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ABSTRACT

In everyday communication situati, interlocutors make terateefforts to
communicate their intended meanings with minimal ambiguity. As a result,
interlocutorsintentionally employ diverse strategies of packaging information
in order to reduce misuedstanding and to aid hearers in minimizing
processing effort during interpretation.

This study provides a comprehensive description of how information is
packaged in Esahie (Kwa, Niger Congo). It primarily discusses how focus and
topic constructions angresengéd in Esahie.

Data is collected largely through elicitation from native speakers and radio
programs held using Esahie. In analyzithg data, this work is cast ime
Functional Grammar theoretical framework.

This work reveals among other thingat

Esahie combines both syntactic strategies (frordimgjor clefting) and
lexical strategies to signal information structure.

the principal focus marker Bsahie is the lexemeye.

verbscannot be focused in Esahie.

Both subjectand objecarguments cannot be focuseekitu.

a focwsed [+human] argument, in Esahie, must be recapitulated in the
default position in the rest of the clause by an anaphoric pronoun, while
a gap ideft in the case of-human] arguments.

The choice of a sentence with(out) a topicalised/focused constituent in
any discourse situation in Esahie is pragmatically and/or semantically

determined.
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This thesis offersansight into the syntax, semantiesd pagmatics of
Esahie,with the view to engerderingterest in theresearchof Information

Structure in Ghanaian languages, especially Esahie.

Keywords: focus focus domain, topic markescalarmarker, focus adverb.
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CHAPTER ONE

GENERAL INTRODUCTION

1.0 Introductory Remarks

This study provides a comprehensive description of how information is
packaged in Esahie (Kwa, Niger Congdt).explores the dpicalizing and
focusing of castituents ilfmajor and minoclause in Esahie In this chapter, |
discuss the concept tiformationStructure(section 1.1)followed by abrief
descriptionof the Sehwi people, and the speakers of Eqgbigtion 1.2)I then
statethe problem that mavates this worl(section 1.4)and proceed to outline
the objectives of this study gection 1.5). While | discuss thesourcesand
methodsof datacollectionusedin this thesisin (section 1.7, | highlight the
relevance of this study in (section 1.8)nd&lly, | present amverview of the

whole work in (section 1.9)

1.1 The concept of information structure

Information structure, according té&mfo (2010), deak with how the
propositional content of an utterance is structuiredsuch a way that the
speakercan successfullycommunicate new and significant informatiorhe
speaker does sotaking into account his orher assumptions abouhe
knowledge that the addresseas ormust have about the issue(s) or entities
under discussion in order to appedei the essence dahe utterance.This
meansa speaker naturally (but consciously) organise®hlserutterance in a

way that facilitates the effective communication of useful and hitherto
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unknown informationThe speakemtentionally ensurs that theaddressee is
furnished withOenough@formation to facilitate the easy understaimg) of
whatis intended Thus, in any communicative context, when the information
encoded is less than required, interlocutors are likely to ask for further
information or daw inferences. On the other hand, when the information is
more than required, interlocutors are usually prone to be receptive to only
information they consider salient, paying relatively less attention to what they
do not consider as salient with respectite communicative context.

The tendency of the hearer to pay vital attention to only the required and
relevant information means that speakers also endeavour to package
information such that only salient parts of the information intended to be
communicéed are highlighted. This involves making complicated messages
less complex and allowing for more local processing, which involves taking
nothing into account apart from the information actually being processed
(Sperber and Wilson 1995). Consequently, kpesa aspire to frame their
intentions in a carefully structured manner to be both relevant and informative
to their interlocutor(s).

The aims of packaging information are to Oreduce misunderstanding and
also for the hearers to minimize processing effori@terpretation (Van Valin
and LaPolla 1997:199). The speaker achieves these aims through the efficient
distribution of salient information. Here, salient information is what the
speaker knows and assumes the hearer does not know (or might not be paying
sufficient attention to), but which the hearer requires to sufficiently understand

the message.
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Salient information has to be distinguished from new information which is
the unknown element or constituent that the speaker introduces into the
utterance. Sgakers usually place emphasis on the saliency of information
rather than the newness or otherwise of the information. Thus, new information
might not necessarily be salient.

Based on the informatiomgcture analysisa sentence digies into ground
or given information(also calledtheme) and focus or new informatioral6éo
calledrheme).

The ideaof the packaging of information within discour$mas gained
considerable attentiomver the yeardn the syntactic/pragmatic literature.
Consequently,different aithors have referred to the concept by different
names, includingnformation structurgHalliday 1967; Lambrecht 199Amfo
2010, information packaging(Chafe 1976),informatics communicative
dimension psychological articulation (Vallduvi 1990), and discourse
pragmaticgKyuseek 2008)

Breul (200476) observes thatwo basic assumptions underligormation
packagingin discourseThe first is Othe communicatorOs understanding of the
addresseeOs ability to form a mental representation of the refanehts
denotations of the discourse world and the communicatorOs assumptions about
the degree of activeness of such referents and denot@ticfise second
assumption relates to the interaction between Othe discourse entities and the
proposition of which thejorm a part.O

Pragmatically, in any discourse, interlocut@esschangea relatively large
number of sensory impressiondowever,at any given moment within the

exchamge, not dl these sensory information mighe actively attended to and



comprehended by ¢hinterlocutors. Large comphted sensory phenomena
involve more processing time and effort on the part of the hearethe
interpretation proceg$Sperber and Wilson, 1985

In any communicative situation, the speaker usually works towards
structuringthe distribution ofconstituentso maximise effectiveand efficient
interpretation by the hearefhis is done through semantic and syntactic
configuration in the language to produce acceptable utterances within the
speech communityin other words, gramatical and acceptable structures or
propositions are constructed wine the speaker adequately struetur
information both relationally and referentially to ease interpretation of the
discourse entities by the heare

Lambrecht (1994) suggests that the mastportant categories of
information structure arga) presuppason and assertion, which deailth the
organization of the speakerOs message based on what she assumes the
interlocutor to already know or to be unfamiliar with; (b) identifiability and
activation which relateto the speakerOs assumptions about the statuses of the
mental representation of discourse referents in the interlocutorOs mind and (c)
topic and focus, which is concerned with the speakerOs assessment of the
relative predictability vsunpredictability of the relations between propositions
and their corresponding linguistic elements in specific discourse situations.

The discussion in this thesis will primarily expldrew speakers of Esahie
lexically signal thesyntactico-pragmatic nabns of focus and topic, which are

two core notions in studies relating to information structure.



1.2 The Sehwi people and the Esahie language

The language we are concerned with is Esahie and its speakers are the Sehwi
people.In this section, | discusthe Sehwi people in tesmof geographical
location populationfigures,and aspectsf the economy anthe main features

of the social structurd alsodiscussessential aspects of the Esahie language.

1.21 TheSehwiPeople
Speakers oEsahie accordng to the Ghana Statistical Service 2012 report
(based on the 2010 National Censar®about573,0D and live mostly in the
Western Region of the coumt

Ntumy and Boafo (2002) report that geographicallythe Sehwi area
occupies the northernmost parttbé Western Region of Ghands northern
boundary is restricted by the southern boundaries of the Bxbafp region
and theAshantiregion Towards the east, the Sehwi area is boundethéy
westernboundary of the Central Regidhat stretches approxately between
latitudes 6v413' ar@220The southern boundary ofie Séwi area extends
from the Ghan& ™te d'lvoire border (approximately along the 6%00' latitude),
and cuts inland along the eastern tributary of the TanoStibeaw, and then
stretchegastwarddowards the vicinity of thé&nkobra.

Figure 1lis a map of Ghana showinghe Esahie speakg areas in the
western region

In terms of traditional paramouncy, Sehwi has three paramount Breas
Anhwiaso, Bekwai and Wiawso. Some major towns includeinase,
Yamatwa, Kaase, Adabokrom, Juaboso, Asafo, Osei Kwadwo, Bodi, Bekwali,

Akontombra, Bibiani, and Asawinso.
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Figure 1. A map of Esahie speaking ard&simpong2009).

The Westernregionof Ghanais located within the tropal rainforest belt and
thereforehas very fertile lands and produces largardities of cash and food

crops such asocoa.Thus, he main occupations of the Sehwi peopldude



farming predominantly thegrowing of cocoa andood crops like plantain,
cassava and maizén increasing number of Sehwis now gain their livelihood
in the informal sector as traditional craftsmen, small scale entrepreneurs,
skilled and unskilled laboars and driversThe Western region is rich in
natural resources, includingold and host the second largest gold mining
company inGhanab Bibiani Gold Mines. The region also boasts of the only
bauxite mining company in Ghana, Awaso Bauxite. The literacyl lele
Esahiespeakers#s particularly low The region is also the only reg blessed

with an oil find. According to the World report (World Report 388
June/July), only 53.3% of the Esahie population are literate in English or a
known Ghanaian language.

The inheritance systenof the Sehwi society isnainly matrilineal. This
means a child belongs to, enjoys his first rights and owes his first duties to
his/her maternal agnatic kin.

Administratively,the Sehwiareais divided into four district. These are the
Bibiani-AnhwiaseBekwai, Juaboso, Essabebiso and the Wiawso which
wasupgrade into a municipalityin 2012 Politically, it has five constituencies:

Bibiani-AnhwiaseBekwai, Juaboso, Essabebiso, Wiawso and Akontombra.

1.22 TheEsahieLanguage

The Sehwi peple refer to their language aSsahie. Esahie has been
alternatively referred to as Asahyu&anvi and Sehwi and codedin
Ethnologueas [ISO 639] with the identifier{sfw]. Esahie isa Kwa language
belongingto the Northern Bidamily of the Central ComoZ or Tano subgroup

(Dakubu and Dolphynel988) Esahieis genetically close to Aowin and



Nzema and falls in the same language family with Anyi as shown in the Kwa

language family tree iRigure 2below.

OProteTanoO
Bia Akan

(NzemaAnyi-Baule) BroAWassa AsantAkuapemFante
|

| !
NzemaAhanta ATnyi-BauIe

| | |
Anyi Baule ChaiqAnufo)

Aowin Sehwi (Sanai)
Nzema  Evalue

Figure 2. Kwa language family tre@akubuand Dolphynel988 56)

Figure 2 shows that under the Bia language group, the first split was between
Nzema and Ahanta on one side aAdyi and Baule on the other side
Thereafter, Anyi, Baule, and Chakosi split from each other. Anyi then also split
into Anyi (Aowin) and Sehwi (Esahie).

Ntumy and Boafo (2002) identified two varieties of Esahie. The firstie
the Anhwiaso varietywhich is spoken in the extreme east of the area, that is,
east of the River Subraw in towns like SelAmhwiaso, SehwBekwai, and
Asawinso. The second one is Meawso varietywhich is the major variety in
use, in the widerraa, westwards of the River Subralie data for this work
will be drawn mainly from the latter variety.

Table 1 presents some dialectal differences in words from the two varieties.
The two varieties are, however, mutually intelligible and consideredathe s

language by the speakers of each variety.



Table 1: Dialectal differences in Esahie

Anhwiaso Variety | Wiawso Variety Englishgloss
Ebure ebunaen Charcoal
Binzua Bienzua Male
nzast nnast Towel
nnali lali! Dream
Boni beni which one (question particle

Esahie is a tone langual@his means that tone is used phonemicallpiing
about differencein meaning between twor more otherwise identicalords.
For instane, in Esahie, the word! k!! has two neanngs depenihg on its
tonal melodylt can either be producexh a high-high-high tonal melody,asin

(1), or on alow-low-low tonalmelody, asn (2), to convey different meanings
Thus the meaning of an utterance in Bsadoes not only depend on the sound

segments, but also on the pitch patterns associated with them.

(1)  bl'koo Ocompletely®

(2) bokoo  Oslowly®

On the tonology of Esahie, Frimpong (2009) observes that Esahie has two
basic toneshigh tone (H), marked with an acute accefit !), denoting a
relatively high pitch (see 3 and,4nda low tone (L), marked with a grave
accent( ), denoting relatively low pitcl{see 5 and 6)Frimpong addshat

both tones are contrastive.

‘The analyses and discussiofithe data presenteid chapters 3 and 4, is natnemarked
because Esahie does not employ prosodgnicodinginformation Thus, bneis maked only
on theinformation structuresensitive particles.
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3) g— Odanced

(4) df Osleepd

(5) bua ‘to answer’

6) "aa Oleaf® [Frimpong 2009:129]

Frimpong also shows that the two tosecan be combined in several ways

includingHH (7 and 8)LH (9) and HL (0).

(7)  w—rt OalsoO

(8)  kI'ko Gdiophone knock at the door®

9)  bité Gogrind®

(10) paa ‘labour’ [Frimpong 2009:129]

With regards to the function(s) of tone in Esahi@gimpong (2009:140)
identifies tvo Blexical and grammatical functiom As shown earlierrégarding

the word bl k!l (examplesl and 2 abovg, some Esahie wordaould be
formally indistinguishablewithout the different tone patterns théear She

also shows that grammatically, tones in Esahie can be useakechangs in

the tense/aspeof verbs. For example tonecan be employed in distinguishing
betweenthe habitual aspect and the progressive aspect of Esahie Aeden

be seen from the data in (11) Esahie habitual form of verbs is marked by a low
tone on monosyllabi stems, and lovkigh tone on the first and second

syllables in disyllabic stems respectively
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(11) m“ko

1SGgo/HAB

The progressive form of Esahie verbs is marked by a high tone for
monosyllabic stems and their pronoun, antiHi tonal melody on disyllabic

stems and their pronouns (Frimpong 2009).

(12)  m-bukys

1SGopen.PROG

We notice from exampleq11) and(12) that the only difference between the
habitual and progressive forms and their respective pronewtsarly caused
by alternatios in tonal melody

Esahie has an SVQonstituentorder,usuallywith the subjectnoun phrase
(Subj.) being the fist element, followed by a ve(V), andthen an bjectnoun
phrase(Obj.), which could be a direwmr an indirectobject being the last
element.This is exemplified in(13) with a simple clause in which the first
elementMintah is a nounand functions grammatically as the subject of the
clause. It is immediately followed by a verb, and then by another Yiaayaa

which functions as the direct object of the verb.

(13) Mintah bole Yaayaa.

Mintah beatCOMPL Yaayaa

Subj. V Obj.

(Mintah beaty aaya®
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In Esahie, italsois possible for theubjectandobjectpositiors to beoccupied

by independent pronosnin sentence (14), an independent pronBUr©theyO
occupied the subjegqiosition whilehu-ne Okilled® occupied the verb position,
and the final(object) position is occupied by thandependent pronoumge

Ohim/herO.

(149 B! hu-ne ye.

3PL kill-COMPL 3SG

A

Qhey killed him/he©.
Subj. V Obj.

1.3 Focus and Topic: Definition and Typology
In this section) look at the different perspectives fromhich various authors
have discussd the notion of focuand topic eitheasa linguistic structure or as
a pragmat device | begin withthe notion of focus.

The notion of focus underpins most works irscourse and syntactic
studies but itis also a term often misused or overused in theulstg analysis
of discourse maiy due to the different approaches adopted in analysing focus
constructions ¢f. Chafe 1971 Saah 1998; Roberts 1998; Payne 1999; Ofoe
2007.

The definitiors that various autbrs have given to the notion fifcus often
influence their typology of focus manse the description of the mode of
focusing constituentsand the distribution of thdéocus marker(s) in their

analysesHeine et al (1983:7) astedin Bearth (1999.24) defines focus as:
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A wide range of techniques that languages dispose of in order to
mark a given sentence constituent as being in focus, that is, as
providing new asserted information, and conversely to mark the

rest of the sentence as containing given, presupposed information.

Roberts (1998:109) also defines focus as Oa conventiemaibded mode of
picking out adistinguished constituent(s) in a sentence, which constituent plays
a special role with respect to the immediate discourse context of the utterance
of that sentence.Dik (197819) views focusas Orepresenting relatively the
most important or salient informatiamthe given settingO.

Oppased to this view, Dakubu (20@j:characterisefocus as idvolving a
contrast, a specification of what is salient in contrast to other possiligiee
opines thatnewness of informationrmust not necessarily be interpreted as
contrasting information as focus can also mean the assertion of a choice among
conflicting possibilitiesO

From the foregoing, we observe thateveas Heine et al (1983) and Roberts
(1998) approdwed the notion of dcus from the perspectivef linguistic
structure, Ok (1978 and Dakubu (2005) eigred focus from a meaning
(semantic) perspective.

Chafe (1971) ¢ed in Givon (2001:222) explains the relationship between
linguistic  structure and meaning, observirg that Odefiniteness and
identifiability per seare not decisivéactors in placing chunks of information
under contrastive focusGimilarly, the ability or inability of the hearer to
predict the constituents that may be placed in focus position will arisetir®

expectations established by both the speaker and hearer ipatteular
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discourse contexin a particular context, information that the listener has no
knowledge of or cannot predict can be contrastive andim@nmation, while

it is possible inanother context thahformation which is predictable or is in
the short term memory of the listener may not be contrastikias it is
conceivablethat theunpredictabilityfeature, and not necessarily newness of
information, couldoe the defining charéeristicof contrastive focus.

For the purpose of this studidefinefocusas asignallingcode or device
available in a languageised to specify or assign an emphatihaustive or
contrastive status to relevasdnstituents in a givediscourse. Thiss meanto
eitherreplace an earlier assumption of the hearesjngle out an element for
contrastive emphasis or to fifl the knowledge of the hearer

Focus invariably brings to the fore the central idea of the speakerOs message
in a particular comnmicative context. This idea, usually conveyed by a
constituent, might be new or old but its importance to the communication
processentails the assignment of a special status tohis is consistent with
ChafeOs (1971:224) observation that Ocontrastiveences should not be
thought to contain the specification, OnewO at all, but rather some other
specification which might be labelled foc#ss such new and focus would be
in complementary distributiondn a contrastive sentence, new information
means he choice of the unit to which i$ attached is being signatleby the
speaker as new information, but focusuld be represented as tgecificunit
out of other possibilities whose newness is predominantly contrastive.

Focusing of constituents ene, an option the speaker resortsriarder to
emphasize the argument(s) that cagfg)rthe essence of WierutteranceThis

mode of assigning special status tangigant constituents may be reflecteat



only in the phonology but alsim the synta of the languageThat is while
some languages may use morphology to indicate focus, other languages resort
to phonology or word order for focus.

There are two types of structusaintacticfocus: Insitu and Exsitu. In-situ
focus isrealised through lingstic features such as higher pitch on the focused
constituent, or paralinguistic features such as gesturesitiexocus on the
otherhandis a syntactic phenomenon whereby the structure of the clause is re
organised.Here, he constituentthat the speker wants to contrastively
emphasize is exported &amother position in the clause.

Esahie speaksttypically employ thephenomenon of lagal signalling, as
well as the syntactic phenomenafrminting andclefting when focusingamong
other strategies (seChapter3 for details) As will be seen later in this thesis
(Chaptes 3 and 4),the notion oftopicfocus in Esahigeaside from being
lexico-syntactically realizeds also pragmatically motivatedecause speakers
can choose to focus any pertinent siinent, depending on the contextual
meaning they want to convey, and the constituent on which they want to place
cortrastive emphasis in the discourse.

Typologically, Esahidelongs to the class of languages in which, according
to Schachter (1973)ited in Roberts (1998:129Y0the focused constituent is
moves to a preverbal position in the sentence and is immediately followed by
the focus marker@ther relatedlanguages that signal focus lexicaihclude
Akan Boadi 1974, Saah 1998, Amfo 2Q10fori 2011), Ewe (Ameka 1992),

and Ga (Dakubu 2008nd Dangme (Ofoe 200Akortia 2014.



@

1.4  Problem statement

Most of the studiesn the area ofnformation s$ructure as faras Ghanaian
languages are concerndwve focused omajor languageslike Akan (Boadi
1974, 1990; Bearth 199%aah 1998Marfo and Bodomo 20Q%Amfo 201Q
Ameka 2010 Ofori 2011), Ewe (Ameka 1990,991 and 199p Ga (Dakubu
1992and2005) and Dangme (Ofoe 20@ndAkortia 2014).

Akan, has received quite a fair concentration déeration. Boadi (1974)
analyses how focus is encoded in Akan from a transformational grammar
theoretical perspectivesaah (1998) similarhapproaches thstudy of focus
marking in Akan from a transformationakagnmar frameworkMarfo and
Bodomo (200} als, investigate Akarfocus constructiosfrom a Lexical
Functional Grammar and Optimalitiyeoreticperspectives

Dakubu (19922005 examines nformationstructurein Ga. Ofoe (2007)
and Akorta (2014) both workon the signalng of information structure in
Dangme, a language related to Gameka (1990, 199hnd 1992) alsodeals
with focus marking in EwelIn AmekaOs (2010) study on Information
Packaging in Kwa, he mer cites examples from Esahie, rather, all the
examples were from major languages includikigan, Ewe, Ga and Fongbe.
Hudu (2012) and Issah (2013) bo#tudy the subject of focus marking in
Dagbani.

