charles: Oh, no. Sorry. 
(b). Man: Damn. Blast. I thought she was.
Using the dialogue above, Cuenca (2000) explains that interjections behave like sentences: thus, they correspond to communicative units (utterances). It can be realized from the examples that though the interjections do not have all the elements of a sentence such as subject and predicate, they express a complete thought. To this end, Cuenca (2000) further explains that the expressions sorry, damn and blast are apparently complete units. Sorry is equivalent to a full sentence such as I regret, I haven’t seen Carrie, and damn and blast can be considered emphatic versions of the sentence I am very disappointed. There is no doubt that they can be syntactically autonomous and semantically complete as he intimated. Others label them under the term ‘formulaic language’ which refers to utterances lacking normal syntactic and phonological characteristics (Crystal, 2004). 
 According to Crystal (2004: 94) there is an unclear boundary between interjections and exclamations in the sense that some of the interjections have certain referential meanings and may be composed of more than one word. Moreover, ‘interjections and exclamations share the same amount of intensity, in that the tone of voice which is employed in the production of one or the other.’(Jovanović, 2004: 19). Eckersley and Eckersley (1966) clear this doubt, by stating that the dividing line is thin between interjections (reproductions of sounds or special words we utter involuntarily under the stress or some emotion) and exclamations, in which an ordinary word or group of words are used as interjections.
 A: Mary said it was "ordinary".	
 B: Ordinary! 
[bookmark: _Hlk132281708]Using the examples above, Jovanović (2004) explains 'B' utterance is exclamatory, orthographically, marked by the exclamation mark at the end. And this represents a difference between exclamation and interjection. Biber et al. (1999:1080-1082), aver that the difference between interjections and exclamations is that the former consists mainly of one-word utterances, whereas exclamations may consist of several words incorporated into a full-fledged sentence manifesting the structure of predication (Jovanović, 2004). Thus, interjections can be and are a subset of the system of all possible exclamations in a language, but every exclamation cannot be considered an interjection.’   

2.3 Position of interjection
Ameka & Wilkins (2006) aver that these are uninterrupted lexical sequences positioned towards the beginning of the utterance which has grammatical linkage with other classes of words and they normally occur in isolation. It is possible to have interjections at the very end of sentences, separated from the central part by a comma. However, Javanovic (2004) adds further that they are predominantly found at the initial positions of an exclamatory sentence. Thus, he does not explain that the usual sentential position of interjections is at the beginning of the sentence and this position is often considered independent, which means that they are not grammatically or functionally related to any other word classes of the sentence, nor do they have any syntactical relation to another clause. Given the example Oh, you wanted to add something. I am sorry to have interrupted you.
2.4 Functions of interjections
On the functions of interjections, Ameka (1992) posits that interjections can be expressive when focusing on the speaker’s state, conative when emphasizing the speaker’s wishes, and phatic has to do with the establishment of contact. Mostly Interjections function as utterance-initiator, either followed by a brief pause or repair initiation, and completion (Biber et al. 1999: 1085). Taavistsainen (1993:574) writes that interjections “express a speaker’s state, action or attitude and communicative intentions.” 

2.5 The Relevance Theory (RT) and Concepts
 The theoretical framework which underpins this study on interjections in Dangme is the Relevance Theory; a cognitive theory of communication propounded by Sperber and Wilson (1986, 1995), is said to attempt an explanation to both explicit and implicit forms of communication. They explain that the Relevance Theory of communication states that the human brain is geared towards processing relevant stimuli for little effort. ‘Language and communication are often seen as two sides of a single coin. The essence feature of communication is that it involves the use of language or code’ (Sperber and Wilson 1995:  172).  