Very little is known abouthe syntax, semantics and pragmatics of Esahie. It
is only the phonology of Esahithat has reeived some scholarly attigon, as
far as | am awardcf. Frimpong 2009) To the best of my knowledge,
informationstructure particularly the encoding of focus and topicEsahie

has not yet reeived any academic attentiofhere istherforea need for the



present work which seks topregent a detailed description ohformation
structure is encodedin Esahie. Employing the tenets of the Functional
Grammar theory, as proposed Dyk (1978) and Givon (2001) in this work

will be a useful contribution to the empirical coverag&whctional Grammar.

1.5 Objectives
1.51 General objective
The generalobjective of this thesis is texplore, analyse, and provide a

comprehensive description of how information is packaged in Esahie.

1.52 Specific Objectives
The specift objectives of this thesis are:
1. To analyse the type of constituents that can be focused/topicalised
Esahie
2. To describe the strategiesedin focusing/topicalising constituents in
the major and minor clausiypesin Esahie
3. To contribute to the werstanding of the syntax and semantics of the

pragmatic notions of focus and topic in the description of Esahie.

1.6 Research Questions
1. Howis information packaging signatlen Esahie?
2. What strategies are usedforming topic constructionis Esale?
3. What strategies are used in forming focus constructions in Esahie?
4. What are the pragmatic implications of the structural and lexical

strategies for packaging information in an Esahie discourse?



1.7 Data and Methods

The primarysourceof dataused inthis work isnaturally occurring oral data
derivedthroughelicitationsfrom informantsduring participant observation in
Selwi-Wiawso in the Western Region.

Other sources include examgtaken from both published and unpublished
literature such aSehwi orever(written partlyin English angpartly in Esahie)
by George Kobiri, ané translation of thé&lew Testament of the Holy Bible
into Esahieby the Bible Sciety of Ghana (BSG)Some focus sensitive
particles are also identified from the Esah@nNTestament Bible and analysed
semantically by means of andepth interview with four language consultants,
who were resource personen selectedradio programs. They are George
Kobiri, Gerorge Ath Boateng, Ngya Kwaw, DJ Abebe axddna Nyame Paul.

Remrdings of newspaper reviews, news broadcasoémet radio programs
in Esahie from Liberty Fm and Unig Fm, both of whiate based in Sefwi
Wiawso were also obtained@hese stations were chosen because of their
blend of the two dialects of Esahighe justification for selecting those specific
programs is that they are all held in Esahie.

Owing to the fact that the researcher is not a not native speak#tipnal
sentences werelicited from other sourceso supplement informatignas a
qguality cantrol measureThe data were recorded using audio (mini disc) after
which they were transcribed and interlinearised. These constituted a database

for the analysis of the grammar presented.



1.8 Relevance of the Study
It is my hope that when the s@fjectives are achievethis work would among
other things:
1. become agorimary work on the syntax, semantics and pragmatics of
Esahie.
2. serve as apsingboard for future research the area of information
packaging in Ghanaian languages, especially Esahie.

3. providea reference point fdurther studies in Esahie

1.9 Overview of thesis
This section provides information dhe outline of chapters of the present
thess.

Chapter ongyives anoverview of the research that e¢srried out in this
thesis.l have eyplained the concept ahformation sructure (henceforth IS)
particularly its pragmatic aspedhvolving the notion of tojg and focus. |
lookedat Esahie as a langge and its speakers as a peoplghlighting their
demographics, geography aedonomy.l also outlined the objective(s) of this
study, stating exactly what asp@jt of the gramma of Esahie | am
investigating, andinally, presentedhe significance of this study.

Chapter two delves into the theoretical foundation t#uis work. The
chaptertouches on how F@orks, its strengthandwhich functionsdefined in
the theory arauseful for our purposes$ alsolook at two pertinent problems
associated with the pragmatic nosaof focus and topicln order to ground
this work, in this chapter | finally review some works relevant tbe area of

IS, particularly, how focus and topic are encoded in some Ghanaian languages.
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Chapter three primarily discusses and analyses focus is encoded in
Esahie. | identifyone focus marker, anfive focussensitive particles, and
examinetheir syntax and semantic propertiesliscusswhich constituents in
Esahie can be focused. also scrutinizehow somesuch focussensitive
particlesare employed in the formation of constituent interrogatives.

Chapter four addressedhow the lexicepragmatic phenomenonof topic
markingis realisedn Esahiel identify and discussne topic particledealing
with its syntacticandpragmatic properties

Chapter five summarises the whole thesis, highlighting the muirds put
forward in all the fouprecedingchapters! providea conclugn of the whole

work, and makeecommendations for future works.
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CHAPTER TWO

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND LITERATURE REVIEW

2.0 Introductory Remarks

In this chapterl first discuss the theoretical framework within which this study
is conducted(section 2.1) | then takea look at two pertinent problems
associated with thepragnatic notiors of topic and focus(section 2.2) |
proceed taeview some literature on focus/tomionstructionsparticularly on
Ghana languagesection 2.3) This is important because tl@ugh, as noted
above no work has been done with respect to focus construction in Esahie,
various works exist on focus constructions in other Ghanaian languages
including Akan (Boadi 1974; Saah 199Bearth 1999 Marfo and Bodomo
2005; Amfo 201Q Ofori 2011), Ewe (Amekal992, Ga (Dakubu 2005)
Dangme (Ofoe 200@and Akortia 2019, and Dagbani (Issah 2008, 2048d

2013; Olawsky 1999; Fusheini 2012).

2.1 Functional Grammar (FG)
The description of focus and topic constructions in Esahisepted in this
thesis is castni the Functional Grammar (FG) framewook Dik (1978) and
Givon (2001). FGis a general theory of the organization of natural language. It
is OfuationalO in at least three different, but interrelatedes:
i. It takes a functional view of the nature of language. This méwtshe

FG theory explans the way human beings emplnguage in various

discourse contexts either as a means to an erslar and in itself.
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ii. It attaches primary importance to practical relations at different levels in
the organization of grammarf=G looks at the role of phonology,
morphology, syntax and semantics in language and how they function
together to make communieat meaningful Functionalists emphasize the
dynamism of language and the importance of its expressive, social and
conative functions, in contrast with or in addition to its descriptive
function.

iii. It is practically applicable to the analysis of differegpects of language
and language us&he different levels of language have independent and
interrelated functins that together serve dolistic function in
communication. FG looks at how the parts of the whabdekwogether to

achieve itfunction.

According to Givon (2001), Functional Grammar is an interpretation of words
by reference to what &y mean in particular contextin effect, as Giv—n
(2001: 16) puts itto determine the semantic correlates of a form, you hold all
variables constant but oner you manipulate anvariable and record the
semantic effect of the correlatiodlternatively, you can manipulate one
semantic variablewhile holding all others constant, and then record the
structual effect of the manipulation.

According to Dik (198), FG follows standards of adequacy including the
following:
i. Typological adequacyThe theory isformulated in terms of rules and

principles thatan be applied to any type of natural language.
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ii. Pragmatic adequacyhe theory isable to explain how a langge helps us
to understand how linguistic expressions can be effectively used in
communicative interactian

iii. Psychological adequacy: What thedny says about languagetimt it is
compatible with (what is known about) the psychological mechanisms
involved in natural language processing. For example, this involves
anticipation of certain constituents by the heaard how the speaker
sometimes reshapes such expectations through focusing of constituents in

a discourse context.

In FG, functional notionglay essential and fundamental roles at different
levels of grammatical organizatiomhus, manyof the rules and principles of
FG are formulated in terms of functional notions. Three types or levels of
functions are distinguished:

I. Semantic functios like Agent Patient, Recipient, etdefine the roles

participants play in states of affairs, as designated by predications.

15. Ngruma b#le Ama soanu
Nkruméeh hit-COMPL Ama cheekcontaining region

ONkuméh slapped Amad

From example (), Ngrumahas thesemantiaole GagenQ andAmaastherole

(QpatienOin the event designated by-le Oto HD.
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ii.  Syntacti¢cGrammaticalfunctiors like Subject and Objedefine different
structural perspectives through which the states of affairs are presented in
linguistic expressions.

In example(15), Ngruma syntactically functios as the subjectwhile Ama

functiors as thedirect object (or object 1), amsbanu Ocheeksfill be the

indirect object (objec?).

iii. Pragmatic functiondike theme and tail, topic and focus define the
informational status of the constituents of linguistic expressions. They
relate to the embedding the expressions in the ongoing discourse, that
are determined by the stia of the pragmatic information of the speaker

and aldressee as itedelops in verbal interaction.

2.2 Problems associated with the notion of focus and topic

Robers (1998 130) observes that as a universal notion, focus encounters two
significant problems, one is conceptual and the otheintsllectual. The
conceptual difficulty is thatvriters perceivethe concept of focugs various
languagedifferently. The intellectualdifficulty on the other hand is that
perusing of the literature revealearly thatin some instancesvhat is termed

as focus by one authes not accepted bwther authors.In this section, |

discusshie defining properties of focus as a problem.

2.21 The defining characteristics ébcus
The first complexityin the definition of focuscomes from the defining
characteristics of focus in a discourse situation. Bearth (1999:147) describes

focus based on the notion of contrastiveness rather thamatioity. For him



the definite feature of focus resides in its explicit or implicit reference to
excluded alternatives. Informativity or identifiability which is roontrastive

is considered independent of focu3akubu (2005:02) alsarguesthat the
notion of focus implies a salient contrast of a constituent among possible
alternatives. However, she observes timtfocusing constituents, saliency
alone does not necessarily indicate or restrictively cpnaemeaning of
contrast.

According to Rooth (198% cited in Horn andWard (2006:181), evoking
alternatives is the primary function of focus. As such the relational qualities
presented by the negiven salient constituent can place them in a focus
position. Hence, focus highlights the new contrastivermédion in relatio to
the topic.Topic, on the other hand, is that relationally given notion in the sense

that t is what the clause is about.

2.22 The intellectual complexity of distinguishing between the two

puzzling notions of focuend topic
The second problenm the characterization of focus/topgtanags from the
first, as various defining features have besedto distinguish the notion of
focus from other closely related notiohke topic. The identified defining
features offocus have included Ounpredictable information as against new
informationO (Chafe 1976), Oold versus new informationO (Halliday 1994, Van
Valin and LaPolla 1997) Ocontrastiveness and informativityO (Bearth 1999),
Opresupposition and asserted /contrastiferntation® (Ambrecht 1994,

Givon 2001:222).
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Conceptually, Lambrecht (1994:208xplains that focus is that portion of a
proposition thatcannot be taken for granted the time of speech. It is that
which makes an uttance an assertiofthus, for Lambreht, Ofocus, like topic,
is arelational pragmatic categoryhichinvolves establishing certain relations
between denotata and propositiGnsndot merelyabout assigning properties
to single lexical itemsThis relational nture of focus and topic io@ndin the

works of various authors (cBoadi B74, Dakubu 2005Saah 1998).

2.3 Literature Review
There is enormousterature onlS. However,in this thesis, | concentrate on
works on Ghanaian languaglescauseéEsahie has a lot in commavith these
sister languagées.

Boadi (1974, working from a transformational grammar theoretical model,
explains that Akan has two focus makeagexclusive focus marker) amtkor
deg") (potentialy inclusive focus marker)Boadi (1974:09) states inter alia
that, OE nais more precise in definition and presupposes certainty on the part
of the speakerAnd it may be said to be THE [his emphas$tgjus marker of
the language.O

The intepretation of the notion of focuthus led to difficulty inBoadiOs
terminologyand useof the focus markersrnaanddg(")), which he identifiedn
Akan. Boadi opines that the choice of either of the morphemes is not only
stylistic but also semantiéie exlains that in usinghe de(')-focusmorpheme

the speakedoes not commit himself to saying thi#e focusedelementis

2 The assumption that Esahie has a lot in common many other Ghanaian languages is based on
some prelimnary findings in my literature refé®kan, for example, has a null object rule
similar to wha obtains in Esahié.



placal in any unique class by itsdiflecause the potential of there being other
possible referent(s) is left opdre adds that onenportant semantic feature of
thede(")-focus morpheme is its indefinitenédsadi also shoed that all major
syntactic categories in Akasould be brought into focuslhis view of na and
dg(") as focus rarkers in Akans shared bysaah(1998)

In differentiating focus construction from ordinary unmarked subject
predicate constructions, Boadi (1974:06) appeals to Transformational
Grammar,in demonstrahg that in Akan, focused sentences have as their
underlying representation a node dominating a focugenar

Secondly, focus constructions in Akan undergo a process of clefting or
recapitulating, the effects of which sh®wn the repetition of one of the
constituents on the left of the focus marker at the beginofrthe sentences.
Thus, for Boadi (19746), focused structures in Akan differ from ordinary
subjectpredicate sentenceas in (19, in continingwhat Haliday (1967) calls

points of prominence \thin the message.

(16) Kofi baa ha.
Kofi come-PAST here

OKofi came here.®

Boadi(1974)identified four focus senteneg/pes in Akantheyare:simplena
focus (L7a), clefted focus 17b), nonextraposedpseudeclefted focus 17c),

and extraposed pseudo clefted foclial).



(17) a. Simple na feus.
Kofi; na oi-baa ha.
Kofi FOC:REL 3SG-comePAST  here
OKofi is the one who came here.O
b. Clefted focus
$y% Kafina &-baa ha.
It-is(Cleft) Kofi FOC 3SGcomePAST here
Olt is Kofi who came here.O
c. Non-extraposeghseudeclefted focus
[Onipa a Saa hapne [Kofi]np
person REL 3S@&omePAST here FOC Kofi
Ghe one who came here is Kofi.O
d. Extraposed pseuddefted focus
[Kofilne ne  [Onipa a 8baa ha e
Kofi FOC person REL 3S@omePAST here

OKofi is the person/one who came here.O

The frames and processes 18)(and (9) are BoadiOs account of how the four

focus sentences derive frdms two underlying structures.

(18) Deriving simplenaand clefted focus sentences.
(i) Non-focus: Kofi baa hdsentence
(i1) Introduction ofnaat clause lefperiphery:na(Foc) + Kofi baa ha]
(i) Constituent copying for focugkofi, na[Kofi, baa hg.

(iv) Pronominalization&replaceKofi,): [Kofi; na #baa hg



(v) Deriving clefted focus (%y%o/ckaddition):$y$ Kofi na #baa h@b)

(vi) Deriving simplenafocus($y$deletion):Kofi na #baa hd17a)

(19) Deriving nonextraposed pseuddeftedfocus, and extraposed psied
clefted focus.
(i) [#baa hg sentencey$[KOfi]np
(i) Introduction ofnalfocus:nat+ [#baa hg yyKofi] np
(i) Morphophonological fusion of rg% into ne#baa hg ne [Kofi]np
(iv) Relativization (NP + relativizer©nipa a[#baa hd ne[Kofi] np (V)

Deriving nonextraposed pseudoclefted foc@nipa a #baa hae Kofi

(179

(vi) Deriving extraposed pseudoclefted focué€Swapping of

nonextaposed pseudoclefted NPKofi neonipa a #baa hasin (3d)

Saah (199Bassertshat focus in Akan is marked both morphologically and
syntacticaly. He explains thamorphologically, a focus morpheme is attached
to the constituent in focuendmust necessarilgccur in what he designates as
the focus positio®the left periphery of th sentence and before a complement
clause.This is exemplifiedn (20), where the focused Ndmaappears on the
left periphery of the sentence and is followed by the focus paraétke and

then the complement clause.

(20) Ama na/de o-di-i aduan(e) no.
NAME FOC Isg-eat-PAST food DEF

OAma ate the foodO, OAs for Ama, she ate tie food [Saah 1998: 2]
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Saahtermsna as contrastive andlg(") as non-contrastivefocus markers in
Akan. He al® showsthat a constituentspecifically the object R cannot be

focused insitu.

(21) *Ama  di-i aduan no na/de

NAME eatPAST food DEF FOC [Saah 19983]

The ungrammaticality of sentenc2l], accordingSaah (1998:3)esuls from

the impossibility in Akan ofocusng a constiuent (particularly the object®
in-situ with eitherof the markersSaahexplains that its possible to use a cleft
constriction in addition to the focus marker, adding that this is restricted to the
na-focus marker onlyHe also showed that the de-focus morpheme cannot be

used when clefting a sentence, 2%) §hows.

(22) !-ye Ama na I-di-i aduan(e) no.

It-be = NAME FOC 1SG-eat-PST  food DEF

‘It was Ama who ate the food’ [Saah 1998: 8]
(23) * e-ye Ama de  o-di-i aduge) no.

It-be  NAME FOC 1sg.eaPST food DEF

According to Saah (1998) the ungrammaticality of sentenc23) is owed to
the use of thele-focus morpheme which he explains cannot be used in cleft
constructions. Saahpoints out that the choice of a sentence withwithouta

focused castituent, in any Akan discourse is pragmatically and/or
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sematically-driven; t is a function ofhe meaning the speaker wants to impart

in that particulacontext.This is exemplified inZ4).

(24). a. Kofi baa ha.
Kofi comePAST here
‘Kofi came here.’ [Saah 1998: 7]

b. Kofi na I -ba-a ha.

1

Kofi FOC 3SG-comePAST here
‘Kofi is the one who came here.’ [Saah 1998: 8]

C. Kofi de 0 -ba-a ha.

Kofi FOC:REL 3SGcomePAST here

‘As for Kofi, he came here.O [Saah 1998: 8]

The simple unmarked sentence #4d) is making the assertion that someone
identified asKofi camehere Sentence$24b) and @4c) however, differ both
strucurally and semantically fron4a) in that theNP Kofi is focused in both

of them.Samantically, (24b & c)differ from (24a) and from each othefhe

open proposition in the two focused construtdias: A came hereThat is the

Oold informationO or the information shared by both the speaker and the hearer.
XKofiO is the Onew informationO that the speaker wants to impart to the hearer.
In (24b) the na-focus morphemgives the additional informatiothat Kofi is

the only and particulapersonwho came hereThe sentence could hence be
paraphrased a#t was Kofi (and neoneelse) who came hertn effect,Kofi is

being contrasted with albther possible person(s) who were expdc

suspected or likelyo &ome her@
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Saah (1998) labels the namorpheme which Boadi (1974) terms an
exclusive marker as aontrastivefocus marker, because to him there ear
certain nuances of meaniagsociated with these focused constructions which
go beyond the idea of elusiveness.He suggest that apartfrom being
contrastive in interpretation24b) can also be count@ssertive which means
it can be usetb correct an assertion orquide information that is different in
propostional content from what has alreadyebeasserted.

Commenting on thde-focus morphemehoweverhe contendshatit is not
contrastive in its interpretatiorso he labelledle as a norcontrastive focus
marker.He explains thaho such idea of contrast and courdssertion can be
found in R4c) which has thele-focus morpheme-e believes thahe defocus
morpheme rather OsinglestOthe constituent to which it is attached and does
not necessarilycontrastthat constituent with any other possible constituent(s)
He adds thathedefocusmorpheme can be used in certain contexts to indicate
Oa reversabf the truth of presupposed or previously asserted predicationO
(Saah 1998:9) in which situations what was presupposed or previously
asserted will be in the affirmativeand theclause containg the defocus
marker would have the opposite value and vice versa.

Thus,Saahobserve that thena-focus morpheme cdoe given thesemantic
features: [+ Emphasis, + Contrast], while theefocus morpheme on the other
hand can be given tls@mantic fatures: [+ EmphasisContrast]

Syntactically, Saah (1998) complements the analysis of Boadi (1974), whilst
asserting in Government and Binding (GB) terms, that focus placement in
Akan is not the result of movement but a base generation of the focused

constituent or a copy of the focused constituent in the Compléreeithrase
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(CP). Healso explains that in Akan there is no evidence of any trace of
movement, as obtains in English, in the clause structure which triggers the
focused constituent to be frek Moreover, the presence of the resumptive
pronoun when objects are preposed and focused argues for such immunity to
the Government and Biimg subjacency rules (Saah 1928-16).

Marfo and Bodomo (2005:180) note that in focus constructions in Akan,
focusing is used to create contrast intentionally for emphasis. The constituent
to be focused is Ofronted in its ex¢emntential projection of the focyhraseO.

This focusedconstituent ismmedidely followed by thefocus markerna and
whenthe sententiahead is the constituent that is focused, Othe same form of
the verb stem remas in situO.

Analysing focusing and questiotword fronting in Akan from a Lexical
Functional Grammar and Optimalitigeoriticapproach, they assert that unlike
na, de(") canna occur afterquestion words likehwan QvhoQ a finding
consistent with whais obsered in Saah (1998Yhey adduce evidence to the
effectthatin Akan,focusing andQ-word frontng (in whquestionskessentially
share the samphrase structure configurati. This involvesconstituent left
dislocation, introduction of the focus mark@OCQC), na, and insertion of a
resumptive pronoun (RPro) for a dislocated argument function.