The Relevance Theory according to Fodor (1998) cited in Cruz (2017:9), portrays the mental concepts encoded by words as decompositional. He explained that atomic concepts consist of an address in access to varied information stored in three types of entries namely the logical entry, the encyclopedic entry, and the lexical entry.  According to Carston (2002:321-322) the logical entry also refers to as the small finite and relatively stable set of concepts, specifies its logical relations with other concepts. According to Sperber and Wilson (1995;93), the encyclopedic entry gives information about the extension and |or as well as diverse assumptions and personal experiences organized in schools, etc. They argued that the content of the encyclopedic entry varies across speakers and time because it can receive time whose storage depends on factors like recentness, saliency and accessibility of its items. The third entry according to Carston (2002:321-322), includes phonetic and grammatical properties of the word corresponding to the concept. Sperber and Wilson (2002) cited in Cruz 2017:9), explain that many atomic concepts have these three entries, but others lack one of the encodes, a concept that has no extension and so, lacks encyclopedic entry and empty logical entry because they do not have logical properties. Cruz (2017-15), asserts that initial concepts could shift towards more marginal properties or emotions associated with them or to emotions, feelings, or attitudes towards their properties in some respect.
  Clark (2013) posits that the RT is a process of sifting through the available input to find the communication which is of the most relevance. He explains that the Relevance Theory involves not only encoding, transferring, and decoding of messages but numerous other elements including reference and context. He stressed further that the Relevance Theory is the core of the communicative principle of relevance which states that by the act of making an utterance, the speaker is conveying that, what has been said is worth listening to. The appropriate use of interjections sends the right communicative effect to the listener (also see Sperber and Wilson 1986; 1995). For Sperber and Wilson (2002; 2004), communicative relevance establishes that any act of ostensive communication communicates optimal relevance. They noted that this presumption implies that the processing of a particular ostensive, is worth the hearer’s resort and that the speaker will select out of possible candidates what she thinks will make manifest her informative intention in the easiest and modest manner depending on her cognitive abilities and style preference. They explain further that the use of nouns, verbs and adverbs to express emotions, feelings, etc. somehow detract from optimal relevance if they were other words that could bear informative intention more efficiently and economically, speakers could resort to those items because at some specific moments, they can other more precise words to allude to their emotions or attributes they express.
Cruz (2017:17) avers that many nouns can be morphologically or hyperbolically used in attributive constructions to assign characteristics on the basis of some contingent or emergent properties of story entry. He cited the following examples: ‘hell,’ ‘shit’ and ‘heaven’ and explains that ‘hell’ or ‘shit’ is connected to negativity such as pain, suffering, etc. while the ‘heavens’ is conceptualized as delight, joy, freedom, supremacy or superiority. These features he noted could be linked also to emotions. The words and non-words utterances that relate to emotions, actions, feelings, and attitudes are conceptualized, and the hearer can interpret and depict the intended information the speakers intend to express, making the Relevance Theoretical approach relevant to the study of the communicative functions of interjections in Dangme.
 The Relevance Theory distinguishes two main types of ad-hoc concept constructions; narrowing and broadening (Carton 1997, 2002; Wilson 2004; Sperber and Wilson 2004). The use of a word to activate a concept is often associated with it, which sometimes stems from the speaker’s ability (Walaszeska 2011:320, 2017:156 ).
The current study in the Relevance Theory provides the principles for the communicative functions of interjections among the Dangme. The RT has been adopted to underpin this study on interjections in Dangme since interjections are a means to express emotions, the state of mind of individuals or groups of persons, actions or events. 
3.0  Data Analysis
This section analyzes the Dangme data on interjections in the following areas; the meanings of interjections in Dangme, the formation of interjections in Dangme, the structure, the position of Dangme interjections, and types of Dangme interjections and their communicative functions.

3.1 Meanings of interjections in Dangme
Interjections in Dangme as in other languages are grouped into two main categories; primary 
 and secondary interjections. According to Ameka (2006, p.5), “primary interjections are little words or non-words which in terms of their distribution, can constitute an utterance and a discourse act by themselves, and do not normally enter into construction with other word clauses. The secondary interjections are, however, words which have an independent semantic value but which can be used conventionally as utterance by them to express a mental attitude or state.” Consider the examples in (5) on Dangme:
(5a). Aa!			Aah!
 (b). Huum!			Hmm!
 (c). Nyɛɛ ba oo!		‘Come!’
 (d). Nyɛ he ha wɔ!		‘Save us!’
 (e). Tsaatsɛmɛ!		‘Our fathers / Ancestors!’
 (f). I gbo oo!			‘I’m dead!’
According to Ameka (2006, p. 744) the functions of interjections can be categorized into three: expressive, conative, and phatic. He explained that expressive interjections express the speaker’s mental state, emotive and cognitive. Cognitive interjections are those that pertain to the state of knowledge and thought of the speaker at the time of speech. The conative, he explained is the type of interjections directed at an audience, which are aimed at getting someone’s attention or demanding action or response from someone. The phatic interjections are used to establish and maintain communicative contact. It shows feedback and it is used in various interactional routines greetings and leave-taking. These classifications by Ameka (1996; 2006) and Joranovic (2004) are adopted for the analysis of Dangme interjections.

Interjections considered as peripheral language traditionally (see Benfey, 1869, p. 295) cited in Hışmanoğlu (2010, p. 18) can communicate a lot of ideas in Dangme. Wilkins (1992, p. 120) argue that interjections are ‘semantically rich and have a definite conceptual structure which can be complicated’. 


3.2. Formation of interjections in Dangme
Interjections are formed in many ways in languages. According to Joranovic (2004, p. 20), “interjections are sound sequences, words, typical phrases or clauses which can be realized as utterances signaled in a speech by being produced with greater intensity, stress, and pitch, as sentences in writing by an exclamation mark.”

Dangme interjections have phonological, morphological, and syntactic features as in other languages. At the phonological level, interjections in Dangme consist of vowels and consonants as in Yoo-o!, Hiao!, Sia!, Iyoo!, Mo!, Hɛɛ!, Kplaba!, Gbeu!, Ayekoo!, Bubuubui!, Akuanyɛ!, Maamɛ!, Beenɔ!, Maalii!, Ja a!, Apuu!, Atuu!, Ɛhɛ!, Ɛhɛɛ!, Hɛɛ!, siii!, Yiee! Hmm!, Due!, Sua!, Kpaoo!, Agoo!, Amɛɛ!, Ajii!, Ajee!, Tsoo!, Mɛni!, Iyuu!, Ahaa!, Siu!, Tsia! There are instances where Dangme has a combination of vowel sounds interjectors as in the following examples; Ao!, Eii!, Ai! In addition, lengthened vowels of two or three can also form interjections in Dangme as in  Oo!, Ɛɛ-ɛ!, Aaa!, Ee-e!

At the morphological level, single-word interjections in Dangme express the state of mind of any individual (the speaker). Joranovic (2004:18), asserts that single-word forms of interjections share the qualities of not having any inflection typical of them; they are largely suggestive of sensations, attitudes and state of mind. Dangme interjections as in other languages are holophrastic in nature as they function as whole sentences or propositions. According to Ameka (2006:4), such holophrastic interjections constitute an open-word class as they readily gain new members as in the Dangme examples; Iyuu! Ao! used to express unexpected happenings. Hɛɛ! ‘to express surprise’ or ‘doubt’, Ahaa! ‘to express satisfaction’ or ‘understanding’.

As in other languages (see Joranovic, 2004: 21), there are word-like and phrase-like forms of interjections that have figurative meanings which reflect the state of emotion of the addressor. The single-word interjections in Dangme originate from parts of speech, especially, the noun, adverbials and verb classes, which encode concepts, objects, actions, and events that depict emotions.  According to Kecskes (2008), the result of previous personal expressions could also store information that depicts feelings or attitudes associated with those concepts as can be seen in the following Dangme examples: Abosiami! ‘devil’, Kuasia! ‘fool’, Lohwe! ‘animal’, Godo insanity’, Tsaatsɛ! ‘ Father’, Maa! ‘Mother’, Mawu! ‘God’, Biɛɛlɔ! ‘foolish’, Julɔ! ‘thief’, Kusiɛ! ‘sorry’, Blɛuu! ‘slowly’, Akuanyɛ!, Mamlaamla! ‘hurridly’. The single-word interjections from the nominal class can inflect for number with the exception of Mawu! ‘God’, who is believed to be the Supreme, and for that matter incomparable, thus does not have a plural form. Abosiami-hi! ‘Devil-s’, Kuasia-hi! ‘Fools’, Lohwe-hi! ‘Animals’, Godo-tsɛmɛ! ‘Insanities’, Tsaatsɛ-mɛ! ‘Fathers’, Maa-mɛ!’ mothers’, Ju-li! ‘Thieves!’ 

Joranovic noted that depending on the context, interjections can be in the form of sentences and utterances that consists of one or two words without the subject-predicate relation. This phenomenon is evident in the Dangme data available for this study. The phrase-like and clause-like interjections in Dangme have an overt or covert subject or object pronouns as in; O nɛɛ! /O’wɛɛ!, ‘(You) look!’, Mo hee! ‘You are welcome!’,Nyɛ he manye! ‘Peace be unto you!’ Kpo mo! ‘Sorry for you!’, Hyɛ nɛ hi! ‘Be careful!’, Yoo loo! ‘Be careful!’ Okli bɔne!, I nga moo!, Mo he manye! ‘Peace be unto you!’ Kpo mo! ‘Sorry for you/deepest sympathies!’, Gbe bi! ‘ It serves you right!’ These forms may have figurative meanings that clearly exhibit and express the speaker’s mental state, in respect to emotions at the time of the utterance. They are meant to warn, greet, direct, draw attention, and demand action or response from someone. 