The mat relevant work, with regartb the aim of this thesis idimfo
(2010¥, which presersta detailed work on focus/tap marking in Akan She
primarily probes how the pragmatic notions of focus and tapadexically
signaled(expressed by means wiarkers or particlesh Akan. Working from

apragmatic point of viewshedisagees with Boadi{974) and Saah (1998) on

" AmfoOswork extremely usefudue to the close contact and resultant semblance between
Esahie and Akan.
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the statusof dg(!) as a focus marker in Akan. Amfo explains that the marker
which Boadi (1974:8) and Saah (1998:3) term as potentially inclusive and non
contrastive focus marker respectively is in fact a topic mafdee argues that
deis better analyzed as a/an coniresemphatidopic marker. This is because
de marks a constituent as the topic of the utteeain which it is contained.
That is, itindicates that the constituent to which it is attache@nisat is a
matter of currentoncern ostandingnteresfO (Amé 2010:218.

AmfoOs analysis, thisavesthe na-particleasthe principaffocus marker in
Akan. Reasoning along witbik et al. (1981:5%8), Amfo argues that thea-
particle can be employed to serve cdetpve, selective replacing and

restricting focus functionsas illustrated in (25)

(25) Maame Amana Kwesi boreo np
Maame AmaFM Kwesi bealCOMPL her

d wasMAAME AMA whom Kwesi bedD. [Amfo 2010:200]

Amfo argues thathe focusedtonstituentn sentence2b) express completive
focus in that it igntended to fill in the gaps aboutho Kwesi beatShe also
opines thasupposing that the spker in(26) is eating bread and porridgehe
indicates to her host that she wsantore, and the host brings more porridge,
She then utter226) to indicate that she actually meant more bread, rather than
more porridge.

(26) Paanoma mep!

Bread FM dlike
Ol want BREAD.O [Amfo 2010:200]



In her view the na-particle in this context is being used to indicate selective
focus becausehe focus particlpickgselectsone item from a presupposed set
of possible valuesShe also showshat in certain contest the use ofa
indicates replacing focudn a situation wherethe interlocutor in Z7) is
looking for Kwamena now speakeA, who arrivedearlier and did not meet
Kwamena, assumed Kwamenhadgone to school, sincewasduring the time
period that Kwamea is expected to be in scho@peaker B who actually is
privy to the whereabouts of Kwameiiaen comes in with27) to correcthe

presupposition that Kwamemas gone to school.

(27). Daabi, ayaresabewm #k#
No, hospital FMhego

ONo, he has gone to the HOSPITALOD. [Amfo 2010:201]

In sentence(27), Amfo reveals thatindeed the namorpheme in certain
contexts indicates replacing focusecause a particular entity (in this case
schoo| the wongly perceived whereabouts of Kwamena), which is mutually
manifest to the interactants is removed and replaced with the tciermac(in

this caséhospita).

Amfo (2010)proposes that thea-morphemecan be used together with the
exclusive markerdo signal restricting focuswhere a presupposed set is
restricted to one or more correct valusse goes further to shawat Akan has
arich inventory of markers of information structure by identifying four more
particles in addition to what was idded in Boadi (1974) and Saah (1998).

She categorized ona the two classes of markers she identified as inclusive
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markers including particles like(n)soand mpq tagging the other category as
exclusive markersvhich also included patrticles likeko andara. Concerning
(n)so and mpg Amfo argus that they involve inclusion of some sort.
Particularly, shelescribed (n)s@as a simple additive marker, meaning that the
utterance to which it is attached has to be interpreted within a parallel context
as the immediatg preceding utterance.

As demonstrated in Amfo (2010(n)sa like na,occursto the immediate
right of the constiient over which it has scope and modifi€ke essential
difference betweemjsoandna, which can only modify a phrasis,that(n)so
may either modify anoun phrase, as example(28a below), or a predicatas

seen in example (28 below).

(28).aAraba boa me wtedzbbay! mu. Kodwo so boa wo w#
Araba help.HABme at fooddo inside. Kodwo also helgyouat
haban mu
farm in
OAraba helps me in cooking. Kodwo also helps you on the farm.O

[Amfo 2010: 202]
b. Kodwo hohor n-ky!'nse mu SO.
Kodwo wash Pkdish  inside also

OKodwo does the dishes t00.0 [Amfo 2010: 202]

Amfo (2010) states thahé equivalentontext for bothsentencesn (28a) is
that bothchildren (KodwoandAraba) arehelgful to their parentsdespite the

fact the exactkind of helpthat they indvidually offer is not the saméwhile



Kodwoassiss his father on theafm,Araba, in a similar veirassiss her mother

to cook.The speakerOs modificationKddwo with so indicates that there is
someone elsavho sinvolvedin acomparablectivity asthe one described in

the (n)scutteranceOn the other handp (28b), the speakerOs intention is not
merely toindicatethe validity of the utterancexpressed in the claus&/hat is

of utmost importance to speakes that the addressee@ppreciate that the
utteranceought to beunderstoodwvithin a contextcorrespondent tthe earlier

one, which states that OKodwo sweeps his parentsO room after he returns from

school®.

(29). Kofg so #-kyer noho papa
Kofi also heshow REFL well

OKofi is indeed pompous.O [Amfo 2010: 206]

In (29), however, lhie presencef (n)so does not mean that the utteca
indicates that smeone else ialso pompouskather,0t is usedin this context
to express a speaker attitude; one of disdaimpgi®val, possibly even

disgus©(cf. Amfo 2010:206).

(30) #an-kra ne y#nko Ato mpa
he COMPL-NEG-say.good.bye POSS friend Ato even

OHe didnOt tell even his friend Ato.O [Amfo 2010: 202]

In (30) mpohas scope over the object noun phnaseny nko Ato(his friend

Ato). Amfo labelsmpoas a scalar focus marker, adding tb&tunction similar



to its English gloss (evenyghe explains that one important featuramgfois
that the proposition expressed by ampoutterance@ontains information
which is contrary to exectation (given some particular background
information), because it is least expe€édf. Amfo 2010:207)

Concerningnko and ara, Amfo arguesthat they mark exclusivity of one
kind or the otherAmfo (2010:210)tagsnko as a restrictive markeowing to
the fact that th@ko-markedconstituent ipresented or interpreted e only

choice within a contextually determined set of alterna@ves

(3). Nyamenko ne me boaf®
God only is my helper

OOnly Gd is my help.O

To the speakerof all the persos that carsuitebly qualify, the nko-modified
constituent,NyameOGod@s the onlyaccurateone the speaker believes can
truly help him/ner A summary of AmfoOs analysis of the particlesandna

is preseated intable2 below.

Table 2: Syntactic similarities/differences between nko and na.

Similarities Differences

1. Both markers catake scopg 1. When using nko, unlike na, the
over a constituent within g constituentn focusis notpreposd, and

clause doesnot leave any copy ithe clause

2. Both markers cannotake| 2. While the namodified entity is always
scopeover predicate or the formally expressd, the nko-focused

whole clause entity may beassumed




The second exclusive markdrat Amfo (2010) deals wh is ara, which she
contends may be used in various contexts to communicate a variety of
meaningsShe arguethatara may be used to indicate restriction, simultaneity,
continuity (or iteration), and in othhecontextsto inducea scalar interpretatian
OforiOs(2011) work (also on Akan)is mainly a rebuttal againstertain
positions taken in the seminal work of Boadi (197@joriOswork presents
alternative viewpointsn these areasdf Boadi (1974):
(a) his position on the basic and the derived focukena
(b) his position on the types of focus sentences in Akan; and
(c) his position on functions/senses of the focus marker in Akan.
He reechos thatcentral to BoadiOs analysis is his establishment of the basic
focus marker asa, with neas its albmorphic variant frona na-y$fusion.
Ofori contends, howeverthat missing from BoadiOaccount is the
morphophonologal process that accounts for the + y$fusion tone [n%6 and
the morphophonological motivation and the languiagernal support fothe
said fusion. Premised on this, he argues that Boadi@sy$ fusion is
morphophontmgically indefensible in Akatinguistics
He also obsems that in BoadiOs accqualthough the relative clause is
present imafocus sentences, we are unable taaant for the relative marker.
In response to this inconsistency too, Ofooints out thathere is never an
instance in Akan syntax wheeeclausecan have the relative readimgthout
the relativizer.
In contradstinctionto Boadi (1974), Oforpositsneratherasthe basic focus
verb/unit in Akan, anadha as its allomorphic variantle believesneto be the

basc focus marker in Akan. Discussinghat he believes to bedlbasic focus
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marker in Akan, Oforposits thaineis an equational/ascriptive copwlarb in
the focus sentencevhose basicemanticfunctionis to equate a focusadhit
and a presuppositional constituémdemand, assert or achieve definiteness.

The theory of focushas tobe distinglished from the theory of topic
although they both expss pragmatic relations between denatedstituents
and propositions, andre considered as two core notions in studies relating to
information structure.

Dakubu (200% working on Ga explains that a topicalized phrase, in
contrast to a focused constitie represents a salient feature in the
presupposition, a specification of what is salient in contrast to other
possibilities. A topicalized phrase is a salient constituent in the present
discourse which has a referent in a relatively earlier discours@asasdch is
part of the presuppodé&knowledge of the hearer

Focusin Esahe, for example, resembles topicalization in many respects,
particularly the syntax, in that both employ fronting. Besides, in topicalization
aswell as in focus marking, a leal marker immediately follows the fronted
argument or constituengyntactically, Dakubu (2005) explains that in Ga, as
in Akan but unlike in Ewe, it is possible to focus the verb itself, by preposing it
in the same manner as its arguments. This, she demw@sstrequires a nen
finite form of the verb to be fronted, while the finite form still occurs at its

nomal site as the example in (3&)ows:

(32). Gb— (n*) -gh—.
Die (FM) 3SG.SUBJ PER#ie

(e haddied. [Ga,Dakubu 2005: 09]
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With regards to object NPs, Dakubu (2005:13) shows that, it is vahen
indirect object is put in focus that a pronoun occurs at the extraction site in the
main clause. This islearly different from Akan where a pronounags at the
extraction site whethex direct or indirect object is preposed and focused.

Ofoe (2007) working on Dangme suggests that Dangme speakers
emphasize constituents by preposing them to clenis& position.He asserts
that morphephonemically, the topic marker in Dangme is indicated by the
morphemel™, which has alow tone, adding that phonologically, in a topic
construction(example33), there is the potential of pausing, usually indicated
with a comma, after the topic phrase in the construction.

(33). Tokota né 1&g, Z klé pé  mo.
Shoe DEM TM, 3SG.SUBJ big exceed 2SG.OBJ.

@:s for this shoe, it is bigger than y@u [Ofoe 2007:89]

On the other hand,ehsuggest that the focus marker in Dangmd"igCoastal
dialect group) on" (Inland dialet group) whichhas a low toneand adds that
phonologically, there is no possibility of pausing after the focus marker and

before the gbject NP in the claudexample34).

34). TKtf nt n" ¢ klé pé mo.
Shoe DEM FM 3SG.SUBJ big exceed 2SG.OBJ.

OAs for this shoe, it is bigger than you.O [Ofoe 2007:89]
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Morpho-syntactically, while the resumptive pronoun is obligatory in the topic
construction, under certain circumstarfce# is optional in the focus
construction.He also stateshat in Dangmemanner and epistemic adverbs
cannot le in focus and when adverbs occur in a sequence, it is only a sequence
of time and temporal adverbs that can be fronted and foclséle copula
construction, hedetected that when the noun phrase is focused, the focus
marker precedes the resumptive mam and it is followedy the copula and

the referent.

Ameka (1992) discusses focus in EMrem a functional framework and
explains that in terms of inventory, Ewe has two focus markers; argument
focus markely)é and the predicate focus marki&e.Thesefocus markers can
be distinguished because of thettifferent grammatical, semantic and
pragmatic properties. The argument focus marker is used for signaling focus on
fronted nominals and adverbials while the predicate focus marker is used for
focusing vebal predicates.

Finally, Issah (2013¢xploredhow constituent interrogativization and focus
play out in Dagbani, a Gur (Nig&ongo) languagdssah(2013)proposes that
focus in Dagbani is indicated by the syntactic strategy of frontidding that
this syntactic strategy is then combined with a morphological/lexical strategy
the presence of a special morpheme labeled as a foauser.The foundation
for this argument is thatin Dagbani,a constituent that is marked for
contrastive focus must invarilgibe located within the clause initial position of
the sentence and there is also an obligatory introduction of special morphemes

called focus markers.

* The resumptive pronoun is optional only when tffep@rson singular or the singular subject
NP is in focus in a clause in whidhe independent verindicates a completive aspect, Ofoe
(2007).
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He identified two focus morphemes in the languageandn, arguing that
the focus morphemes™ or n are obligatory in the formation of constituent
interrogativesHe explains that when this happens, the canonical orler of

SVO is distorted (as can be seen in exampasand35b).

(35)a O ke-r w hce
s/he KkilLIMPERF snake
Oslhe is killing a snakeO [Issah 2013 44]
b. Whee k¥ — e

snake FM 3SG kil.IMPERF

It is a snake (that) s/he is killingd [Issah 2013:44]
c. *Whe n — ket

snake FM 3SG kil.IMPERF [Issah 2013:44]
d. ChZnt‘woentoe™ bt mit

Chentiwuni insult.PERF child DEF

OChentiwuni has insulted the childO [Issah 2013:44]
e. ChZnt'ween* n -ice bt mit

Chentiwuni FM insult.PERF childDEF

Olt is Chentiwuni who has insulted the childO [Issah 2013:44]
f. *ChZnt‘ween* K Ce bt mit

Chentiwuni FM insult.PERF child DEF [Issah 2013:44]
g. B!  Dbe-r bh’ kpe

3SG kil.LIMPERF child.PLU here

OThey beat children here® [Issah 2013:44]
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h. Kpe k' bl Dber b'h’

Here FM 3SG kil.IMPERF child.PLU

Olt is here that they beat children® [Issah 2013:44]
i. *Kpe m Dbl ber bh’
Here FM 3SG kill.IMPERF child.PL [Issah 2013:44]

We realize that sentences35§), (35d) and (35g) have the canonical
(undistorted) word order of Dagbani which is SVO wh{l@5h), (35¢) and
(35h) have distorted sentences in which certain constituents as ol§ébjs (
and @5d) and an adjurt(35h) have been fronted for the purpose of focusing.
We also notice from example85p) and @5¢) that the contrastively focused
constituats w"haeOsnakeO a@thZnt“‘weertespectively,have been placed in
the sentence initial positions and are immtdyafollowed by focus markers
k™ andn. We also noticeghatwhen the focused constituent is an NP object as
in (35b) or adjunct as in3bh), then,the k™ -contrastive(subject)focus particle
is selectedlssah (201Bcontends that ungrammizality of (35c) indicates that
n-focus particlecannot focus NP objects, while the ungrammatical sentence in
(35f) also shows that NP subjects cannot be focused byhus he suggest
that the k™ -focus particle occurs with interrogatives that questionswuject
argumens, while n-focus morpheme occurs with arguments that question
subjectconstituents

In terms of language categorization with regards to focus construction,
Esahie belongs to the class of languages in which focusemrmiedhrough
lexical signaling of he constituentwhich is fronted t@ preverbal position in

the sentence followed by the fec marker (Schachter 1973, dten Roberts



1998:129). Other Ghanaian languages which can be grouped under this
category include Akan (Boadi 1978aah 198; Amfo 2010; Ofori 2011), Ga
(Dakubu 2005), Dangme (Ofoe 2Q0&kortia 2014, Dagbani(lssah 2008
2013; Olawsky 1999; Fusheini 201&2)d Ewe (Ameka 1992).

The focus marker in Esahie is a lexical device usually used by speakers to
signal significant constituentahich are principally contrastive, in a discourse
setting(see section 3.4)2As we will seg(section 3.4.p focusas expresseit
Esahieis similar to what iexpressed by thea focus marker in Akan termed
as Othexclusive focusypeO irfBoadi 1974)or Otheontrastive focusypeO in
Saah (1998)¢ as anargument focus markan Ewe (Ameka 1992)ka as a
contrastive focus marken Dagbani (Issah 2013, Fusheini 2022y (or I!) in
Dangme(Ofoe 2007 Akortia 2014; or ni in Ga (Dakubu 2005)

Paticularly, we will see(section 3.4.1)that the Esahie principal focus
markeryZy resembles the Akana (cf. Amfo 2010) in form and function.
AmfoOs (2010)syntacticepragmatic analysis ofinclusive aml exclusive

markers in Akan will serve as a guifte the analysis in chapter 3.
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CHAPTER THREE

FOCUS MARKING IN ESAHIE

3.0 Introductory Remarks

In this chapter, | basically discuss and analyse how focus is formally encoded
in Esahie. | examine the lexigyntactic coding of focus in Esahfsection

3.2), identifying five focussensitive particles (section 3.2.1), and exploring
their syntax and semantics/pragmatics. This chapter also takes a look at some
syntactic strategies available in Esahie for signalling focus (section 3.2.2).
Following Lambrecht (2000), | discuggpes of focus based on what syntactic
constituent is focusefsection 3.3.1)and demonstrate how his categorization

of focus applies to Esahie (section 3.3.2). Based on the typology of focus
function that Dik et al.Os (198Drovides (section 3.4.1), and the analyses of
focus marking in Akan, as suggested in Amfo (201Q)resenta semantic
analysis of the Esahie focus marker (section 3.4.2) tleetlve other faus

sensitive particlegsections 3.5 and 3.6).

3.1 Defining focus

Focus is a signallindevice used to specify or assign an emphatic exhaustive or
contrastivestatus to relevargdonstituents in a given discourse, to either replace
an earlier assumption of the hearer, or single out an eteimeontrastive
emphasis ofill in the knowledge of the hearewhat this means is thitthe
focused constituents in the utterance that receives esigh because it is

selected and comasted with other possible consétus. This conscious
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contrast with other posdéconstitents, is usually an effort to cancel an earlier
supposition or to furnish the hearer with new and significant information
Jacobs (1988) and Rooth (1985) cited in KSnig (1991) consider focus as a

strategy for establishing a relation betweenwhkie of a focused expression
and a set of alternatives.assume along with Amfo (2010), regardirftet
encoding of focusthat the grammars of languages make availphtaetic,
morphological, syntactic or lexicaignalswhich are supposed to lead to the
accurate interpretation of focusocus constructions are therefore often tidu

of as marked constructions

3.2 The Lexico-syntactic Coding of Focus in Esahie
Crosslinguistically, the lexicesyntactic strategies of encoding focus include
clefting, preposing, and pseudatefting. Esahie employs word order variation
(syntax) and specific lexical items to encode the focus. As has been(cioted
Gundel 19771988; Giv—n 1991languages seldom use only morphological
means to signal focal informatioHence, typologically, Esahie combines both
syntactic strategies (including fronting or left dislocation and clefting) and
lexical strategies to signal information structure.

The focused constituenmoves to a seahceinitial position and is
immediatdy followed by a lexical item, the focus markeBaah (1998:2)efers
to this left periphery position of the sentence as the focus positidkan. In

structures where a constituent is preposed and is followed by the focus marker,

®>Dik et al. (1981) and Watters (1979) claim the existence of unmarked éonsirucions
(i.e., focus neutral), but Lambrecht (1994)argues that no sentence is
pragmatically neutral, i.ewithout information structure
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there is usually a spiic indication of contradt Conversely, when a focus
marker does not explicitly follow the constituent, specificity cannot be

absolutely assumed.

3.2.1 Inventory of focus markers in Esahie

Ameka (2010) argues, in his general characterisation of, Kiaat all the
languages have a dedicated focus marker. Esahie has a rich inventory of lexical
items/markers which guide the interlocutor to various aspects of the context of
the discourse.

These markers include the focus markéy!" (or yély section 3.4.2), and
another class of words often called Ofocus adverbsO or-sOfsitige
particlesO like the inclusive marké&rs-s-OalsoO (section 3.3.1) arddevenO
(section 3.5.2), and the exclusive markers syghn OonlyO dstion 3.6.1)
dZ’'n(section3.6.2)anddla Ojust@éction 3.6.8

A focus particle is a lexical item whose meaning interacts with the
focus/background partition of sentences in which it occurs (Sudhoff 2010:6)
Focus adverbs or focisensitive paitles, on the other handhave been
argued to havan intimateconnection with focus, pheromenon redéired to as
Qssociation with foc (cf. Jackendoff 1972, Rooth 1985, 1992).

Formdly, a focus marker or a foctsensitive particle (includingZy or
késé, po, ngém, dZ’n andtla) immediately follows the constituein focus and
may appear either at the left periphery of the sentence before a complement

clause or after thebject. Thiss exemplified in (36) and (37

&"Fronting of constituents indahie, howevemay not necessarily occur with the focus marker,
depending on the meaning the speaker wants to convey in that particular context.

"The terms, focus marker and focus partare used interchangeable in this work.
"Similarly, the terms focusensitive particle and focus adverb are used interchangeably.



(36) Yaa, wo y! nyemene.
NAME self be beautiful

OYaa is beautiful®.

(37) SimpleyZy=focus

Yaa yéyl"  ye-wo Y  nyemene.
NAME FOC  3SGself be beautiful

OYaa is this pactilar person who is beautiful®

The simple unmarked sentence B6)( makesthe assertion that someone
identified asYaais beautiful. 87) differs structurally and semantically from
example(36) because the NFaais focused here. The proposition in the two
(36 & 37) is: Yaa is beautiful This is Oold information® which is shared by both
the speaker and the addresséaais the Onew informationO that the speaker
wants to communicate to the addressee. In exar@lg the yéyé-focus
morpheme gives the additional information tNatais the only and particular
person who is beautiful. The semantics (and pragmatics) of this marker is
discussed irsection 3.3.1.

Diverse kinds of focus occurring in natural langusagan be typologized
based on the syntactic and pragmatic scope of the focus marker or the specific
function of the focused constituent in a given communicative situation. The
syntactic and pragmatic scope of Esahie focus markers wilidoeissed in
subsguently (see section 3.4.2), dealing with specific makers earlier

mentioned.



3.2.2 Syntactic operatisrfor coding focus in Esahie

There are a number of syntactic mechanisms available to languages, including
permutation (or variation) of constituentder, preposing (or fronting),
clefting, and pseudolefting that can be used in signaling focus. Esahie can
enmde focus through at least twsiratgies; preposing (or fronting) and
clefting. In this work, | discuss thesawo crosslinguistically noted sgtactic
strategies, and how they are employed in signalling focus in EsaHiest
consider the strategy of fronting (or preposing), and then proceed to look at the

strategy of clefting.

3.2.2.1 The Frontingreposing Strategy
Like most of its siter languages such as Ak¢daah 1998, Amf@010), Ewe;
(Ameka 1992), GgDakubu2005), Esahie employthe syntactic strategy of
fronting for the purpose of focus. The constituenngediocused isnovedto
the left periphery of the sentence, usually theusginitial position, and is
immediately followed by the focus marker.

In (38a)Kofi, the subject, is said to have beafegwog the object, in the
event designated by! Oto hitO. If one asked the questiMnadn did Kofi

hit?0, (38b) could be given as an answer.

(38)a.Kof' bé&le Adwoa
Kofi hit-COMPL Adwoa
Subj. V Ob;j.

OKofi hit Amad

°| discussonly two of thesestrategiegor the purpose of space, and also because the strategy
of pseudaclefting is notsupported irthe data gathered).
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b. [tp [N Adwoq ] [prZ)é [tp KoOfi  [vp b&le [ v8]-&] 11

Adwog  yZy  Kofi &le yes&
NAME FOC NAME hit-COMPL 3SGCD
Obj. Subj VvV

OAdwoa is thparticular persoKofi beat.O

To focus the object, Esahie usually moves the constituent intended to be
focused (in this casAdwog to aclauseinitial postion, and is immediately
followed bythe focus marker as seen 88().

As can be observed iB3&), in an attempt to answer the questi®hom
did Kofi hit?O, there is a seemidggstortion in the canonical SVO order of
Esahie. This is the result die peposing ofAdwog the object of38a) into a
pre-sentence position, particularly the focglbt. To show that the lgect,
Adwoa,was moved from theanonical clauséinal position and also to avoid
creating a gap in its original position, an overt copyhef Object, in the form
of an anaphoric pronowe OsheO is left in its original canonical posifitis
anaphoric pronoun is also-aadexed withAdwoato indicatethat they are co
referential.

To encode focus, the fronting strategy is obligatorily cemented by a
lexical strategy (lexical signalling). This is done by immediately following the
fronted constituent with the focus markehy

The final element in38b) GO, glossed CD (claufiral determiner)is a
specific/definitedistal determier, whoseuse indicates that the entity to which

the NP (in our casAdwog refers is away from the speaker/place of utterance



in time am space. It is similar in form and function/#6 in Akan (Amfo 2007,
Saah 2010) ani in Ewe (Dzameshi 1983).

Like what obtains in Fongbe (Lefebvre 1993), the Esahie clausle
determiner is used to Oexpress event deixisO and its presence is assumed to
indicate old or known information. Again, like what pertains in Akan (Saah

2010), the Esahie clausimal determineilso expresses deictic information.

3.2.2.2 The Clefting Strategy

Another widely acknowledged syntactic strategy that can be adopted to encode
focus is the strategy of clefting. Clefting in Esahie for the purpose of signalling
focus usually requiresnaembedding of a simplgZy-focused sentence in a
matrix clause whose head is a copel®beO. Specifically, it involves placing a
sequence of words within the structure beginning wite Oit bed. This is
demonstrated in30b), which is formed by ptang the simpleyéyé-focused

sentence in3%) within a structure which begins witte Oit isO.

(39)a. Yaa yéyé  ye-wo y! nyemene.
NAME FOC  3SEREFL be beautiful
OYaa ithis particular lady who is beautiful®
b. &te Yaa yZy"  ye-wo yl  nyemene.
It be NAME FOC 3S®EFL be beautiful

Olt is particularly Yaa who is beautiful.O



(39a) isa simpleyey!~focused sentence, which is placed within a structure that
begins with#te Oit be to form a cleft constructior3®@b) for the purpose of

encoding focus.

3.3.0 Types/Categories of focus

Lambrecht (2000) argues thatppositions are categorizddto what is already
known (to the interactants) and what is being newly communicated. He
observes Hat crosdinguistically there areonly a few types of focus
articulation @ FOCUS CATEGORIES through which this pragmatic
organisation bpropositions is done. | adopt LambrechtOs view in categorizing
Esahie focus. In section 3.3.1, | will summarise LambrechtOs categorization of

focus, and in 3.3.2, | will present the categories of Esahie focus.

3.3.1 LambrechtOs FOCUS CATEGORIZATION
In this subsection, | provide a summary of LambrechtOs (2000) syntactic
categorization of focus, which is based on what can be focused. | go on to
demonstrate how this syntactic classification of focus applies to Esahie.
Lambrecht distinguishes three majfocus categories: the PREDICATE
FOCUS (PF), the SENTENCE FOCUS (SF), and the ARGUMENT FOCUS
(AF) category™

LambrechtOs first category is the PF category, which has been alternatively
termed in the literature as Osubject predicateO;@tpientCor Ocategorical®

type, is a kind of focus in which the predicate of the clause is in focus and an

" It will be useful at this point to introduce what Lambrecht cdtisu® domaif) the specific
syntactic constituent denoting the focus of the pragmatically structured proposition; the
particular syntactic constient whch is being focused.



argument (typically the subject) is within the presupposition. With the PF type,
the assertion adds a new predicate to a givgament. In the PF sentend®),
the focus (or technically the focus domain) happens to be the predicate,

expressed in the verb phrase.

(What has happened to your dgg?

(40) It HAS GOT A HEADACHE.

This predicate represents a comment on the topic OdogO, expressed in the
subjectlt (a ratifiedtopic expression)\While the occurrence of this topiddg)

as an argument in the proposition is treated as relatively predictable, or
communicatively presupposed, the appearance of the predicate for this given
argument is taken tioe unpredictable, i.e. the predicate denotatum is focal.

LambrechtOs second category of focus, which he calls AF, is also known as
the OfocupresuppositionO, Oidentificational®, or OcontrastiveO type, where an
argument is in focus and the predicate &her the open proposition minus the
focus argument) is within the presupposition.

In the AF sentencén (41), it is the OpredicateO of the sentence whose
occurrence is relatively predictable, or assumed to be known already (hence it
is coded in unaccerdeform), since the notion that someone or something did
something yesterday is implied by the question. What is being focused (the

focus domain) in the proposition is the objéEtE MALL

(WHERE did you @ yesterday?)

(41) We wentto THE MALL



The last category Lambrecht deals with is SF, which is also been called the
OalinewO, Opresentational®, OrdesiptionO, or OtheticO type. SF is a kind
of focus in which both the predicate and the subject are in focus, hence the
proposition lacks a fmuspresupposition articulation.

Other labels for the SF kind of focus are Onews sentenceO (Schmerling
1976), Oneutral descriptionO (Kuno 1972)némllutterance® (Allertcand
Cruttenden 1979; Fuchs 1980), Othetic sentence® (Kuroda 1972; Sasse 1987;
Lambrecht 1987), Oevemporting sentence® (Lambrecht 1988). This is
different from the PF type where the assertion adds a new predicate to a given
argument (a comment to a given topic) or the AF type, which adds a new
argument to a given predicate (by pobmg a missing entity in a given
situation).

In the SF type, both a new argument and a new predicate are introduced into
the discourse. Phrased differently, in the SF category of focus, the occurrence
of neither the argument nor the predicate in the @sibion is in any way
predictable or contextually presupposed; hence Lambrecht (2000:614) argues
that the whole proposition is in some senser@alD. He explains that the
subject of a SF construction is an S rather than an A argument, i.e. SF
sentencesra usually intransitive (with certain exceptions though).

In the SF sentenda (42), it can be observed that neither the occurrence of
the argument MY HUSBANI nor that of the predicate in the proposition
(HAS BEEN FIRED is by any chance predictable orontextually
presupposed. This confirms LambrechtOs claim that the proposition is in some

sense OatlewO.



(What is wrong?)

(42) MY HUSBAND HAS BEEN FIRED

Table 3summarises the defining propertiedambrechtOs focus categories.

Table 3: Summary of Lambrecht’s defining features Focus Categories

Argument in focus | Predicate in focus

Predicate Focus - +
Argument Focus + -
Sentence Focus + +

We realise from the table (3) that the AF type is a reversal of the PF type and
vice versa while the SF category differs essentially from the two other
categories in that it lacks a bipartition of the proposition into a focal and-a non

focal or presupposed portions.

3.3.2 Kinds/Categories of Focus in Esahie
In the previous subsection, ieoked at how Lambrecht (2000) categorised
focus based on whether it is the argument, predicate, or sentence which is in
focus.

For languages that encode focus by the strategy of lexical signalling,
argument focus involves a focus marker taking scopeaweun (or nominal)

phrase in the sentence, predicate focus where the scope of the focus marker is



over the predication, and sentence focus where the syntactic scope of the focus
marker is over the whole proposition or sentence.

Esahie (like Akanjnay usethe same marker for different types of syntactic
focus. This is unlike Ewe (Ameka 2010) whichshtwo separate markers for
argument and predicafecus.In the sections below, | consider, in particular,
ex-situ constructions in Esahie, and examine whightactic elements are

focused.

3.3.2.1Argument focus in Esahie
The discussion on the focusing of arguments in this section is limited to cases
where of the focus marker has syntactic scope over subject and object NPs. We

shall discuss what goes into #eeusing of subject and object arguments.

3.3.2.1.1Subject focus constructions

A subject argument that is in focus in Esahie must be obligatorily marked by a
focus particle Subject arguments cannot be focusediin. A focused subject
argument is pqgosed into the focal position in the clause, and is immediately
followed by the focus marker. This preposed subject is then recapitulated in the

rest of the clause by an anaphoric pronoun.

(43). a. Mahama te manpaen w'  Ghana

NAME be President LOC Ghana

Subj. Subj. Complement

OMahama is President in Ghana®



b. Nominal Subject focus:
(Obligatory focus particle and obligatory anaphoric pronoun)
Mahama yZyl "i-te manpaen w' Ghaha
NAME FOC 3SGobe President LOC GhaGd

OMahama (not another person) isoiiewho is President of GhanaO

In (43a), a subjeecargument, identified adMahama is purported to be the
President of Ghana. This subjargument in the construction in (43a) is
focused in (4B) by the introduction of theéyé-focus morpheme occurring
right after it. The use ofZy in turn necessitates the introduction of an
anaphoricpronoun attached to the verb in the embedded clause. As can be
obseved, the subjeeargument in (48) is placed in the focus position in the
left peripheryin (43b). Similarly, in (44a), a subjeeargument identified as

Kofi is said to have eaten food

(44). a. Kofi li-le alen
Kofi eatCOMPL food=DET
OKofi ate the fufu®
b. Kofi;  yZy oli-le alene-&

NAME FOC 3SGeatCOMPL food=DET-CD

Subj. Vv Obj.

OKofi was the one who ate fufu.®

This subjectargumentKofi in the construction in (44a) is focused in [§34n

the focus position, the left periphery of the matrix clause, by theduttion of



the yéy!-focus particle occurring right after it. Once this happens, the subject
argument, as can be observed in [{¥4is obligatorily recapitulated in the
embedded clause through the introduction of an anaphoric pronoun which is
attached to the verb in tlembedded clause. This is consistent with what has
been observed in many Kwa languages such as Akan (Boadi38ad 1998
Amfo 2010), Ga (Dakubu 2005), AttiZ (Bogny 2005) and Yoruba (Awobuluyi
1992).

Esahie varies in subject focus constructions formatitom some of the
central and northern Ghafl@go Mountain languages such as Likpe and
Tuwuli. Rather than using a lexical focus marker, these languages resort to

morphological means, using some dedicated verbal pré&aseshown in 46

(45). An exanple from Tuwuli (GT-M)

Renata (¥-)ny? f&f! a
NAME NP.SubjFoeeat rice DET

ORENATA ATE THE RICEO [Harley 2005, cited in Ameka 2010]

3.3.2.1.2 Object focus constructions

Like subject arguments, object argumecds also not be focused Hsitu.
When an argument with the grammatical function of object is being focused,
the argument in question is obligatorily preposedefoperiphery, into a pre
sentence positiorgand is immdiately (and obligatorily followed by the focus
marker. The preposed objeagument maintains its syntactic function as an

object.
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AmekaOs (2010) generalization about Kweat in almost all (Kwa)
languages there is a gap in the default dbpmsitionin the clause, once the
object is preposed, does not hdtwt Esahie. What happens in Esahie, in
contrast, is that a [+human] objeargument that is in focus must be formally
represented in the default position. AmekaOs generalization, therefore, only
holds true wher-human] animate obje@rguments are focused.

Sentences (4@nd(47) are examples of how [+human] objeatge focused
in Esahie. In (48), a1 entity identified as Akosua which functions
grammatically as the subject, is said to have hekexthie the grammatical
Object, in the event designated bgpka Oto helpO. Suppose the question,
QWVhom did Akosua he}® were posed, @6could be given as an answer. To
focus the object, Esahie usually moves the constituent intended to be focused
(in this caseFuachig to the presentenceposition, and immediately follows it

with the focugnarker as seen in (Bh

(46) a. Simple unfocused sentence

Akosua bokde Fuachie
NAME helpCOMPL NAME
Subj. V Ob;j.

OAkosua helped Fuachie®
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b. Object bcused version of (40

v |
[te [ne Fuachig] [reyéyé] [t Akosua {p bokale Ineye 11 -4
Fuachie yZy  Akosua bokde ye&
NAME FOC NAME helpOMPL 3SG-CD
Ohb;j. Subj. \% anaphoric pronoun

OFuachie (not another person) was the one Akosua helpedO.

As can be observed in (8§ in the construction that is used to answer the
question Whom did Akosua he?®, there isin obvious distortion in the
canonical SVO order of Esahie, which can be attributed to the fronting of the
grammatical objecEuachieinto the focal initial slot of the matrix claus€o
avoid creating a gap in the object slot, and to show that the objemthie,
was actually moved from its canonical cladisal position, an overt copy of
the object, in the form of an anaphoric prongerOhimO is left in its original
canonical position.

This demonstrates that when focusingshuman] objectarguments in
Esahie, the focused argumenthough preposedmust obligatorily be
represented in the default (object) position.

What happens in (4 is similar to what happens in (46a), simply because
in (47b), a person identified asobiri, who functions grammaticgllas the
subject, is understood to have marri@dfie, the grammatical objecNow if
the question\Whom did Kobiri marr9O were to be asked, 3 ould be given

as an appropriate answer.
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In focusing the Object in (47a) to form @7 the objecargument(in this
case, Dufie) is fronted to the prsentence positionThe fronted objeet
argument is then immediately followed by the focus marker.

Again, an obligatory resumptive pronoyaOherQ is left in the object slot of
the embedded clause to show tiet dbject was initially positioned there. This
anaphoric pronourye OherO, which occupies the default object slot-is co
indexed with the focused objeatgumentDufie, to show that they are €o

referential.

(47)a. Simple (unfocused) construction

Kobiri gyale Dufie

NAME marryCOMPL NAME

Subj. V Obj.
OKobiri married Dufie®

b. Object focused version of (4)/a

|
[e [np ;Uﬁek] [reyZy"] [re[ne Kobiri] [vegyale] [neye]]- &]
Dufie yZ\ Kobiri gyale ye&
NAME FOC NAME marry-COMPL 3SGCD
Obj. Subj. Y, Obj.

ODufie (not another per3amas the one Kobiri marriedO.
C. *[Tp Dufie] [préyé] [Tp [Np Kobiri ] [Vp gy&le [Np _] -8}]]
NAME FOC NAME maryOMPL CD

Obj. Subj. Vv Obj.
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The ungrammaticality of (&) arises as result of the gap left in the default
object slot, due to the absence of the anaphoric pronoun in the object slot.
Thus, as noted above, like Akan (Saah 1998), focusing of animate object
arguments in Esahie requires that a copy of the argument, irtneof an
anaphoric pronoun be left in the object slot of the embedded clause, unlike Ewe
(Ameka 2010) which leaves a gap in the object slot when focusing animate
object arguments.

All the examples we have looked at so far dealt with only [+human] object

arguments so we shall look at what pertains in the casehwmpn]object

arguments.

(48)a. Simple (unfocused) sentence

Asante  htne alfgye

NAME kill-COMPL  goat

Subj. V Obj.
OAsantewaa killed a goatO

b. [Fhuman ]Object focused version of (31a)

[tp [ne AD&OYE] [rryéye] [1p [npAsante] {phune [vp ] 1] -4
Goat FOC NAME kilF COMPL CD
Obj. Subj. Y, Obj.

OA goat (and no other animal) did Asante kill®

As can be observed, (@Bis a simpleunfocused sentence with a person
identified asAsanteplaying the grammatical role of a subject aadafgye

OgoatO functioning as the objeds. focusing the object of (48 ab#gye that
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produceghe focused construction in (@B We realise that the canonical SVO
constituent ordr of Esahie is distorted in (B8 That is, focusing of
grammatical objets in Esahie involves fronting of the constituent being
focussed into the focal slot, leaving the objab#gye rather filing a pre
sentence slot

We also notice that (48 is somewhat similar to é¢hconstructions in (49
and (4D) because they all wolve the object arguments being fronted to the
clauseinitial position, and they all were also immedigtdbllowed by the
focus marker.What actually distinguishes (48b) uniquely, from (46b) and
(47b) is the fact that in spite of the absence of the uguadl expected)
anaphoric pronoun in the default object posi of the embedded clause, (8
remains a grammatical sentence, bearing in mind that this &@weamtiorO
rendered(47c) ungrammatida What is interesting about (B8 is that even
without learing a copy of the object (usually in the form of an anaphoric
pronoun) in the default object position, the construction remained grammatical.

| argue based on this premise that Esahie has a Null Object Parameter,
something close to wh&aah (1992) propesfor Akan, but with some crucial
difference. That is-human] pronominal objects are realised as null in the
canonical object position when the original object is focused
In other words, in Esahie, when #ijiman] object is fronted into the clause
initial focal slot, for the purpose of focus, unlike what happens in the case of
[+human] objects, no copy of the fronted objacgument is left in the default
object position, implying that the canonical object slot will be left empty or
null. A fronted fFhuman] object is not expressed in its canonical (object)

position.



3.3.2.2 Predicate Focus Constructions

As has been noted, Kwa languages generally have distinct msyplexctic
mechanisms for signalling predicate focus (Ameka 2010; Hyman andrgvatte
1984; Bearth 1999).

There are two types of predicate focus in Esahie. The first type involves a
nominalised form of the verbal predicate, while the second involves predicative
adjectives. In this subsection, we shall discuss both cases.

As far as Kwa dnguages are concerned, there are at least two notable
strategies for focusing of verbal predicates. In one instance, a copy of the verb
is fronted and marked with a focus particle. Alternatively, a nominalised form
of the verb is placed in claugatial position and marked with a focus particle.

Languages like Ga and Gungbe employ both the bare verb copy and the
nominalised verb strategies, while others such as Likpe seem to have only the
nominalisation strategy. It is worth noting, however, that Ewes as®ther
distinct strategy, which tfers from the twostrategies earlier mentioned. Ewe
(Ameka 2010) employs a strategy which involves using a particle which occurs
in predicate initial position.