Interjections in Dangme can have the form of two independent utterances. The first utterances as shown by the data are single-word phrases and clauses, expressing fear, pain, surprise, warming, and sarcasm. In addition, there are others that call for attention or assistance and also applause among others. The second part of the sentence gives a further explanation for the interjected word at the sentence’s initial position of the statement.
6(a). Iyuu! La sa mi oo!			‘Iyuu!	I’m burnt!’
(b).  Bubuubui! Nyɛ he ha mi oo!		‘Save me! I need help! Or calling for attention! 							  Save me!
(c).  Ao! Ye yi ta pɛ!				‘Ouch! I’m doomed!’
(d).  Eii! Mɛni gbeye munyu ji nɛ ɔ!		‘Ei! What a scaring message!’
(e). Mo! O hua!				‘Great! You have done well!’
(f). Ayekoo! O bɔ mɔde!			‘Congratulations! You have excelled!’
(h). Gbeu! Lohwe nu nɔ ngɛ ye tɛ nɔ!		‘Gbeu! The evil one has striped me off my 								 valuable/adorable…!’

(i). Tsoo! Biɛɛmi ji nɛ ɔ nɛ!			‘Ah! This is stupidity/foolishness!’
(j). Ao! E pi ta!				‘Ouch! It is over!’
(k). Ee! Wa nɔ ta mi!				‘Ee! We have become impoverished/a big vacuum is 						created!, etc.’ 

(l). Maalii! Nyɛ he ha wɔ! 			‘Calling! Save us!’
(m). Tsoo! E gbe mo!				‘Ah! He/she has beaten/killed you!’
(n). Akuanyɛ! Jokuɛ puɛ kɔ ha mi!		‘My goodness! The child has defiled my 								 taboo!’

(o). Maa lee! I nɔ si oo!			‘Calling mother! I have fallen down!’
(q). Tsio! E bu kaa ma da!			‘What! He/she thinks I will be useless!
(r). Oo! Nyɛ he ngɛ nyakpɛ!			‘Oh! You are wonderful people! (in a negative 							 sense)

(s). Sua! E pee mo si kake!		       	‘Don’t be silly! This should be your last time!’
(t). Due! E ya je ngɛ se lokoo!	       	 ‘Sorry/unfortunate! Never again should we 							       	 experience this!’
(u). Yii-i! Mami Osɔfo!’			‘Making mocking, Lady pastor!
(v). Tsaatsɛmɛ! Wa yi ta!			‘Our fathers/ancestors! We are dead!’	   

3.3. Position of Dangme interjections

Interjections in Dangme occur mostly at the sentence’s initial position of a clause. In independent utterances, the first interjected statement according to Joranovic (2004:21), can be marked by a longer pause between utterances in speech without necessarily ending the second part with an exclamation mark. Consider the Dangme examples that end in declarative and interrogative sentences.
7.(a). 	Maalii! A hɛ mi kpata pɛ.		‘My goodness! They have perished.’
(b). 	Ao! I gbe nya ngɛ je mi.		‘Ouch! I am finished in life.’
(c ).	Kpo mo! E baa ja daa.			‘Sorry! It is part of life.’
(d).	Hahaha! Ma maa na mo.		‘Haha! Everyone will know your character.’
(e).	Siu! O yi ta gbe nya.			‘Absurd! You’re damned for good.’
(f).	Hmm! E ji wa kita munyu.		‘Hm! We forbid hearing such a story.’
(g).	Kplaba! E pi ta.			‘Ouch! It is finished or over.’
(h).	Sua! Mɛnɔ de mo ja?			‘Don’t be silly! Who told you that?’
(i).	Eei! Mɛni gbeyegbeye hiɔ ji nɛ?	‘Ei! What a scary sickness?’
(j).	Tso! Mɛnɔ de mo ja? 			 ‘What! Who told you so?’

4. Types of interjections in Dangme and their communicative functions

[bookmark: _Hlk128750632]There are a number of interjection elements in languages. The data available for this study on Dangme, identified twenty-three (23) kinds of interjections in Dangme. These comprise greetings, approval, praise, insults, doubts and hesitations, surprise, fear and panic, pain and painful experiences (grief), denial, caution, joy/pleasure, anger, relief, approval, pity and bidding farewell, calling for attention, permission, welcoming, asking questions, expressing sounds (onomatopoeia) and commands.

1. Interjections for greetings and responses: The interjections identified under greetings include: daily greetings, greetings during work, best wishes, and for successful events such as the safe delivery of a woman, and winning a court case among others.
· Otia gbo lo? E ngɛ a kuɛ! ‘Greetings and response of fishermen at work or after work.
· Otlikua! ‘greetings to a person who has been successful in any of the following events: winning a court case, safe delivery, overcoming a disaster as in accidents, passing an examination, successful marriage ceremony, attaining educational laurels, escaping a trap, overcoming temptations, victory at war among others. 

· I nga mo! ‘Morning greeting from a person to another person
I nga nyɛ! ‘Morning greeting from a person to many’
Wa nga mo! ‘Morning greeting from many persons to a person’
Wa nga nyɛ! Morning greeting from many persons to a group of persons’

· I haa mo! ‘Afternoon greeting from a person to another person’
I haa nyɛ! ‘Afternoon greeting from a person to many’
Wa haa mo! ‘Afternoon greeting from many persons to a person’
Wa haa nyɛ! ‘Afternoon greeting from many persons to a group of persons’

· I ta mo ama! ‘Evening greeting from a person to another’
I ta nyɛ ama! ‘Evening greeting from a person to many’
Wa ta mo ama! ‘Evening greeting from many persons to a person’
Wa ta nyɛ ama! ‘Evening greeting from many persons to a group of persons’
2. Interjections for request greeting
        (a). Mo he manye! ‘Peace be unto you!’ (Singular)
        (b). Nyɛ he manye! ‘Peace be unto you!’ (Plural)
Response: Manye  nɛ ba! ‘May peace prevail/ May peaceful situations be our portion!’
        (c). Fia! Fia! Fia! Manye nɛ ba! ‘A request for success, abundance, peace, joy…’
 Response: Hiao! ‘Let it be!’
        (d). Ee! A gbo! ‘Yes! They are fine!’ (Literally meaning, yes, the twins are dead!), which is a 	response to the question A gbo lo? ‘Requesting for the health and welfare of twins.’

3. Interjections for permission
Agoo-o! is an interjection used in knocking or seeking permission to enter a place such as a home or a shrine. It is also used to call for the attention of the audience at a gathering before an announcement is made or before offering a libation. 
	Response: Amɛɛ!	 ‘Come in / we are ready!’
	I tiaa nyɛ! 		‘An opening statement for a folktale session’	
Aside from greetings and responses to slogans of some Dangme associations, clans, families, Fia! Fia!, Fia! Manye nɛ ba! Is used as the conclusion of a libation text.
4. Interjections for welcoming
The following are interjections used in welcoming persons in Dangme.
(a). Mo hee! ‘You are welcome, (singular)
(b). Nyɛ hee! ‘You are welcome, (plural)
(c). Awa! Awa! Awa-a! Atuu-u! ‘Welcome!’ (usually said in a compassionate manner for 				a loved or adorable person mostly from older persons to younger 				ones).

5. Interjections for festival/ yearly greetings
Greeting: 	Okli bɔne!  ‘We have together sailed through the year’/Happy New year!
Response: 	Kpa nya muɔ! ‘We have had a successful lunar year’
Greeting:	Jeha nɛ e ya nɛ e ba na wɔ! ‘May we live to see another year!’
Response:	Yoo! Mo jeha mi tsumi. ‘Yes! Thank you for your support throughout the 			year’.

6. Interjections for praise and adoration
The following are some of the interjections used to praise and adore persons in Dangme.

(a). Mo! 			‘Great!’
(b). Ayekoo!			‘Well done!’
(c). O hua! 			‘You have done well!’
[bookmark: _Hlk122337214](d). O bɔ mɔde!	 	‘You have excelled!’
(e). Wa pue mo gbɔ!		‘Congratulations!’
(f). Wa pue mo ayilɔ oo! 	‘Congratulations!’
The interjections in (6), can be used to commend for accomplishments, appreciate, motivate and encourage others who have excelled in one thing or the other, and for good deeds to others, efforts made, or success choked. In contrast, Mo!, Ayekoo! and O bɔ mɔde! Can be used in a negative sense in situations such as one caught in the act of stealing, cheating in all forms, talking ill about someone, and showing acts of ungratefulness.
A he dani ha nyɛ oo! 	‘Congratulations for your good verbal communication skills or verbal 					presentation.