Esahie uses the second of the two strategies, in tHatfa@us in Esahie is
expressed by placing a nominalised form of the verb in the core clause initial
position and marking it with a focus particle, or a focus adverb. Specifically, a
copy of the verb is nominalised and preposed. It is important to adatigdha
result of the obligatory nominalisation the verb undergoes when being focused,

what is actually focused is never a verb, but a nominal.
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In (49), a pronominal SubjettOs/hed is described in the predicate as being
talkative. This predicator (verbjwudwo Otalk® in (4D happendo be the

clause final element.

(49)a. # k#wora dwudwo.

3SG FUT-can talk

Subject Predicate
OS/he can (really) talkO.

b. Verb focused version of (49

Dwudwo-le yeéyé # -k#wora dwudwo.
Talk-NOM FOC 3SGFUT-can talk. HAB
(Nominal) Subj. Predicate

Olt is (onlyjalking he really is good atO
c. Kwadwo kro mmrasua

NAME love-HAB ladies

Sub;. Predicate
OKwadwo loves women or Kwadwo womanizesO

d. Verb focused version of (49

E-hro-le yZy¢ Kwadwo kro mmrasua
NOM-love-NOM FOCNAME Ilove-HAB ladies CD
Preposed nominal Subj. Predicate

Olt is womanizing that Kwadwo is good atO

Like Akan, Esahie sometimes employs the second strategy involving the use of

a naninalised form of the verbwhere this nominalised verb is placed in the
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clauseinitial focus position As can be observed from @9 a nominalised
copy of this predicatodwudwoOtalkO in (49 is fronted to té clause initial
position of (4®) and is immediately followed by the focus marker for the
purpose of signalling focus. It is for the purpose of placing emphasis on the
action of Otalking@ (4%), that a copy of theerb dwudwo OtalkO is first
nominalised, and preposed to the clause initial position, and immediately
followed by the focus marker. The attachment of this nominalising suffix to the
fronted nominal somewhat turns the verb into a gerund.

In (49c) a subjetargument identified a&kwadwq is described as being
fond of womanizing in the event designated kg Oto love or enjoy
somethingO. This predicatao Oto love or enjoy somethirig@4Xx) is in the
Ofocus domainO.

As can be obseed from (49l), a naninalised copy of this predicatéro is
fronted to tle clause initial position of (49 and is immediately followed by
the focus marker to encode focus. The addition of both a nominalising prefix
and suffix to the fronted verb in thi®nstruction (48), here againchanges the
verb into a kind of gerund, sitar to what was witnessed in @9

In (49d), it is forthe purpose of highlighting that the action of OlovingO, that
a nominalised copy of the vemshro-le OlovingO is preposed to the clause
initial position and immediately followed by the focus marKer.

The difference between Akan, which also employs this verb nominalisation
strategy, and Esahie, is that while Esahie alternates between attaching a

nominalising suffix to the verb, or simultaneouslitaching a nominalising

1t can also be noticed that the initial segment of the kestOto love or enjoy something®, a
voiceless velar stop /k/, when nominalised in (49d) changes into a voiceless glottal fricative /h/,
as a result of an assimilatory presgglottalisation), which causes a consonant mutation effect.
As has been noted in Esahie, the voiceless velar stop /k/ is glottalised into a voiceless glottal
fricative /h/ when it occurs intervocalically, ffpong 2009).



prefix and suffix to the verb, Akan restricts itself to using (only) a nominalising

prefix, as exemplified in (5(Gelow).

(50) n-kyerw na me-kyer w
NOM-write FOC 1SGHAB.write

OWriting | do® Akarf, Boadi 1974:38]

Verb focus constructions in Esahie (and many other Kwa languages) tend to be
used in contrastive camtts or to express intensity of the event denoted by the
verb.

Having discussed what goes into focusing of verbal predicates, we shall
now deal with the second instance of predicate focus in Esahie, which involves
adjectives. Esahie seems to have a claspredicative adjectives which may
also be fronted and focused. Predicative adjectives have been argued to be
predicates, and not adjuncts (cf. Payne 1997, Givon 2000u may find the
fronted adjective (or its copy) being left in the default positiothérest of the
clause, i.e. after the copulglor a gap is left in the defaysbsition. Compare
(51a) and (5h): In (51a), the focus domain happens to be a predicative
adjectivenyemenedbeautiful®, and a copy of this adjective is fronted to the
claus initial position to encael focus on the adjective. In @Lhowever, no
copy of the adjectivayemen®beautifulO is left in the default position after it is

fronted to the clause initial position.

O"n such construction as (52he verb or copular is vacuous, so the main idea is expressed by
the adjective, hendhe labelpredicative adjective



(51)a. &y! nyemene
3SG-COP  beautiful

Oltis BEAUTIFULO

b. Fronted Predicative Adjective with gap left in the default position

Nyemeni yéye &Y! &
beautiful FOC 3S&OP CD

Olt is beaiiul that it isO

This is similar to what obtains in Akan, in that Akan also has a category of
predicative adjectives whicmay also be fronted and foeas Like Esahie,
there could be instances in Akan where such an adjective is left in the default
position in the rest of the clause, i.e. after the copyllar a gap is left in the

default position, as exemplified in the Akan sentences below.

(52) a. Fronted Predicative Adjective

v |
F! na !-y! f!

beautiful FOC 3SGCOP beautiful

Olt is BEAUTIFULO [Akan, Boadi 1974]

b. Fronted Predicative Adjective with gap left in the default position

F! na !-y!
beautiful FOC 3S&OP

Olt is BEAUTIFULO [Akan, Boadi 1974: 12]
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As can be similarly observed frothe Akan examples above, in €2 the
focus domain happens to be a predicative adjecti@eautiful®, and a copy of
this adjective 3 fronted to the clause initial position to encode focus in the
adjective. In (520) however, we realise that no copy of the adjective f
Obeautiful® is left in the default position after it is fronted to the clause initial
position.

Another remarkable resblance between Esahie and Akan in terms of
adjective focus is that, it appears that in both languages, when predicative
adjectives are focused, they do not undergo any formal change. In this regard,
they both behave differently from focused verbs, wh#dre verbs get
nominalised while being focuselut differently, focusing of adjectives in both
languages, unlike focusing of verbs, does not result in the adjectives becoming
nominalised®

In conclusion, we have shown that there are no instances wiverd s
fronted, for the purpose of focus in Esahie, without a change in its form. The
change that is always observed is the addition of a nominalising affix to the
verb, resulting in the verb becoming a nominal. This implies that what is
actually focuseds a nominal, and not a verb, because in focusing a verb, what
is eventually focused is a nominal. Therefore, in effect, the only instances of
predicate focus involves verbs, which for the purpose of focus are nominalised,
and predicative adjectige We have demonstrated, regarding the focus of
predicative adjectives that you may find the adjective (or its copy) fronted, and
being left in the default position in the rest of the clause, i.e. after the copular

y" or a gap is left in the default position.

¢ 'Though Akan does not undergo any formal change, fronted adjectives invariably bear a high
tone which may be different from what ongily obtains in the adjective.



3.32.2 Adjunct Focus Constructions

Our discussion so far on what syntactic elements can be focussed has centred
on only nouns and verbs, and adjectives (predicative). We will aksva look

at how adjuncts, such aslverbs and nominain adjunct funcin are focused.

What pertains in Esahie as regards focusing of adverbs corroborates AmekaOs
(2010) generalisation about Kwa, that adverbs and nominals in adjunct
function, can be placed in the clause initial focus position and optionally
marked for focus.

In Esahie (like Akan), no copy of the adverb which is preposed to the clause
initial focus position, is left in the default adjunct position. There is no
recapitulation of the fronted adverb in the rest of the clause.

In (53a), a pronominal Subjeddl- OIO is said to have corher@ in the
event denoted bynale Oto comeO yeswydThe adverbial adjunct in (&8
anomaOyesterdayO, which is also a temporal noun, for the purpose of focus is
fronted to tke clause initial position in (53. As can be reaed from (58),
there is no copy of this fronted adverbial is left in the defadjlinct. In (58),
another pronominal Subjedl- OIO is said to have cohwe in the event

designated by mie Oto comeO in an angry manner

(53)a. M-male wa anoma

1SGcomeCOMPL here yesterday

Subj. \% Adverbial adjunct

Ol came here yesterdayO



b. Adverb focused version of (&3

Anoma yeyl m-male W
yesterday FOC 1SGmeCOMPL hereDET
OYESTERDAY | came hereO

c. M-male wa eyaaso
1SGcomeCOMPL here angrily
Ol camiere ANGRILYO

d. Adverb focused version of (6B

)yaaso yey m-male W&

Angrily FOC 1S&omeCOMPL hereCD

OANGRILY | came here.O
The adverb of mannaryaasoOangrilyO wiiicexpressed the manner in which
the pronominal Subjeddl- O10 of (63is saidto have come, is fronted in (&3
for the purpose of focus. Like the focusadlerb of time in (58), no copy of
thefronted adverb of manner in (@gis left in the default adpct position.

In summary, the only instances of adjunct focus in Esahie, involve

adverbs/nominals in adjunct position. The adverb or nominal is preposed, and

there is no recapitulation of the fronted adverb/nominal in the rest of the clause.

3.4 Focus Functions

Our discussion so far has been on the form (ie, the syntax) of focus in Esahie,
including the syntactic strategies available in Esahie for focus, and what
syntactic elements can be focused, and how they are focused.

We will now delve into thdunction (semantics and pragmatics) of focus in

Esahie, looking at the interpretative effect of the presence or absence of the



focus marker or any of the foecgensiive particles in an utterancéve will
also discuss and the syntactic and pragmatic/sémanbpe of the focus
marker as well as the focgensitive particles.

| follow Dik et al.Os (1981) typology of focus function in analysing the focus
markers identified in Esahie, premised on the fact that Dik et al.Os typology
provides a wider and mor&ekible range of the semantic function(s) of focus.
| will first summarise Dik et al.Os (1981) typology of focus function (see
section 3.4.1) and in subsequent sections, discuss to what extent this typology

is applicable in Esahie.

3.4.1 Dik et al.Ggpology of focus function

This subsection provides a summary of Dik et al.Os (1981) typology of focus
function, According to Dik et al. (1981: B88), the function of focus could be
any one of the following:completive selective replacing expanding,
restricting or parallel.

Completive focuswhich has been alternatively referred tessentational
focus focus of assertign or information focus (cf. Jackendoff 1972,
DombrowskyHahn 2006), occurs when the focus information fills a gap in the
pragmaticinformation of the addressee. The most prominent example of this
kind of focus function isdund in answers to WAgquestionsas exemplified in

(54).

(54) A: Who baked the pie?
Pressuposition: someoebaked the pie.

B: Emerald (ba&d the pie).
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In (54), A presupposes thabmeone baked the plaut does not indicate that he
has any particular person in mindompletive focus here, corresponds to an
assertion X Emerald paked the pig)that fills the gap in an open proposition,
as t appears in34).
Amfo (2010198 observeghat Geven though completive focus relates to a
presupposition, it does not relate to a specific identity of the unknown @ntity.
Selective focugvolves the focus constituent picking out one item from a
presuposed set of potential values. As such, it involves at least two
constituents out of which one is selected for the correct value and the other is
(explicitly or implicitly) rejected as incorrect. This is demonstrated55) (

which could be an answer to theestion Odo you admire Kwamina or Kofi?0.

(55) I admire Kwamina (not KOFI).

In instances where a particular entity, which happens to be known to
interactants, is removed and replaced with the correct item, it is termed
replacing focus Replacing focs involves two separate steps: the information

that is judged as incorrect information is rejected (and removed) and then

substituted with the correct information, as%6)

(56) Jesus was not hangdte was crucified.

There are also instances where flocused constituent comes to add on to
already given (presupposed) information, and this has been ealb@ohding
focus The speaker in5({) is providing extra or supplementary information to

the presupposed information that Chomskg ismguist.



Presipposition: Chomsky is a Linguist.

(57) Chomsky is not only a linguist, but also a political activist.

With restrictive focusa presupposed set (of referents or entities) is delimited

to one or more correct values.

Presupposition: Appah taught kdology and Syntax.

(58) Appah taught only Morphology (not SYNTAX).

Parallel focus involves instances where two pieces of information are
contrasted within a single utterance. This type of focus function is motivated

by the internal relations betweemet contrasted pairs rather than the relation
between the speakerOs assertion and the interlocutorOs presuppositions (Amfo

2010: 199). %9 demonstras this kind of focus function.

(59) ADWOA stole a necklace, but MANSAH stole a makebox.

Dik et al. &tually do not consider the parallel focus to have a set of alternatives
because the focused elements are not presupposed at the time of uffdériance.
work adopts the typology of focus function as presented in Dik (1981) and
Amfo (2010), and show to whaktent this typology is applicable in Esahie.

The Esahie markeréyé, which | propose to be the focus marker of Esahie
can be used to serve completive, selective and replacing focus functions, and it

can be used together with the exclusive markgrsn and dla in signaling



-&"

restricting focus(see sections 3.4.2,831 and 3.6.2). However, it cannot be

used to indicate expanding focus.

3.4.2 The focus marker yZy
This focus markeyZy~has been extensively used in all the examples given so
far. It is worth noting that thiséy!=focus morpheme has an atiorphyéé 4,
which is equally used as thg&y-focus morpheme. As shown earlier, this
marker may immediately follow, and have scope over any of the major word
class in an utterance.

In almost all the examples given so far, the focused constituerdnied
with the focus marker usually immediately followingTite only exception is
whenyZy co-occurs with either or both exclusive markéfg and 7gom, in
which case these exclusive markers precgdg. Yéyé has scope over the
phrasal conguent which occurs to its immediate left.

In (60), the subject noun phraségya Kwawis focused, whereas it is the

object noun phras&bote Orat® of (60) that is focused in).(@he focused

element occurs prelausally and it binds a variable in the malause.

(60). Ngya Kwaw yZy" o-hu-ne eboten
NAME FOC 3SGkill-COMPL  rat=DET
Subj. Vv Obj.

OOldman Kwaw (not another person) was the one wed tki# rat.O

“This variant of the focus marker underggateletion when used in spontaneous speech. In
fact, it is only this variant that is used in the Esahie New Testament transaltion of the Bible.



(61). Ebote yZy Ngya Kwaw hu-ne-&
Rat FOC NAME KICOMPL-CD
Obj. Subj. Vv

Rat (not another animal) did Oldman Kwaw kill.O

In Dik et al.Os (1981) typology, tfecused constituents in both (60) and)(61
will be said to express completive focus, because they are intended to fill in the
gaps about who killed the rat and whagyld Kwaw killed, respectively.

Yéy'"may be used tandicate selective focus. Suppose that it eslihithday
of the Speaker of (§2and his mother asks what he would want for a birthday
present, from a variety of options including a car, a vacatipratrd money.
He then utters (§2to indicate to his mber that he prefers a cash present,

ratherthan a car or a vacation trip.

(62) Sikaa yZy"  mekro-&
Money/cash FOC 1SGlike-CD

Ol want/prefer cash/moneyO

Or assuming there is an argument about what a woman identifidtrag
sells at the market, with some arguing that she sells yam and others arguing
that she sells plaain. The Speaker, who is in a privileged position to know

exactly whatAbrafi sells, then comes in with (b8 end the argument.

(63) Baana ye¢yé Abrafi #ne& na boolie&
Plantain FOC NAME sell.HAB not yaf@D

OPlaintain is what Abrafi sells, not yam.O



Both (62) and (6Binvolve the focus markeréyé picking out one item from a
presupposed set of potential values. As such, both instances involve at least
two constituents out of which one is selectedtii@ correct value and tlogher
is (explicitly, as in (68 or implicitly as in (62) rejected as incorrecThis is
demonstrated in (§2vhich could be an answer to the questigvh@t do you
want for a birthday present, a car, money or a vacation?@pvhile (63
could also be an answer to the questiadh@t does Abrafi sell, yam or
plantair?O

In other contexts, the use of th&y-focus morpheme may indicate
replacing focus. Assume there is a debate about the occupation of Kwabena,
whose occupation the interactants are not so certain of. One of the interlocutors
A proffers an opinion that Kwabena is a Pastor. Now the Speak&ho is

privy to the actual occupation ofwébena now comes in with (64

(64) Tikyani! yéyé Kwabena te&, na S&o
Teacher FOC NAME be not Pasi®

OKwabena is a teacher, not a Pastor®

By uttering (64), a partizlar OwrongO occupation, ie, being a Pastor, which
happens to be known to interactants, is removed and replaced with the correct
one, being a teacher. Replacing focus usually involves two separate steps: the
information that is judged as incorrect, in theseKwabena being a Pastois
rejected (and removed), and is then substituted with the correct information (ie,

Kwabenabeing a teacher).



Or suppose there is confusion about what food Esi cooked. Her husband
claims she cooked rice, then her dauglBewho was with her while the

cooking was ofgoing, utters (6pto indicate exactly what Esi cooked.

(65 Ale! yZy" o-sile -& na mm>
Fufu FOC 3SgpoundCOMPL CD not rice

OFufu was what she paepd, not riceO

By uttering (69, the wrong information (of Esi having cooked rice) as
proposed byA, is rejected (and removed), and is then substituted with the
correct information (of Esi having actually prepareflj.

To mark restricting focusi¢yé has to combine with other exclusive markers

such asila andrygom.

(66) Nyameé pgom yéyé &Kk&nia W&
God only FOC 3SE6UT-watch 1PECD

OOnly God takes care of usO

In (66), the Speakersaerts explicitly that it is solely God, and no one else than
God, who takes care of and protects the referents ©tisO (ie. theesker and

the interlocutors).

(67) Nyameé dla yéy!" &ké&li me dwit k&ma me&
Gad just FOC 3SGUT-eat my matter for 1SGD

OGod is the only one who will defend me/ be my advocate®



The Speaker in (§7presents God, as the only one who will be his edie®in

his current situationHe expects help in his qent predicament from no one
else tharGod In both (66) and (§7a presupposed set (of referents or entities)
is delimited (or restricted) to one correct value (the refesea).

The yéyé-focus marker, has a distinctive status, compared to all the forms
which can be labelled as focus markers in Esaksehas been demonstrated
above, it is the only (focus) marker which can perform a range of focus
functions including completion, sefgon, replacing and, to a certain point,
restricting.

Like the Akan lexemaa labelled by Boadi (1974: 7) as an exclusive focus
marker,yéy¢ Onarrows down the referential range of the constituent to which it
is attached and places it in an esihe clas by itselfOThus, it brings the
constituentin focus,into sharp contrast with all othenembers of the sd¢b
which itbelongs.

Again, like the Akama (cf. Amfo 2010: 202), whetharZyis performing a
completive, selective or replacing focus funati it Opoints to the referent of
the immediately preceding phraseths only denotatum that would make the
proposition expressed trueO. Lastly, in its replacing focus functiomgjife
focused entity, like the Akan (cf. Amfo 2010: 20®)-focused enty, Oreplaces
a previously incorrectly identified entityO.

In summary, theyZy-focus marker caperform the widestange of focus
functions, including perform completion, selection and aepinent and

restriction, justifyingmy position that its the pincipal focus marker in Esahie



3.5 Inclusive markers

In this subsection, | discuss the communicative role of two inclusive markers
earlier mentionedk—s-and po *°. Both of the two markers discussed in this
section can be said to predominantlydlve inclusion of some sorkoso is a
simple additive marker, which indicates that the utterance to which it is
attached has to be interpreted within a similar context as the immediately
preceding utterancé&os, on the other hand, is a scalar marKére constituent

to which it is attached is ranked as quite low on a given scale.

3.5.1 The Additive focus marker: k—s—

One of the focusensitive particles which can be used in highlighting or
making salient an aspect of Esahie discourgesis glossed as OalsoO or OtooO.
Like the Esahie focus markgZy k—s-eccurs to the immediate right of the
constituent which it modifies and takes scope over. Unldé, which can

only modify a phraseioso may either modify a noun phrase or a whdauise.

The use ok—s+r an utterance is a signal to the interlocutor to process the
k—s-utterance within a parallel context provided by the immediately preceding
discourseln (68) the parallel context for the two sentences, is that the activity
of selling cutlasses, even though the persons doing this kind of selling are not
the sane. In the first sentence of (6&he person performing the action of
selling cutlasses is Ngua, while in the second, the person performing the action

is identified aKobiri.

Gt worthy of mention thathe analyses of k656 andpé in this work, draws inspiration from

the analysis made for the Akan inclusive markess and mpoas discussed in Amfo (2010).
The pragmatic roles of these markers as discussed in this work, is guided by the analyses
proffered inAmfo (2010)."



(68 Ngua &ne dadi Kobiri k—s—t&ne dadi
NAME seltHAB cutlass. NAME alsosell.HAB cutlass.

ONgua sells cutlasses. Kobiri also sells cutlasses.O

By modifying Kobiri with k—s—the sgaker of (68 suggests that there is
someone else who has recently been mentioned, who engages in a similar
activity as the one described in thé -utterance.

The speaker of (§9s not merely interested in communicating the truth of
the propogion expressed in the clause, that OKobiri sells hoesO. It is important
for him that the interlocutor recognizes that the clause ought to be interpreted
within a similar context as the preceding one, which states that OKobiri also
sells cutlassesO. Thisdbf interpretatation is reminiscent of the Akaso(cf.