7. Interjections for insults 
(a). Sua!		‘Don’t be silly
(b). Lohwe! 		‘Beast’
(c). Abosiami!		‘Devil’
(d). O yi ta!		‘Senseless’
(e). Godo!		‘Insanity’
[bookmark: _Hlk122338088](f). Biɛɛmi!		‘Foolishness/nonsense’
(g). Lumi!		‘Foolishness’
Examples in (7), are usually used for direct insults when one has issues with another. Sua for instance, is used to caution persons against a pronouncement or expression that may be abominable or an act society frowns upon. Godo! Biɛɛmi! or Lumi!  Are employed by the Dangme people when one’s behaviour is absurd or contrary to societal demands.
8. Interjections for doubts or hesitation
(a). Yii! 		‘Sarcastic interjection.’
(b). Aamm! 		‘When one doubts another or others’
©. Sia!			‘Absurd!’
(d). Siuu!		‘Absurd!’ 
(e). Apuu! 		‘Not absolute!
(f). Moo hyɛ lɛ ha! 	‘Look at him/her!’
(g). Tsiɔɔ! /tsiaa!	‘Absurd!’
The use of the interjections in (
9. Interjections for a surprise
(a). Ɛhɛɛ! 		‘Exactly!’
(b). Eee!		‘Ee!’
©. Eii!			‘Éi!
(d). Aa!		‘Ah!
(e).  Ɛɛ!		‘Er!’
(f). Mawu! 		‘God!’
(g).Nyakpɛ! 		‘Surprising!’
(h). Tsaatsɛmɛ!	‘Our fathers/ancestors!’
(i).Aaa! 		‘Ah!’
(j).Hmm! 		‘Hm!’
(k). Ja a?		‘Really?
(l). Ye he mi po! 	‘I am shocked!’
(m). Maa lee!	‘	My goodness!’
(n). Maa lii!		‘My goodness!’
(o) Iyuu!		‘Expressing pain’
(p). Oo! 		‘Oh!’
(q). Hɛɛ! 		‘Eh!’ 
Interjections in (9) are used to express surprise, doubt or unhappiness about a person’s behaviour, acts, events or incidents, among others.


10. Interjections for panic and fear
(a). Bubuubui! or bobooboe! 	‘Calling for help!’
(b). Maalii!			‘My goodness!’	
©. Nyɛ he ha mi oo!		‘Save me!’
(d). Ao! I gbe nya!		‘Ouch! I’m finished!’
(e). Eee! Nyɛɛ ba oo!		‘Ei! Come in your numbers.
(f). Gbeu!			An expression of shock
(g). Nyɛ je kpo oo!		‘Come out to help us!’
(h). Wa yi ta oo!		‘We are dead!
(i). Nyɛ he ha wɔ!		‘(You) save us!’
(j). Yiee!			‘Hurray!’
(k). Yii!			‘Sarcastic interjection
(l), Mawu lee!			‘Calling God’
(m). Tsaatsɛmɛ!		‘Our fathers/ancestors!’
(n). Nyɛɛ ba oo!		‘(You plural), come and help!’
Examples of interjections (10) under panic and fear are used mostly as calls in the states of hopelessness or fear of being punished, criticized, embarrassed for doing wrong things or accidentally causing harm to others and things, etc.
11. Interjections for Pity
Due!				‘It is a pity!’ ( can be used as a caution)	‘
Kusiɛ!				‘Sorry/it is a pity!’
Kpo mo!			‘Sorry for you!’
Nyɛ la kpo!			‘Deepest sympathies from all the Dangme clans to you!’
E ko ya ja!			‘Never again!’
Hmm!				‘Hm!’
Interjections in (11) are used to commensurate with people who might have lost relatives, properties, and jobs. However, Due! Can be used as a caution and Hmm! to express the state of worry, and unhappiness in general.

12. Interjections for pain and painful experiences
These interjections are used to express pain and painful experiences.
Iyuu! or Iyuu-ii!		‘I’m in severe pains!’
Ajii! or Ajee!			‘I’m in severe pains!’
Akuanyɛ!’			‘My goodness!’
I gbo oo!			‘I’m dead!’
Nyɛ he ha mi oo!		‘Come to my rescue!’
13. Interjections for pleasure and joy

Yɛɛ!				‘Yeah!’
Hɛɛ-ɛ!				‘’So!
Iyoo-oo-yii!			‘Sarcastic laugh’
Aa-a!			            ‘Absurd!’
Hahaha!			‘Laugh out loud!’
Moo lɛɛ!			‘As for you!’
Yiee!				‘Hurray!’