Amfo 2010). The utterance of (bfhay be a considered attempt to encourage
the interlocutor to derive certain implicatures, such as, OKobiriOs selling
business is bigger or expanded than that ouddy or OKobiri is more

enterprising/innovative than NguaO, depending on other contextual information.

(69 Kobiri tne konakoso.
NAME selllHAB hoe also

OKaobiri sells hoes also0.

Following Amfo (2010), Icall k—s-an additive focus marker. The presence of
k—s-n an utterance has no effect on the truth conditions of that particular
utteranceThe use ok—s-shows thatsome aspect of the contartwhich the

utterance withkdso is to be interpretk has been made saliebly the



immediately precedingutterance This communicative effect ofkdso is
reminiscent othe Akannso(cf. Amfo 2010: 203)

In (68), although the information contained in the two sentences is not
identical, they both allude tie fact that botlchildren, Ngua and Kobirsell
cutlasses. Having already mentioned that Ngua sells cutlasses, it is suitable to
use k—s+n the second utterance to indicate that the immediately preceding
utterance relates to the present one to tiienéxhat they share some similar
contextual effects (specifically, what their Agents sell).

K—sHike the Akannso(cf. Amfo 2010),could be used in a context where
the subjects are completely different and what is predicated about thdueinvo

different actions, as in (70

(700 Ama [&le awuro. Adomakdso tu-le atee.
NAME goCOMPL home. NAME also di@OMPL road.

OAma went home. Adomah also travelled.®

The par of sentences in (j0have different subjects and what is predicated
about them involve different actionis the first sentence, the Subjeftais
described to have gone home, while in the second sentence, the Subject
Adomabhis desciibed to have travelled.

Another instance in whick—s-lays its usual additive role is when it is
used to encode a confirmatory interpretation. In such contexts, the presence of
k—s-n the utterance confirms an earlier assertion, which was probably in
doubt. Suppose there is conversation conceithi@gepute of persofisedais,

SpeakerA then utters (7)Lbased on his knowledge Afeda



Now SpeakeB who is also privy to an earlier statement made by another
person who is outside the conversatikofi, then utters (72to reecho what
was said edier about Aseda in confirmation @&Os assertion that OAseda is a

KingO.

(71) Aseda te é&hene.
NAME be king

OAseda is a King.0

(72) Kofij k—s—wa &te &hene.
NAME also say h€OP king

OKofi also says (confirms) that he is King.O

The utterance of (Jds particularly to confirm ovalidate the earlier assertion
of (71). By uttering thek—s-utterance in (72 speakeB is only adding to the
earlier assertion made 8y, for the purpose of confirmation. The pronaén
®eO which is used is in [#2fers toAseda(and notKofi), and that is why the
pronoun is not candexed withKofi.

There are other instances whére-s-encodes a sort of repetitive/intensive
interpretation. In such instances, the action being attributed to the subject is
analysed as being intensive or havimgn repeated over and over. In {/the
referent of# OyouO is described as being fond of talking. Assuntngmes
to complain to beB that he was heckled when he attempted speaking at an

earlier meeting, iB is aware of this talkative nature &f B could then utter



(73) to let A know his too much talking is what landed him in that undesirable

experience.

(73) W& koso ekro dwudwede
You also 3PHike talkNOM

OYou really like talking, or You are rgahlkativeO

The use ofkdso in the context of (78 does not suggest that the utterance
presupposes that someone else is talkative as well, but that the action of
talking, as attributed to the referent W# OyouO, is done repetitively or
intensively Since the use dfoso in this context does not necessarily indicate
that someone else is also talkative, we cannot argue that the 4#8é of this
context is clearly additive, as was seen in the earlier udes-s+

Often, ak—sutteranceand the preceding one(s) with which it shares a
similar context are of the same polarity, but it is possible to firdsa-
utterance which is preceded by an utterance of a different polanibyigh the
first utterance in (74is a positive one, anddhsecond a negative on@so is
acceptable in the secopair of the utterances in (Y4This is evocative ofiso

(cf. Amfo 2010)

(74 Ye awuro pingye &8  suan,
3SG.POSS house near churdtuilding-DET,
&n-g& h& asfre kdso.
3SGNEG-will go church also.

OHis house is near the church building, he wonOt also go to church.O



We realise that wile the initial sentence in (Y4as a psitive polarity, the
second sentence, whichkéso-marked has a negative polarity. Both utterances
were of a different polarity.

A major deviation ok—s+#om the usual additive role is when it is used to
express speaker attitude, usually a neggatne (cf. Amfo 2010). The attitude
could be one of contempt, disdain, disapproval, disregard, denigration,
sarcasm, jealousy, or disgug¥e notice that the use &bso in (75 does not
suggest that the utterance presupposes that someone somevwhatsoetslls
himself a Pastor, rather, it expresses the Speakét@eaowards the topic of
(75), Sobr. The SpeakerOs attitude towar@ebt, deduciy from the
interpretation of (7§ is clearly one of denigration and disddm(75), the fact
thatSobr” calls himself a pastor is something that the Speaker finds disquieting
and disgusting, and is something the speaker clearly disapproves ofk-Hsre,
is not meant to indicate access to a parallel context but it is used as an

indication of the SpeakOs disapproval 8bbt' calling himself a pastor.

(75 Sobtj koso fr! ye-wo S&&
NAME too callHAB himself pastor

OSobrtoo calls himself a Pastor.O

So far, we have shown that the Esahdglitive focus marketsdso, apart from
being used predominantly to signal an additive interpretation, may also be used
to communicate an emphatic and confirmatory effect. We have also seen that
koso modifies a phrase or even a whole clause. Anotlgaifgiant observation

about the additive focus markier—s+s-that like most focusensitive particles,



it does not add to or change the information value or truth condition of the
utterance in which it is found. The main deviationké§o from the usal

additive function is found in instances where it is used to express speaker
attitude. In which case it is usually used to encode a derogatory, denigrating,

negative, disapproving, and uncomplimentary attitude.

3.5.2 The Scalar focus markep.

| labelpo as a scalar focuwarker on the basis its functiods noted byKsnig
(1991) the presence of such markers in utterances results in a scalar
interpretation. Such interpretations involve a corapag ordering ofvalues in
hierarchy or scaleScahr markersin general havebeen argug as capable of
detecing the leastikely point on thescaleof interpretation of utterances (cf.
Fauconnier 1975a, 1975Amfo 2010.

Indeed, like scalar focus in many languages constituenin pé-focus is
preseted @& the mostunlikely of all the optios that could make the
proposition being consideredrue. What this means is tha po-utterance
usually contains informationwhich is contradictory with what is expected
redolent of Akarmpo(cf. Amfo 2010).

The proposition expressed b{76) is that they rebel against God, and
therefore they rebel against man. The relevange—@f the utterances that it
indicates to the interlocutor the specific contextual information that there are
others (apart from GOD) whcan be rebelled against, and that GOD was the

least likely expected to be rebelled against.



(76) Nyame%po b%e ye so atua
God even theyact him on rebellion

OEven God is rebelled agaidst

If even God (Almighty) can be rebelled against, it implies that any other
(mortal) person(s) can also be rebelled against. In other words, it is no surprise
for (mortal) men to be rebelled against, since God (Almighty) has already had
his fair share othe rebellion.

Apart frommaking the constituent it modifiés this case, Godhe lowest
on thescaleof likelihood, po indicates some leveinclusion The interpretation
derived from(76) is that God is a membeonf a set consistingof persons who
are rebelled against, and more so that a scale of persons who are likely to be
rebelled against, God is at the very bottoamd hence the least expected
candidate of persons who can be rebelled agaihst.constituent over which
po has scope, is ranked as the most unlikely or improbable constituent out of a
number of possible constituents to experience the action desanbtde
utterance.

It then follows logically that if the action described in the utterance is
experienced even by this least expected constituent/entity/person, then the
event of this action being experienced by any of the other (likely or expected)
consttuents/entities/persons becomes no surprise, since it is already deemed
likely. The inclusive nature ofhis marker is reinforced in (Jhy the ce

occurrence ok—sandp—



(77) Bentum n-zua nitse
NAME NEG-earn thing

OBentum doesndt learn.®

In (77), Bentumin an ongoing discourse is described as not being serious with
his academic life. Speakérwho is also part of theistourse, the comes in

with (78) to add on to the already known academic unseriousneédsnbiim

The collocation ok—s-andp—in (78 suggests that there are other things the
pronominal referent ot OheO (Bentum, a PastorOs son) is similarly not serious
about The presence gi—in the utterance suggests that of all the things that
one might expect a PastorOs son, like Bentum, to neglect doing, attending
church is the least on the scale, if what Bentum is expected to neglect were to
be ranked. In other wordsg,he had otherwise done nothing at all, one would

have expected of him (as a PastorOs son) to attend church regularly.

(789 As&e nen k—s—po  &-n-nia nu -@&
Church DET too even heNEG-watch inside  NEGgo

OHe is not serious, even in attending church services regularly.O

If p6 marks a constituent as the most unlikely one to make a given proposition
true, then logically, it is to be expected that such utterances cogtpirimay
express some amount of surprise or even shodi9), the emphasis is placed

on the surprise oNzafufuoOpalm wineO being able to intoxicate. What the

speaker seeks to achieve by modifying the noun ptNaatifuoOpalm wineO



with po, iIs to @mmunicate that becoming intoxicated by palm wine is a very

unlikely and shocking situation.

(79 Nzafufug p— 'j-bo na akpeteshie
Palm wine even 3S{atoxicate.HAB letalone alcohodrink

OEven palm wine intoxicates let alone akpeté&ie

What is considered most unlikely, surprising, unexpected and unbelievable is
not so much the experience of getting intoxicated, but rather, palm wine being
capable of intoxicating. e surprise expressed bydifying the noun phrase
NzafufuoOpalm wineO with, stems from the fact thalzafufuoOpalm wineO is
ranked lowest on the scale of intoxicating drinks.

As noted by Amfo (2010), another characteristicscélar markers is their
argumentative orpersuasive forge especially when they collocateith
condtional markers for examplehe Englisheven if and theFrenchmeme si

P—has a similar functionlhis is demonstrated {(80).

(80) A(gor% pé  yZy¢ namedi 0, I'n fl-yaa
Playing even FOGCOMPL-1SGeat particle, donOt -éegry

Ol was only joking, donOt be angry.O

Example (80 is an excerpt taken from a conversation between two frieghds (
andB). As the conversation ensuedlsignified toB that He was offended by

BOs eddr commentB then uttered (66) in an attempt to express his remorse

(&"Akpeteshie is highly alcoholic drink, which is very affordable and easy to find.



about his earlier statement, in order to persuyeani¢o letting go of the offence.
Here, no surprise or unexpectedness is communicated, mthetensifiesBOs
sincerest remorse, and further communicatesBhatant no offence. Having
communicated thisBOgd-utterance is pragmatically aimed at persuading

S0 as to attract his forgiveness.

3.6 Exclusive markers
In addittion the focs markeryéyé, there are a fewmarkers in Esahie, which

mark excusivity. They include'g—nvila anddéin.

3.6.1 The Restrictive focus marker: 5gom
The markenjgém Oonly or alone® immediately follows a nominal phrase which
falls within its scope as illustrated in examples (81) and }80f all the
alternatives available, thleg—nmarked constituent is presented as the only
suitable candidate. The use o&f—mindicates that theygom-mdified
constituent is the only applicable one, Iyipg that!'g—n{like yéy¢) can be
used in encoding restricting focus.

In (81), the proposition expressed by thg—nrutterance is that during
Christmas the referents of the pronomigalOweO eat egggagmatically,
what is communicated, by theeusf!'g—mis that there is absolutely nothing

else that they eat, within a specific period, as stated in the utterance.

(81) Bronya dwu a -gie kyrenvua sgom
Christmas arrivédAB REL 1Pl-eat egg only

OWhen itOs Christmas we eat only eggs.O



In (82), the SpeakerOs suggestion is that punishment alone is not enough to
change the referent gfe OhimO. This implies the authoritiegharge have
decided to only punish the referent of freeOhim@nd do nothing else to him

in addition. It also evokes the implicature that the referentedhimO is so
stubborn or dangerous that punishment alone would not be corrective enough

for him.

(82) Asotwe he !'g—m(-g' sesa ye
Punishment DEM alone NE€n change him

OThis punishment alone cannot change himO

The function of 'g—ndemongated aboveseemsvery much like that ofey!"
(cf. Section 3.4.2) Unlike the otherfocus markers discussed earlier, the
analyses of théorm of 'g—nhas shown that likgZy, 5gém can only take
scope ovela constituent within a alise, and not whole clauseln contrast
with yéy!y however the ygom -focused constituent isot preposd and does not
leave a copy irthe clause, as summarised in Tadlerhese similarities and

dissimilarities ar@eminiscenbf the Akannkoandna (cf. Amfo 2010).

Table 4: Syntactic similarities/differences between ygdm and yéy!"

Similarities Differences

1.Both markers can onliake scopg 1.With !'g—m unlike yZy the focused
overaconstituent within a claus¢ constituent is not fronted and does |

bind a variable within the clause.

2.Both markers cannot modifya | 2. While a yZy-modified entity is always
whole clause. formally expressed, annko-focused
entity may be assumed.




3.6.2 The restrictivemphatic marker dZ'n.

| analyse dZ’'n (glossed REM, Restrictive/Emphatic Marker) as a focus
sensitive particle in Esahie on the basis of its praignfanction. DZ’n can
syntactically take scope over a constituent within a clause, as well as a whole
clause, as exemplified 83 & 84 and (85 & 86, respectively.DZ'n

immediately follows the constituent over which it has scope.

(83 Amo dZn Kk -ha ehe
NAME REM FUTFsay DEM CD

OAmo is the very person who would say this.O

(84 Suban he dZ'n ko-hu (y)e
Attitude DEM REM FU¥ill 3SGACC

OThis particular attitude will kill himO

(85 &hé&le br déin

3SG.NOMgo-COMPL there REM

OHe werexactly thereO
(86) Okundom Kkyi ye déin.
NAME detest.HAB 3SG.ACC REM

OOkundom detests him in particular.O

In (83), it is an NP, whose head is a person identifiedrag that is within the

scope ofdZ’'n Similarly, in (84, an NPwhose head isubanOattitudeO thdf’'n



has scope over. In (B5however, what receives emphasis, by the ugiéiof is
the clauséh#le br' (he went there). Similarly, in (§6déin has scope over the
clauseOkundom kyi yg§Okundom detests him). &/shall now look at the

communicative role oféin, in subsection 3.6.2.1.

3.6.2.1 The communicative role of déin

The primary role ofiZ’'nis encoding restriction, specificity and emphasis. The
markerdZ’nis used to isolate and emphasise aityerit is also employed in
attributing certain properties to such an entity. It encodes a high level of
restriction to the constituent over which it has scope.

The property being expressed in the commentdfiamarked utterance is
strictly restriced to the déin-marked constituent, and hence cannot be
attributed to some other members of that pragmatically determined set. Based
on Dik et al.Os (1981) typologyZ’'ncan be argued to indicate restricting and
selecting focus.

Like ¥I° (the multiunctional marker, discussed in section 3.643)n is
used to indicate that the noun phrase within its scope is the only one within a

contextually determined set that makes the proposition contaigimdyue.

(870 Kaka he déin k&slkye eboo ne.
Animal DEM REM FUTdestroy farm DEF

OThis particular animal will destroy the farmO

In (87), the referent of the NRaka heOthis animalO is presented as the only and

specific animal that will dstroy the farmThis interpretation is derived from



the use ofdZ’n and other contextual information including what is retrievable
from that physical contextf the morphemei/éin in (87), were to be replaced
with dla, the restriction encoded wouddill be maintained It is even possible
for déin to be used simultaneoushlyith the focus marker for intensified

emphasis, as demonstra(@8) and (89 respectively.

(889 Kaka he %I k&sl kye eboo ne.
Animal DEM just FUTdestroy farm DEF

OThis particular animal will destroy the farmO

(890 Kaka he déin  yéyl" &-k&sl'kye eboo ne.
Animal DEM REM FOC 3S&UT-destroy farm DEF

Olt is this particular animal will destroy the farmO

We realise that whedZ’nin (88) was replaced withitl” in (89), the same
pragmatic effect was achieved yielding almost the same interpretation, ie, the
same restriction encodenl the use ofléin-focus.

Déin makes strongly emphatic claims about the reference of the constituent
to which it is attached, and it makes suggestions of highly appreciable certainty
on the part of the speaker. The usedhimplies that the speakés decidedly
certain of the claims s/he is makinghe referent of thedZ’nmarked
constituent is usually not new information. &liin-marked constituents are of

current standing interest, and usually what the discourses aré’about

C'Remember, Lambrecht (1994) calls an earlier mentioned topic a Oratified topicO.
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3.6.3 The maéer dla
The morphemeild, like the Akan multifunctionakra,*® could be Qused in
several contexts to communicate a variety of mea@ingéAmfo 2010:211).
As a result of its versatile function,ticould be usedike ygom to encode
restrictive focs, it may alsobe used to indicate contigy of two eventsit
couldalsobe used in constructions émpress a situation of uninteruptedness
iteration of an activity. Lastly, the use of dla could induce ascalar
interpretation.

Due tothe seemingcummuative exponenc@ of %I", it is a bit arduous
finding an encapsulating term for it, hence the lateiltifunctional *I". |

present the various functions in the following subsections.

3.6.2.1 Restriction
Like the markerl'g—mdla may beused to indicate that the constitueint
modifiesis the onlyone in the contexhat makes the uttanee containingadla

true.

(900 Panoo dla yZy "-kora di
Bread just FOC hsan eat CD

OltOs only bread that he carfeat

In (90), paanoo®readis presented as the only food that the referett®heO

can eat. This interprdtan is not indued solely as a result die presence of

O suspect, on the basis of the close contact between Esahie and Altdff, thas borrowed
from the Akan ara, and nativised. It not surprising thék: functions almost exactly like the
Akan ara, virtually without any deviation

¢ "01!2"12" morphologicakituation where a form maps to many functions. The form has many
meaningsembedded in it, leading to a etemany formmeaning situation. It isowevernot
clear, how the various functionsf ¥I” are related'



1I". Actually, this interpretatiorcan be attributed to theteraction between the
focus markeyZy andfl”, and other contextual informatiancluding what is
inferrable from the immediately preceding discourse.

It is possible to replac&a with I'g—nin (90 and achieve the sanaéfectof
restriction. Itis equally possibléo use both markersimultaneously wittthe
focus marker for intensified emptia, as demonstrated (9land (92

respectively.

(91) Panoo 'g—myZy o-kora di
Bread only FOC hean eat CD

Olt is only bread that he can eat.0

(92) Panoosjgom II° yZye o-kora di
Bread only just FOC iJoan eat CD

Olt is only bread (and nothing else but bread) that he can eat.O

We notie that whert!l” in (90) was replaced withygém in (91), the same
restridion effect was achievedne difference betwedrg—n{andyZy), on
one handanddla on the other hands that theilaOs scope of modificatid
not restrictedo only phrasesit may modifywhole clauseas well. This is also
the case for th&kan counterparts dhese markers (cf. Amfo 2010).

In (93 dla is used to communicate that the SpeakerOs love is restricted
solely to the referent ofe OherO (a particular lady the Speaker is interested in),
meaning that there is no other lady that ®peaker loves or has interest in

apart from the referent ge OherO.



(93) Me kro vye %I’
1SG love her just

Ol love just (particularly) her.O

3.6.2.2 Contiguity

The formdla may be usedo signalthe contiguity of two events, sontienes
because one is perceived having caused the othetsually, conditional
constructions and complex temporal constructions contatfithngemonstrate
thisside of its functior(cf. Akanara; Amfo 2010212).

We notice that He eventsdescribed in both clauses of (94) and)(95
happened at about the same time, and also that the events destribed
second clause of both (94) and X8&ok place as soon the onesdribed in the
first clause happened.In (95), for example, thespeakerOs claim is that
immediately after the referent #finsulted the referent gfe OhimO, the referent
of ye slapped the referent #fOheO. Another irdace that can be drawn from

(95) is that the event aflappingis caused by the eventiofulting

(949 Nzue & dla suan E-bu
Water fall just buidinddET  will-collapse

OThe building will collapse immediately it rains.O

(95) &-p!-le ye nzoa na dla, yeé
3SGinsultCOMPL  him insultsDEF just, the
&-b&le ye soanu
heslapCOMPL 3SG.£C cheekcontaining region .0

OJust as he was insulting him, he slapped him.0



In (96) and (9, which are both conditional constructions, the events described
in the second claus# both would occur if the conditions specified in the first
clauses of both are fulfilled. In (96for instance, the speakerOs claim is that the
referent ofye OhimO will do a particular work or assignment once (immediately

after) the referent d&- Oyo® gives him money.

(96) !-fa sikaa mke ye dla a, &-k&y!
2SGtake money giv€€OMPL him just CM 3SGwill-do
Idwuman
work-DET

OAs soon as you just give hire thoney, he will do the work.O

97) eba ye " 4, %' -to ye
2SGchase him just CM 2S@ill-reach him

OAs soon as you just chase him, you will get him.O

The presence dfl” in examples (94), (95), (96) and {98 used to encode the
simultaneity or contigut of two events in each sentence, and an inferred
causal relation between theo events described in each.

There are also instances whef€ helps in retrieving the contextual
information that the wish, expectation, or anticipation of a person dntidei
with what actually happenedn (99), dla modifies sikaa OmoneyO and its
associated relative clause. Here, the usgdihelps in retrieving the contextual
information that the exact wish and anticipation of the first person plural

pronominal réerentsy" OweO regarding what amount was going to be named
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was coincidentally the amount that was named. Hgdecommunicates some
kind of fulfilment, correspondence or agreement between what the refgrents

expected and the amount that was actusiyed eventually.

(98) Sikaa & y!i susu ky yli-kotua n® I yeyl
Money/amount REL we think DEM wall-pay DET just FOC
bl b&le-&
3PL mentiorRCOMPL-CD

OThe exact amount (of money) we ardiig was just what they named.O

3.6.2.3 Continuity / Iteration
Another interpretation which is often associated with the us#aat that of

continuity or iteration.

(99) Wo dé de di 1.

You CTM take eat just

OAs foyou, just keep on believing.O
(100 Y!' e € dla

Do it such just

OYou continue doing it.0

In (99), the occurrence ofla encodes a kinaf continuity in the action of
believing. The pronominal referent @ois encouraged to continue believing
(probably, in God). In modifying the clausg#g encodes some form continuity,

which urges on the action dledi (believing) as desibed in (99. What the
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ala-marked clauses (99) and (308oth have in common, is that the actions

contained in them are continuous or repetitive in nature.

3.7 Chapter Summary

In this chapter we have argued that focus marking in Esahie is lexico
syntactic, ratar than morpheyntactic, because Esahie employs word order
variation (syntax) and specific lexical itenmsancoding the notion of focus.

More specifically, we demonstrated that the focused constitupnép®sed
to the presentenceslot, the focus posdn of the sentence, and is immediately
followed by alexical item, the focus marker.

We have also shown that Esahie has a rich inventory of lexical
items/markers which guide the interlocutor to various aspects of the context,
including the focus markeyéyé (or yéé), and Ofocusensitive particlesO like
inclusive markerskigsé OalsoO apg—Oevend), and exclusive markigrs-n
Oonly&/a Ojustd, addin).

Commenting on the syntactic strategies available in Esahie for signalling
focus, we arged that Esahie can encode focus through preposing (or frpnting
and clefting | zeroed in on fronting and clefting.

With the fronting or preposing strategy, we realised that the constituent
being focused is usually fronted to the left periphery e sentence, the
clauseinitial position, and is immediately followed by the focus marker. To
show that an argument being fronted was actually moved from its canonical
position, an overt copy of the argument in the form of an anaphoric pronoun is
left in its original canonical position. We also demonstrated that the fronting

strategy was not enough to encode focus, and that it obligatorily has to be
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complemented by a lexical strategy involving immediately following the
fronted constituent with the focus rkar yéy!"

The other syntactic strategy for focus discussed was clefting. In Esahie, this
widely acknowledged strategy involves placing a sequence of words within the
structure beginning withtte Oit isO. Clefting in Esahie for the purpose of
signalling focs usually requires an embedding of a simpk#-focused
sentence onto a matrix clause whose head is a cepize0.

On focus domains, we have shown that the Esahie focus marskemay
have scope over either a noun (or nominal), adverb (or adheréna an
adjective (or adjectival), constituting the major class of words in Esahie.

Subjects cannot be focusedsitu. With arguments, as mentioned eatrlier, a
focused [+humanpbjectargument is recapitulated in the default position in
the rest of thelause by an anaphoric pronoun, while a gap is left in the case of
[-human]objectargumerd. This work has argued thihie gap strategy can be
attributedto a Null Object Parameter, because in Esahie, whehumfn]
object is fronted into the pigentetial slot, for the purpose of focus, unlike
what happens in the case of [+human] objects, no copy of the fronted- object
argument is left in the default object position, implying that the canonical
object slot will be left empty or null. A frontedhuman] object is not
expressed in its canonical (object) position.

Regarding predicate focus, we showed that there are no instances where a
verb is fronted, for the purpose of focus in Esahie, without a change in its form.
The change that is always observed i @lddition of a nominalising affix to
the verb, resulting in the verb becoming a nominal. Implying that what is

actually focused is a nominal, and never a verb, because in focusing a verb,
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what is eventually focused is a nominal. In effect, the casesdicpte focus

in Esahie, involes verbs, which for the purpose of focus are nominalised,
predicative adjectives. Further on the focusing of predicative adjectives, we
have demonstrated that you may find the adjective (or its copy) fronted, and
being left inthe default position in the rest of the clause, i.e. after the copular
y" or a gap is left in the default position.

One remarkable feature about Esahie, relative to adjective focus, which was
pointed out is that, when predicative adjectives are focus$ey, do not
undergo any formal change, and remain adjectival words. Focusing of
adjectives in Esahie, unlike focusing of verbs, does not result in the adjectives
becomingnominalised.

Regarding focusing of adverbs, the evidence from Esahie seems to
corroboate AmekaOs (2010) generalisation about Kwa, that adverbs and
nominals in adjunct function, can be placed in the clause initial focus position
and optionally marked for focus. In Esahie (just like Akan), no copy of the
adverb(ial) that is placed in the gke initial focus position in the default
adjunct position referring to such a constituent in the rest of the clause.

Following Dik et al.Os (1981) typology of focus function, and the Akan of
analyses of IS as suggested in Amfo (2010), we also probedntanscs and
pragmatics of both the focus marker, and focus adverbs earlier mentioned.

It was shown thathe focus markeypéy!"may immediately follow, and have
scope over any of the major word class constituents in an utterance (with the
exception of vebs). The constituent(s) over which th&y-focus morpheme
has scope is usually a fronted one. J#gfocus marker, of all the forms

which can be labelled as focus markers in Esahie, has a distinctive status in the
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languageAs has been demonstratablove, it is the only (focus) marker which
can perform a range of focus functions including completion, selection,
replacing and to a certain extent, restrigtin

Guided by Amfo (2010), two inclusive markers were identified and
discussedk—s-andpol.While koso was described as a simple additive marker,
which indicates that the utterance to which it is attached has to be interpreted
within a similar context as the immediately preceding utterapeeyn the
other hand, was analysed as a scalar markdicating that constituent to
which it is attached is ranked as quite low on a given scale.

Like the focus markeyZy, this additive markekdsé is placed to the
immediate right of the constituent which it modifies and takes scope over.
Interestindy, unlike yéyé, which can only modify a phrask—s-may either
modify a phrase or a whole clause. The presen&e-a#r an utterance has no
effect on the information value or truth conditions of that particular utterance.
The use ofkdso in an utterance is a signal to the interlocutor to process the
koso-utterance within a parallel context provided by the immediately preceding
discourse.

Koso may be used in encoding a confirmatory, repetitive (or intensive)
interpretation. The major deviah of késo playing its usual additive role was
when it was used to express speaker attitude, usually a negative one. The
attitude could be one of contempt, disdain, disapproval, disregard, denigration,
sarcasm, jealousy, or even disgust.

P—OevenO, wh was labelled as a scalar focus marker is functionally
equivalent to its English glos®o like the English scalar focus markeven

indicates that the constituent in its focus is the least likely of the variables
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under consideration which makes tphadposition true. One outstanding feature
of po is that the proposition expressed bydautterance contains information
which is contrary to expectation (given some particular background
information), in that it is least expected.

In addition to the ety within the scope op—being interpreted as low on
the likelihood scalep—suggests inclusion of some sott. p—marks a
constituent as the most unlikely one to make a given proposition true, then
logically, it is to be expected that such utteemcontaininggé may express
some amount afurprise or even shock.

Three exclusive markersigém, fI° and dZ'n were also identified and
discussed, following Amfo (2010). All these markers encode exclusivity of one
kind or another.

The Restrictive dcus marker!'g—mOQOonly/alone® usually immediately
follows a nominal phrase which falls under its scapkall the values that can
potentially fit into a slot, the speakerOs usggdin suggests that theg—m
marked constituent is the only factualdaapplicable one, implying thggom
(like yéy!) can be useth encoding restricting focus.

DZ’nwas analysed as a Restrictive Emphatic Marker (REM) because of its
primary role of encoding restriction, specificity and emphasis. It was
demonstratechiatdZ’nis used in isolating, emphasising, and attributing certain
properties to an entity. It encodes a high level of restriction to the constituent
over which it has scope. Based on Dik et al.Os (1981) typology, it was shown
thatdéin can be arguetb indicate restricting and selecting focus.

Finally, the multifunctionala/la may be used in several contexts to

communicate a variety of meanings. It could be used to encode restrictive
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focus, when it is synonymous witltg—mit may also be used toxgress
simultaneity, when used in temporal constructions, it restricts the activity
referred to in the second clause to the time period expressed in the first; it may
be used in utterances which express a continuous state of affairs or repeated

activity. It may finally be used to induce a scalar interpretation.
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CHAPTER FOUR

TOPIC MARKING IN ESAHIE

4.0 Introductory Remarks
Topic is one of the important notions in information structure. Although in
most languages, topiés not usually overtly marke (whether syntactically,
prosodically, morphologically or lexicallf{)Amfo 2010) topic may be osrtly
marked in Esahie. Lexical signall of topic in Esahie is ot obligatory. When
employed, itindicates a contrast witla different constiuent usually a
contextually retrieable one

In this chapter, | discuss how the pragmatic notion of topic is encoded in
Esahie. | examine the lexigragmatic coding of topic in Esahie, identifying
one topic marker, and exploring its syntax and semantic (and pragmatic)
properties.In section 4.1, | discuss various definitions of the notion of topic.
Section 4.2 discusses LambrechtOs (1994) categorisation of topic functions. |
will examine the inventory of topic markers in Esahie in 4.3, and introduce the
topic markerdZin 4.4 In 4.4.2,the pragmatic role afé is examined, while in
4.4.3, the discourse alZ is addressed based on a categorisation of topic

functionsprovided in Lambrecht (1994).

4.1 Defining Topic
The definition and analysis of topic in this agter is congruent with
LambrechtOs ([1994] 2005) view, which | find encompassing in scope, than for

example, Gundel (1988:210), who opines that:
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An entity, E, is the topic of a sentence, S, iff in using S the speaker
intends to increase the addressee@swlkdge about, request
information about, or othemige get the addressee to act with respect
to E. A predication, P, is the comment of a sentence, S, iff in using S

the speaker intends P to be assessed relative to the topic of S.

Gundel classifies an @ty as the topic of an utterance only when the
information expressed in the utterance addthécaddresseeOs knowledge of
that entity. What | find disenchanting with GundelOs definition of topic is that it
limited to only entities. A similar definitionfdopic is proffered in Lambrecht
(1994), who regards topic as the entity which the utterance is about.
Expounding on this notion of OaboutnessO, Lambrecht (1994) cites StrawsonOs
([1964] 1974) OOPrinciple of RelevanceO, which submits that a topictisOOwha
a matter of standingurrent interest or concern.00

Amfo (2010) considers a referethie topic of gparticular utterance once the
information expressein the utterancadds to our knowledgd @. Lambrecht
(2005) admits, however, that it is necegs&r apply the notion of topic also to
situations or states of affairs, which may be matters of current standing interest,
and not to limit it to only entities

As Amfo (2010:219)notes, topicOs not about noun phrases occupying
specific argument positis and performing particular theta roles, such as the
subject position or the object posit@nTopic is the pragmatic relation of
aboutness and relevance which exists between a particular (specified) referent

and the utterance/proposition in question.
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4.2 Lambrecht’s (1994) categorisation of the discourse functions of topic
Lambrecht (1994) explains that the pragmatic function of topic and its
associated proposition can be put into four categoriepic-comment
identificational eventreportingandbackgroundestablishing

With the topieccomment category, the infornat contained in the
utterance expressed is aimedatitibuting some property, quality or action to
an earlier mentioned referenkn contrast with a focus denotatum, a topic
denotatums by definition a relatively predictable element of a proposition.

A denotatum whose topic role in a predication is considered predictable to
the point of being taken for granted by the hearer will be callatifeed topic
(Lambrecht and Michaeli$998). Given the context: (What dithe guyseat?),
sentence (101) will make sense because in (101), the information expressed in
the proposition X ate pizz® is meant to predicate or attribute some property,
quality or action about a previously establishe@neit,the guysas inferred

from the context provided).

(101 The guyste pizza.

In LambrechtOs typology, we will call the already established ref€ts,
guyL, the topic, and the information expressed in the propositierp2z®,

the commenthence the label topicomment sentence, rather than subject
predicate sentence. This shows that the métion structure analysis of (101
which is a semantiepragmatic analysis, differs from the Otraditional® subject

predicate analysis, which is a $gatic analysis, in that both the referent(s) and
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the proposition are not seen as logical properties, but as pragmatic properties of
the sentence used in the discourse.

This semanticgoragmatic analysis of sentences also stems from the fact that
there aranany contexts, in which subjects are not topics, or in which subjects
are not, in StrawsonOs wording, OOwhat is a matter of standing current interest
or concern.00

With the identificational type, Amfo (2010)following LambrechtOs
typology of topic, ex@ins it as a relation that is established between an
argument and a previously evoked open proposition. Lambrecht explains that
the communicative purpose of this type of sentence is to provide the referent(s)
solicited of theVHOIin a preceding question.

Given the contextWhomopped the floor?), we realise that the statement in
the answer (102) cannot be construed as a statementthédidor, rather, its
communicative function is to provide the referent(s) solicited byWhtO in
the preceding questio In the context provided for (102), the answer
pragmatically presupposes that Osomeone mopped the floorO, and it asserts that

this someone isAfriyieO.

(102 Afriyie mopped the floor.

Lambrecht (1994) calls this kind of sentence an identificatiGeatence,
owing to the fact that it serves to identify a referent as the missing argument in
an open proposition.

The role of the proposition in the evaeporting category of topic is to

express a proposition which is not linked to an earlier establiggferent or to
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a presupposed open proposition, rather, the eepurting category is
primarily to inform an addressee of an EVENT. The pragmatic presupposition
required by the answer/reply, according to Lambrecht, is merely that something

happened.

(103 The former ViceChancellor passed on.

Given the contextWhathappened?), the proposition in ()48 uttered simply

to inform the addressee of the demise of the OformerGhieacellorO. Since

the focus of the assertion in ()08vers the entir proposition OThe former
Vice-Chancellor passed onO, the sentence is contextually relatively
independent and could be felicitously uttered Oout of the blueO.

This is not to suggeshowever, that the answer in ()0&quires no shared
knowledge by the terlocutors. For example, the speaker must minimally
assume that the referent of the definite noun phresérmer ViceChancellor
is identifiable to the addressee.

Lambrecht proposes a last function of topic, which he labels as background
establishingWith this type, a pragmatically presupposed proposition serves as
a scenesetting topic for another proposition, which may itself be any of the
other types earlier discussed. Indeed, topic has sometimes been described as a
Oscensetting expressionO, & an element which sets a Ospatial, temporal or
individual framework within which the main predication holdsO (Chafe 1976).
For that reason, this type of topic function has been alternatively known as the
scenesettingtopic.

Given the context:Akosua wawery sad that morning we notice that the

entire adverbial clausafter the funeral endedh (104) functions as a scene
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setting topic for the matrix clause, whose topistige(ie.OAkosuaO). The noun
phrase in (104)he funeralis a nontopical expressio which appears within a
sentential scensetting topic expression, which itself is embedded within a

matrix clause whose subject is the primary topic of the sentence.

(104 After the funeral endedshe cried till the next day.

These four categoried topic functions proposed by Lambrecht (1994), will be
tested in Esahie, to find out whether the Esahie topic marker indicates all these

functions éee section 4.4)2

4.3  Inventory of topic markers in Esahie

| mentioned earlier thatlthough topicin most languages is not consistently
overtly marked (be it prosodically, morphologically, syntactically, or lexically),
it may be overtly marked in Esahie, but overt topic nmayks pragmatically
determined.

Esahie has one topic markeiZ, which guids the interlocutor to various
aspects of the context. | will introduce and discuss the form of the m&rker
section 4.4, and analyse the pragmatic rolé&ah section 4.4.1. Subsequently,
| will examine to what extent/é is applicable to Lambrecbs (1994)

categorisation of the discourse function(s) of topic (section 4.4.2).

4.4 The contrastive/emphatic topic marker dé
| proposede, to be the principal topic marker of Esahie on the basis of its

extensive pragmatic function. | analyd#(glossed CTM, contrastive/emphatic
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marker), as the Esahie equivalent of the Akan contrastive/emphatic marker

discussed in Amfo (2010), because it mirrors the Adaim form and function.
Formally, the scopel¢ may be over a constituent of a clause, ad asla

whole chuse, this is exemplified in (1850 and (108), respectively.

Dé appears to the immediate right of the constituent or clause over which it has

scope.

(105) a. Bisua ne  hi-ne kylr yg ky! ye dZ
Lady DEF telCOMPL show him that her CTM
0;-n-gro &
3SGNEGHike that
OThe lady told him that she didnOt like that.O

b. Wi dé Nyame% k' boka, eti ne su.
You CTM God will help-2SG, so NEG cry
OAs for you God will help you, so donOt cryO

c. E-kro ale dan
2SGlike.HAB food CTM

OYou really like foodO

In (105a), the pronoutye OherO, referring to a ratified tdpi lady is what is
within the scope offé. Similarly in (10%), it is the pronominal referent of(
OyouO thds has scop@ver. In (10%), however, what receives emphasis, by
the use of/¢, is the clausekro aleé (you like food).

Having established, that formallgthe marker may have scope over a

constituent of a clause, or a whole clause, | proceed to look at its fubgtion
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posing a question. OWhat exactly is the pragmatic roi##28, since | have
argued that lexical signallingf topic not mandatory in Esahie. | will attempt to

answer this question in the next subsection.

4.4.1 The Pragmatic role of de.

| argue above tit the Esahie/é has a lot in common with its AkarKa,
Niger-Congq counterpartle Boadi (1974: B10) who first mentions the Akan

de as an information structure particle labels it as the nonexclusive or
potentially inclusive focus marker. BoadiOs attarsation of the Akarue,
however, does not seem to apply fully to the Esahie contrastive/emphatic
marker dZ Below are some of the features of the Esafdiewhich are

congruenin function with the Akarde as argued by Amfo (2010):

DZ makes strongglear, and fairly certain claims about the new
information expressed in the proposition, and these claims are made

with high speaker commitment and conviction.

The markerdé is used to highlight an entity, and attribute special properties to
it. It encales some level of exclusivity to the cansint over which it has
scope.

What this means is that the property attributed taddarked constituent
cannot be attributed to any other members of that pragmatically determined set.
In (106), the entity undr the scope aZ k(re$ OeagleO, of all kinds of birds in
the world, is presented as the only bird that can fly very high. The usage of

in this context, first singles ow(re$ OeagleO, and then eliminates all other
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kinds of birds from the featurd being able to fly to the highest altitude, which

is being attributed to théZmarked constituent.

(106) K're% dé "-k&ra tu paa
Eagle CM 3SGMOD.be_ able to fly very

OA for the eagle, it can really soar highO.

Justas yZy (the principal focus marker, discussed in Chapleis3used to
indicateOexclusivity@Zcan also be argued to be indic@texclusivityO.
A feature assigned ta dée-modified constituent or @use,in certain contexts,
camot beattributed to constituent

In consonance with AmfoOs (2010) analysis of the Aleathe Esahielé
makes clear and strongly emphatic claims about the referent of the constituent
over which it has scope, and it makeggestions of high certainty on the part
of the speaker. The referent of témarked constituent is usually not new
information.In (105a), for example, the referent yé OherO, whichBs"sua ne
(the lady), had already been introduced in the imatause, and similay| in
(10%), the pronominal referent @f( OyouO had been mentioned in the initial
portion of the sentence. The sentences below follow a similar trend, having
their topicalised constituent introduced earlier in a discourse, and now being

marked withdZ

(107) a. Nz'hwe dé ' -sakra sona
Trials CTM 3Sa@ransformHAB man

@s for trials, it reformsnan.O
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b. Abrab' de "-la ase.
Life CTM  3SGdie ground
OAs for life, itOs not easy.O
c. Ngora dé b%n-dwene koraa
PL-Child CTM 3PLNEG-think at.all
OAs for childrerihey donOt think at all®
d. Ngran asetena@Z '-y% se trakaa biah Ghana wa
Accra life CTM 3Séhe hard than place every Ghana LOC
OAs for life (cost of living) in écra, it is expensive than every other
place in Ghana.®
e. Atienser% de '-te nkye pa koraa
Stinginess CTM 3S®e.NEG thing good atall
Ostinginess nothing good.O
f. Nahor%lé¢  e-han% y% se
Truth CTM 3SGsayPRES be difficult
OAs for speaking the truth, itOs really difficult.O
g. $-ko-li %modZ fa di bangu
2SGwill-eat rice CTM take eat banku
Olnstead of eating rice, | would rather you ate bankuO
h. Me nnya sikaa dé a, RQY' h'
1SG get money CTM CM, 1S@vill  go

Olf only | get money, | will go.O

The demarked constituents in sentences (&0J above are discourse topics,

essentially because the discourse referents involved had been mentioned earlier
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in thediscourse, and they were still the matter(s) of current standing interest or
else were manifest in the physical context.