14. Interjections for mockery
Iyoo-o-yii! 	‘Mockery for an unexpected happening’

15. Interjections for asking questions
(a). Hɛɛ! O ke mɛni?		‘Eh! You said what?’
(b). Maamɛ! Jije ma gu?	‘Our mothers! Which direction should I take?’
©. Ao! E gbo lo?		‘Ouch! Is he/she dead!’
(d). Eee! Imi hu ji nɛ ɔ?	‘Ei! Is that/this really me?’
Interjections in (15) interrogate desperate issues that come to a person as a shock to express fear due to circumstances beyond the control of a Dangme.



16. Interjections for cautioning
(a). Yoo-oo lo!	‘Don’t say I didn’t tell you!’
(b). Hyɛ nɛ hi!		‘Be careful!’
©. Ke o gbe nɛ o tloo!	‘Continue and suffer the consequences thereof!’
(d). Hɛ o he!		‘Watch yourself/leave the scene/disassociate yourself from that’
(e). Kpa! or Jɔɔ!	‘Stop (e.g. crying)!’
(f). Koo pee!		‘Stop that!’
(g). A de we ja!	‘That’s forbidden!’
(h). Poo nɔ!		‘It’s okay!’
(i). Sua!		‘Don’t be silly!’
(j). Jee hiɛ ɔ kɛ ho!	‘Get away from here or my sight!’
(k). Yaa o hɛ mi! 	‘(You) continue!’

17. Interjections for denial
(a). Kpa oo!	‘I’m innocent!’
(b). E be mi!	‘It’s a lie!’

18. Interjections for expressing anger
These interjections express anger, annoyance, irritation, etc.
(a). Lohwe!		‘Beast!’
(b). Abosiami!		‘Devil!’
©. Godotsɛ!		‘Sickler!’
(d). Biɛɛmi!		‘Foolishness!’
(e). Gbe hɛ mi!	‘Your dog-like face!’
(f). Hɛɛ!		‘Eh!’
 (g). Hialɔ!		‘Witch/wizard!’
(h). Koo wo ye mi la!	‘Don’t infuriate me!’
Examples (18a-f), are pronounced on people who are seen to have behaved in a manner that is irritating to others. In Dangme, people’s behaviour that gets others irritated calls for the use of some of these interjections under (18).  Specifically (18g), persons who behave beyond the norm, for instance, showing signs of insolence beyond a reasonable doubt, and people who are unforgiving to an extent are classified and named as witches and wizards. In addition, people who go through calamities in the form of the loss of prominent children, loss of properties, and battling with chronic diseases, especially, sore, are tagged as such.

19. Interjections for approval
(a). Mo! 	‘Indicating excellence’
(b). Yoo! 	‘Approval’
(c). Ja! 	‘Acknowledgement’
(d). Ee! 	‘Acknowledgement’
20. Interjections to express relief
Haa!		‘Whew! (Sigh of relief)’

21. Interjections for expressing noises of animals and other sounds (onomatopoeia)
These interjections represent sounds from animals and sounds from hooting, vehicles, blasts, hitting something, and the sound of a gunshot.
(a). Kiɔɔ! 		‘Sound of a rickety vehicle’
(b). Muu-u!		Fool!	(Sound of a cow)
©.Hoo-oo!		‘Shame!’
(d). Mɛɛ-ɛ!		‘Fool!’ (Bleating of a goat)
(e). Gbai!		
(f). Kpoo!	‘Bang! (A sudden banging noise. Imitation of a sound. Imitation of a sound of a heavy blow.
(g). Gbom!
(h). Wuu-uu!		‘Fool!’ (Backing of a dog)
(i). Kpaa!		‘Sudden explosive sound.’
(j). Tɔ!			‘Sudden fall of an object’
(k). Huuu!		‘Sound as in whirlwind’
(m). Vuuu!		‘Sound of a vehicle’

22. Interjections for calling for attention
(a). Hɛ! 	‘Drawing someone’s attention to a dangerous situation to pay attention 
(b). Yɛ!
	©. Hei!	‘Prompting’
	(d). Soyo lee! 	‘Calling Soyo (a personal name) for attention to help’
	(e). Siii! 	‘Calling for silence’
	(f). Bu tue!	 ‘Calling for silence/attention’

23. Interjections for a farewell

These interjections are used to bid someone who is embarking on a journey farewell to his or her destination, i.e. from one town to another or from the world of the living to the world of the dead. The second interjected expression in (b), wishes the living goodnight and the dead farewell.
(a). O kɛ nyɛɛmi saminya!		‘Fare well/Fare thee well’
(b). Yaa hwɔ saminya			‘Good night/Fare thee well’

5. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION
This paper examined the phenomenon of interjections in Dangme in the Relevance Theory. It identified the morphological and syntactic features of interjections of Dangme, and discussed the types, position and the communicative functions of the interjections in the Dangme clause. 
It was realized from the examples that though the Dangme interjections do not have all the elements of a sentence such as subject and predicate, they express a complete thought. This is in corroboration with what Cuenca (2000) explains that interjections behave like sentences: thus, they correspond to communicative units (utterances). 
 In dealing with the types of interjections, the study showed that Dangme interjections are classified into primary and secondary as in other languages. Primary interjections are little words or non-words which in terms of their distribution can constitute an utterance and a discourse act by themselves and do not normally enter into construction with other word classes (Ameka and Wilkins, 2006; Cuenca, 2009). Nforbi et al. (2016) add that primary interjections are normally onomatopoeic words and usually have no semantic meaning but carry a pragmatic one. Whiles secondary interjections are those interjections that arise from the other parts of speech and have an independent semantic value. They can be used conventionally as utterances by themselves to express a mental attitude or state (see Ameka and Wilkins, 2006; Cuenca, 2009; Nforbi et al. 2016).
In discussing the positioning of interjections in Dangme, the data showed that interjections in Dangme are mostly positioned towards the beginning of the utterance and can also occur in isolation. 
Dangme interjections have phonological, morphological, and syntactic features as in other languages. At the phonological level, interjections in Dangme consist of vowels and consonants. There are instances where Dangme has a combination of vowel sound interjectors as in the following examples; Ao!, Eii!, Ai! In addition, lengthened vowels of two or three also form interjections in Dangme as in  Oo!, Ɛɛ-ɛ!, Aaa!, Ee-e!

At the morphological level, a single-word interjection in Dangme expresses the state of mind of any individual (the speaker). They are holophrastic in nature and function as whole sentences or propositions. They are used to express unexpected happenings. For instance Hɛɛ! ‘to express surprise’ or ‘doubt’, Ahaa! ‘to express satisfaction’ or ‘understanding’.
The data revealed that there are word-like and phrase-like forms of interjections that have figurative meanings  reflect the state of emotion of the addressor. The single-word interjections in Dangme originate from parts of speech, especially, the noun, adverbials, and verb classes, encoding concepts, objects, actions, and events that depict emotions. The single-word interjections from the nominal class can inflect for numbers with the exception of Mawu! ‘God’, who is believed to be the Supreme, and for that matter incomparable. 

It has been observed that there are sentential and utterances in the form that consists of one or two words without the subject-predicate relation. The phrase-like and clause-like interjections in Dangme have overt or covert subject or object pronouns. These forms may have figurative meanings that clearly exhibit and express the speaker’s mental state, in respect to emotions at the time of the utterance. They are meant to warn, greet, direct, draw attention, demand action or response from someone. Interjections in Dangme can occur in two independent utterances. The first utterances as shown by the data are single-word phrases and clauses, expressing fear, pain, surprise, warming, and sarcasm. In addition, there are others that call for attention or assistance and also applause among others. The second part of the sentence gives a further explanation for the interjected word at the sentence’s initial position of the statement.

This study identified twenty-three (23) kinds of interjections in Dangme. These comprise greetings, approval, praise, insults, doubts and hesitations, surprise, fear and panic, pain and painful experiences (grief), denial, caution, joy/pleasure, anger, relief, approval, pity and bidding farewell, calling for attention, permission, welcoming, asking questions, expressing sounds (onomatopoeia) and commands.
In conclusion, the study revealed that interjections in Dangme have invariable communicative functions. They are used to express a speaker’s state, action, or attitude and communicative intentions (see also Amekah 1992; Taavistsainen, 1993:574, Biber et al. 1999). The findings of this study will add to the literature on interjections in general.
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