With regards to the speaker commitment to the proposition expressed in a
de-utterance. | agree with Amfo (2010), that there is a gtrgpeaker
commitment to the proposition expressed. Similar to what is argued for the
Akan de (cf. Amfo 2010), in Esahie, the sequence-d&¢Psuggests that the
speaker is fairly certain about, and can, without any iota of uncertainty, vouch
for the referenbf the NP with regarding to the issue under discussibtis
meansthat, for a speaker to mark a phrase or a clause d#jthhe must be
certain about what is being expressed, and be ctiathip the truthfulness of
it.

Assertions made abowe-marked castituents are strong, clear, and with
high speaker conviction dnconfidence. The speaker of (H),/for example,
by marking the NFPNgran asetenaOlife in Accra® witlZ suggests that he is
absolutely aware of the fact that the cost of living in Agsrhigher than all
other places in Ghana. It is a fact he is completely and convincingly certain
about. Given the strong speaker commitment that he is fully aware of the
economic hardships associated with living in Accra, it is not expected that the
speakewould wish to live at such a place.

On this premise, | regamd? as a topic marker. It marks a constituent as the
topic of the utterance in which it is contained. It indicates that the denotatum of
the constituent to which it is attached in Strawsord®%4] description is
OOwhat is a matter of current standing interest or concernOO. It is therefore

appropriate to analys#Z as an emphatic/contrastive topic mark@é.is used
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to indicate that a particular entity is the topic of a particular utteranset f
utterances.

Like the Akan topic markede, Qhe referent of @Zmarked constituent is
implicitly contrasted with other members of a contextually determined set, with
regard to some suggested pnapeexplicated in the utteranceO®, Amfo

(2010:219. Consider example (108

(108 Sikaa de '-ye f%
Money CTM 3SGEBe sweet

OAs for money (affluence), it is really good.O

The utterance in (108was made during a Health insurance registration
exercise, when the pple in the queue to be registered were skipped, and a
bank manager who just got there was registered. It was obvious that the bank
manager was given that preferential treatment on the basis of his affluence.
One of the disgruntled pem® in the queue tneuttered (108 to show that
they believed that they were not given that special treatment because they
werenOt affluent.

Like its Akan counterpart (Amfo 2010), the Esahie topic madlien (109
can be argued to have a tfadd function. First, it indicates that there is now a
topic shift (ie. because a new topic is being introduced), and second, it is used

to encode some kind of implicated contrast.

(109 Efia wo y% nyemene, AttaadZ yewo ny% nyemene.
NAME self be beautiful. NAME CTM REFL NEBe beautiful

OFEfia is beautiful, (but) as for Attaa she is not.O
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The matter of current standing interest in the discourse, ad nmothe second
sentence in (109is no longer EfiaRather,it is shifted to Attaa.

Simultaneouslydé is used to encode some kind of implicated contrast
between EfiaOs facial look and that of Attaa, which are exact opposites as far as
beauty is concerned to the speaker. The ugk of the context of (109 is to
juxtapose two opposite values or properties, in this case, the beauty of Efia and
Attaa, in order to strike a dissimilarity between them, from the perspective of

the speaker.

4.4.2  Discourse functions of the Esahie dé
Recollect that we have mémned that thetopic-comment identificational
eventreporting and backgrouneestablishingare the four categories of focus
function Lambrecht (1994) propeses. Not all the four catogories apply for
Esahie regardingeé. It is only the backgroundstablising and topiecomment
functions which can be argued for Esahie, as far as the pragmatizisof
concerned, and this is similar to atlobtains in Akan (Amfo 2010).

| shall begin with the backgrourektablishing type. Remember that |
explained that withthe backgroundstablishing type, a pragmatically
presupposed proposition serves as a seettang topic for another proposition.
| also noted that this kind of topic function has sometimes been described as
OscensettingO, or as an element which se@spatial, temporal or individual
framework within which the main predication holdsO, hence its alternative
labelling asscenesettingtopic.

The scenesetting function ofiZis demonstrated in (105b), repeated here as

(110 for convenience.
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(110 W'y dZ Nyame% k' boka, eti ne su.
You CTM God will heh2SG, so NEG cry

OAs for you God will help you, so donOt cryO

The assertion in théemarked clause, (as fgpu God will help you), serves as
background information for the proposition expressed in the subsequent
utterance. It is the assertion in tth@marked clause that grounds or facilitates
the proposition expressed in the following utterance.

The demarkel clause (as for you God will help you) Osets the sceneO or
paves the way for the proposition expressed in the following utterance (so
donOt cry). In other words, if you receive the assurance that God is on your side
to help you, then one would expect tiiati donOt fret, let alone cry.

Another instance aféDs scersetting function is realised ihe conditional

sentence in (10%), which will be repeated helas(111), for easy reference.

(111) Me nnya sikaa dé a, RQ' h'
1SG get money CTM CM 18@l go

Olf only | get money, | will go.O

The condition in thedemarked clause (If only | get money), serves as
background information for the proposition expressed in the suéstq
utterance. It is the assertion in tti@marked clause (If only I get money) that

sets Othe sceneO or grounds for the proposition expressed in the following

utterance (I will go).
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We shall now look at the second discourse functiond@fthe topic
comment type of function. Recall that | explained earlier that, with the-topic
comment function, the information contained in the proposition expressed has
the purpose of predicating or attributing some property, quality or action to a
previously establistd referent. | must add that most of the examples in this
chapter fall within this category.

An NP, usually the grammatical subject, #@marked and then some
property, quality or action is attributed to, or predicated of it. ddmarked
constituentfunctions as the discourse topic, while the property, action or
quality predicated of this constituent functions as the comment.

In (112, the topical constituent iaboter$ Opatience®, about which the

comment (there is nothing more valuable than it i wWorld) is made.

(1120 Aboter%dZ hwee  ndrag ase% he aso.

PatienceCTM nothing NEGexceed3SG earth DEM upper surface

Topic Comment

OAs for patiencehere is nothing more valuable than it in this world.O

(113 Sona tendeedZ yenwo ny% se
PersorGEN tall CTM REFL NEGbe strong
Topic Comment

OAs for tall persons, they are not strong.O

What is predicated in (1)®f the generic NRona tende®tall personsO is that
they ae not strong, and the topic ()14kwadwor(OlazinessO, is described as

not beinga good habit.
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(114 Akwadwor' dZ te suban j-te pa

Laziness CTM be.NEG habit 3SGe good

Topic Comment

OAs for laziness, it is noad behaviour.O

In conclusion, we have shown thdZ can syntactically take scope over a
constituent within a clause, as well as a whole clabs&appears to the
immediate right of the constituent or clause over which it has scope. It makes
strong, clar, and fairly certain claims about the new information expressed in
the proposition, and these claims are made with high speaker commitment and
conviction. Within a given context, whatever property that is attributed to the
referent of adé-marked constuent or clause, cannot berddtited to another
(referent).

Relative to LambrechtOs (1994) categorisation of topic function, | shown
that it is only the backgrourelstablishing and topicomment functions which
can be argued for Esahie, as far as th@madics ofdZis concernedl have
also shown that/é¢ is comparable to the Akade (cf. Amfo 2010) in many

syntactic and pragmatic ways.

4.5 Chapter Summary

| set out in this Chapter to examine the lexicagmatic coding of topic in
Esahie, identifing one topic markedZ | went on to explain that a referent is
considered the topic of a particular utterance/proposition if the information

contained in the utterance/proposition adds to our knowledge of it.
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| added that the notion of topic is namited to only entities, but also to
situations or states of affairs, which may be matters of current standing interest.
We explained the four types of topic functions, th@picc:comment
identificational eventreporting and backgroundestablishing functions, as
proposed by Lambrecht (1994).

DZcan syntactically take scope over a constituent within a clause, as well as
a whole clauseDé appears to the immediate right of the constituent or clause
over which it has scope and it makes strong, clear, ary &zrtain claims
about the new information expressed in the proposition, and these claims are
made with high spker commitment and conviction.

Within a given context, whatever property is attributed to the referent of a
dZmarked constituent or clausgannot be attributed to another (referent). For
a speaker to mark a noun phrase or a claused#jthe must be certain of the
proposition expressed, and committed to the factuality of it.

With regards to the discourse functarf topic as proposed dyambrecht,
dé can be used for only the backgrowestablishing and topicomment
functions. Quite clearlydé resembles the Akade (cf. Amfo 2010) in form

and function.



0+"

CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

5.0 Introductory Remarks

This thesis aimed at investigating how IS is realized in Esahie, particularly,
describing the strategies in focusing/topicalising constituents in the major and
minor clause structural types. In this chaptesummarise the main issues dealt
with in this thesis. In section 5.1, | provide a summary of the discussions made
in this thesis, chapter by chapter. In section 5.2, | highlight the major findings
of this thesis. A general conclusion on the encoding of Information Structure in
Esahie is gien in section 5.3. Recommendations on possible areas of future

studies into the encoding of IS in Esahie is proffered in section 5.4

5.1 Summary of Chapters

Chapter one gives an overview of the thesis. In this chapter, | explained the
concept of ISparticularly its pragmatic aspect involving the notions of topic
and focus. On the general background of the study, this chapter looked at
Esahie as a language and its speakers as a people, highlighting their
demographics, geography and economy. | furthelined the objective(s) of

this study, stating exactly what aspect(s) of the grammar of Esahie this work is
investigating, and finally hee significance of this study.

In chapter twol delved into the theoretical foundation for this wdrkouched

on how the theory works, its strengths and the level of functions to which it can

be applied.
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| also at looked at two pertinent problems associated with the pragmatic
notions of focus and topic. In order to ground this work, this section finally
reviewed sora works relevant to the subject of Information Structure,
particularly, how focus and topic are encoded in some Ghanaian languages.
The final part of the chapter dealt wighoblem statement of the work.

In Chapter thred discussed and analysed how foaiformally encoded in
Esahie. The chapter covered types of focugdasn what syntactic elemest
being focused, and a demonstration of how this categorization of focus applies
to Esahie. | further delved into the syntactic strategies available ineEsah
encoding focus. Here, | identified one focus markeysd), and five focus
sensitive particleskfsé Oalso®g Oeven@®y—mOonlyQiéin, anddla! OjustO),
examining their syntax and semantics (and pragmatics).

Chapter four ferrets out lothe lexicepragmatic process of topic marking
is realised in Esahie. | identified and discussed one topic maikexxplaing

its syntax and pragmatics.

5.2 Summary of findings
Regarding the encoding of focus, | have shown that Esahie empbogisorder
variation (syntax) and specific lexical items in the encoding the focus. Hence,
typologically, Esahie combines both syntactic strategies (including fronting or
left dislocation and clefting) and lexical strategies to siginébrmation
structure

| have also shown that Esahie has a rich inventory of lexical items/markers
which guide the interlocutor to various aspects of the context of the discourse.

These markers include the focus marnkéy, and focussensitive particles like
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the inclusivemarkerskésé OalsoO apad OevenO, and the exclusive markers
ngém Oonly@igin andtlalOjustO. Lexically, a focus marker or a feensitive
particle (includingyZy or k—s—p6, ngém, dZ’n andtla) immediately follows

the constituentn focus, andsyntactically, it can appear either at the left
periphery of the sentence before a complement clause or after the object.

Esahie can emcdle focus through twstrategies; prposirg and clefting.

With the fronting or pregosing strategy, weealised that the constituent
being focused is usually fronted to the left periphery of the sentence, the
clauseinitial position, and is immediately followed by the focus marker. To
show that an argument being fronted was actually moved from its canonical
position, an overt copy of the argument in the form of an anaphoric pronoun is
left in its original canonical position.

We also demonstrated that the fronting strategy was not enough to encode
focus, and that it obligatorily has to be complemented byxiadkstrategy
involving immediately following the fronted constituent with the focus marker
VEYE.

The other syntactic strategy for focus discussed was clefting. In Esahie, this
widely acknowledged strategy involves placing a sequence of words within the
structure beginning withtte Oit isO. Clefting in Esahie for the purpose of
signalling focus usually requires an embedding of a simpgjé-focused
sentence onto a matrix clause whose head is a cepize0.

Concerning types of focus, based on fodasnains, | demonstrated that
Esahie has cases of argument, predicate and adjunct Tidwi€sahie focus

marker yZy" may have scope over either a noun (or nominal), adverb (or
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adverbial), and an adjective (or adjectival), constituting the major class of
words in Esahie.

With argument focus, we saw that both subjects and objects can be focused
Both subject and objecargumers cannot be focused 4situ. A subject
argument that is in focus in Esahie must be obligatorily marked byguws fo
particle. A focusd subjectargument, in Esahie, is preposed into the focal
position in the clause, and is immediately followed by the focus marker. This
preposed subject is then recapitulated in the rest of the clause by an anaphoric
pronoun. Similarly, when an argumentthvthe grammatical function of object
is being focused, the argument in question is obligatorily preposed to the left
periphery of the sentence, the clausgal position of the matrix clause, and is
immediately (and obligatorily) followed by the focusarker. With object
arguments, a focussed [+human] argument, in Esahie, is recapitulated in the
default position in the rest of the clause by an anaphoric pronoun, while a gap
is left in the case of-human] arguments. This work has argued that the gap
straegy can be attributed to a Null Object Parameter

Regarding predicate focus, we showed that there are no instances where a
verb is fronted, for the purpose of focus in Esahie, without a change in its form.
The change that is always observed is the adddioa nominalising affix to
the verb, resulting in the verb becoming a nominal. This implies that what is
actually focused is a nominal, and never a verb, because what is eventually
focused is a nominal. In effect, the only instance of predicate fodasainie,
is when dealing with predicative adjectives.

Further, on the focusing of predicative adjectives, we have demonstrated

that you may find the adjective (or its copy) fronted, and being left in the
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default position in the rest of the clause, i.eerafhe copulay" or a gap is left
in the default position.

One notable feature about Esahie, relative to adjective focus, which was
pointed out is that, when predicative adjectives are focused, they do not
undergo any formal change. That is, focusing djectives in Esahie, unlike
focusing of verbs, does not result in the atiyees becoming nominalised.

Regarding focusing of adverbs, the evidence from Esahie corroborate
AmekaOs (2010) generalisation about Kwa, that adverbs and nominals in
adjunct functio, can be placed in the clause initial focus position and
optionally marked for focus. In Esahie (just like Akan), no copy of the
adverb(ial) that is placed in the clause initial focus position in the default
adjunct position referring to such a constituerthe rest of the clause.

It was demonstrated th#te principal focus markeréyé may immediately
follow, and have scope over any of the major word class constituents in an
utterance, with the exception of verbs. The constituent(s) over whigléydre
focus morpheme has scope is usually a fronted oneyébhdocus marker, of
all the forms which can be labelled as focus markers in Esahie, has a distinctive
status in the languag@s has been demonstrated above, it is the only (focus)
marker whichcan perform a range of focus functions including completion,
selection, replacing and to a certain extent, restricting.

The two inclusive markers, in Esahie, identified and discussed, itiefe
andpo.While k—swas described as a simple additiverkea, which indicates
that the utterance to which it is attached has to be interpreted within a similar

context as the immediately preceding utteraqmepn the other hand, was
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analysed as a scalar marker, indicating that constituent to which it isesttisc
ranked agjuite low on a given scale.

Like the focus markeyZy, this additive markekdsé is placed to the
immediate right of the constituent which it modifies and takes scope over.
Interestingly, unlikeyéyé, which can only modify a phrask—s-may either
modify a phrase or a whole clause. The presen&e-@#r an utterance has no
effect on the information value or truth conditions of that particular utterance.
The use ofkdso in an utterance is a signal to the interlocutor to Bedbe
koso-utterance within a parallel context provided by the immediately preceding
discourse.

Koso may be used in encoding a confirmatory, repetitive (or intensive)
interpretation. The major deviation édso playing its usual additive role is
when it is used to express speaker attitude, usually a negative one. The attitude
could be one of contempt, disdain, disapproval, disregard, denigration,
sarcasm, jealousy, or even disgust.

P6 OevenO, which was labelled as a scalar focus mafkectisnally
equivalent to its English glos®o like the English scalar focus markeven
indicates that the constituent in its focus is the least likely of the variables
under consideration which makes that proposition true. One outstanding feature
of po is that the proposition expressed bydautterance contains information
which is contrary to expectation (given some particular background
information), in that it is least expected.

In addition to the entity within the scope @fbeing interpreteé as low on

the likelihood scalep—suggests inclusion of some sort.
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If p—marks a constituent as the most unlikely one to make a given proposition
true, then logically, it is to be expected that such utterances contpiringy
express some amourftsurprise or even shock.

Three exclusive markersjgom, ¥I° and déin were also identified and
discussed, following Amfo (2010). All these markers encode exclusivity of one
kind or another.

The Restrictive focus markefigém Oonly/aloned usually niediately
follows a nominal phrase which falls under its scapkall the values that can
potentially fit into a slot, the speakerOs usggdin suggests that theg—m
marked constituent is the only factual and applicable one, implyingi¢hat
(like yZy) can be useih encoding restricting focus.

Déin was analysed as a Restrictive Emphatic Marker (REM) because of its
primary role of encoding restriction, specificity and emphasis. It was
demonstrated thakin is used in isolating, emphasigi, and attributing certain
properties to an entity. It encodes a high level of restriction to the constituent
over which it has scope. Based on Dik et al.Os (1981) typology, it was shown
thatdZ’ncan be argued to indicate restricting and selectingsfocu

Finally, in Chapter 3, | showed that the multifunctioh&l may be used in
several contexts to communicate a variety of meanings. It could be used to
encode restrictive focus, when it is synonymous Wighr-mit may also be used
to express simulteeity, when used in temporal constructions, it restricts the
activity referred to in the second clause to the time period expressed in the first;
it may be used in utterances which express a continuous state of affairs or

repeated activity. It may finallge used to induce a scalar interpretation.
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While examining the lexicpragmatic coding of topic in Esahie, in Chapter 4,
one topic markeijé, was identified.

Dé can syntactically take scope over a constituent within a clause, as well as
a whole clauseDZ appears to the immediate right of the constituent or clause
over which it has scope and it makes strong, clear, and fairly certain claims
about the new information expressed in the proposition, and these claims are
made with high speaker commitmentaronviction.

Within a given context, whatever property is attributed to the referent of a
dé-marked constituent or clause, cannot be attributed to another (referent). For
a speaker to mark a noun phrase or a claused#jthe must be certain of the
proposition expressed, and committed to the factuality of it. With regards to the
discourse function of topic as proposed by Lambrecht (1924)an be used
for only the backgroundstablishing and topicomment functions. Quite

clearly,dé resembles the Kande (cf. Amfo 2010), in form and function.

5.3 Conclusion

The encoding of IS in Esahie is lexisgntactic, not morphgyntactic, because

in the encoding of IS, nothing morphological happens, it is rather the presence
of a lexical item @, the focus markethe focussensitive particleor the topic
marker) that leads to the contextual interpretation of the utterance.

Esahie has a rich inventory of lexical forms which may be used to signal the
focus or topic of a given utterance. Of &etinformation structure markers in
Esahie, the principal focus markgZy" is unique, because it expresses
completive, selective, replacing and restricting focus functidhe. EsahiedZ

resembles the Akadbe (cf. Amfo 2010), in form and function.
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5.4 Recommendation
In the data, | came across a marker?’, which functions to some extent like

an exclusive marker. Consider the examples below.

(1159 Adwuma he de¢, y-k& fa !-I! ny& pé ye-ko-yie
Work DEM CTM 3PLwill take PL-day two ?? 3Pwill -finish

OAs for this work, we are going to use only two days to finish®

(116 Ye pé yZy me kro &
3SG ?? FOC 1SG love CD

OS/he alone is the one | loved

For the sake of space, however, | couldnOt analyse this marker in this work, so
as to determine its status and role in Esahie. | therefore recommehaubat

studies of IS in Esahie should pay attention to this marker.

i put ?? at the slot wherp!"is supposed to be glosskecause it is yet to be analysed. From
my prelimnaryassessment, howeyg# could be saido mean OonlyO, Ojust asO or Ojust whenO.
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