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ABSTRACT 

This study deals with the function of focus in Oromo. It 

attempts to ShO~1 the different me chanisms in which focus 

functions are realized. Dik (1978) developed the theory of FG 

with the view point of functional nature of a l anguage . It 

is stated in his study that ~agmatic Funct i on is one of 

the three levels of Functional nations. Focus is regarded 

as one of the four 1f.ragmat ic Functions. Focus presents .,hat 

is r el atively the most important or salient informa,tion in ~ 

given setting . Even though Focus is a universal fa~ture of 

any language~ 'he types, the scopes, the functions and 

distribution of Focus vary from language to language. The 
" :"distri):JUtion of fo 

study examines the types, the scopes, the funct:l.Ons .Ailu.,,~ll 

Oromo in the light of Dik (1978) and (1989) . 

The study has three chapter.: In CMpiiar:<One:tpa.; Statement the 

Significance, the Objectives, the Limitations and Methods of the 

study are introduced. In addition, previous related studies in 

Oromo are also included . The theoretical framework of Functional 

Grammar with the aim of introducing the basic concepts of FG in 

gener a l and the treatment of f ocus a~ a pragmatic function in 

particular are described in Chapter T~IO . The Third Chapter 

discusses t he various focus functions in the language . The 

focalizing devices, the types, the scopes and functions of focus 

are raised and discussed. Finally , the study presents the 

summary of the preceding chapters. 
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CHfl.PTEH ONE 

INTRODUC'rION 

1.1 Statemo,lt of . .!hs study 

This study is an attempt to ex nm ine tbo nc.ture of 

focus constituents in Oromo following the theoreticnl 

framework of Dik (1978) . Reference is a lso rande to Dilc 

(1989) Functional Grammar, hereafter FG . It is hoped 

that tho knowledge of the function of focus in Oromo would 

fncilitQte our undcrst c.nding of structuros designat ing 

the most important or saliont information in Oromo 

discour s e . The study presents the informational status 

of focus constituents involved \·!ithin the "lider communictive 

sotting in which thoy occur nlone; with their types nnd 

functions. In General the study conc cnt rnt es on: 

a) the focalizing devices 

b) tho types of focus 

c) the scope of f ocus 

d) the function of focus 

e) the distribution of focus 

1 . 2 Significnnce of the study 

The Oromo l anguage i s spoken widely in Ethiopi a . It 

is a l so g l lC of the three maj or l anguages of the country , In 

t OrE1S of the number of its speakers . Estimation of the 

number of speakers of Oromo in Ethiopia vary to a considerable 

extent . According to M.L. Bender (1976), for oxnmpl e , they 

are estimated at 8 million , while aecording to Boxt or a s 

statod in Stroomer (1987 : 1) they ::lre about 26 mill ion . 
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It is noted that the l o.nguo.ge Ims o:t; least Boven 

r egional dialects' (Stroomer , 1987 : XI) . 

This study may have the fol lowing contributions: 

1 . It may open no \"1 perspectives for the gEmero.l study of 

tho langunge o.nd for the subject matter which relntes 

grammatical structures to meo.nings, languo.ge use nnd 

situational contexts. 

2.. It mo.y help in the propnration of Oromo l anguo.ge manuals 

which presuppose discourse o.nnlysis, error o.nalysis and 

I 

o.nalysis of lenrnors'nollds . 

lj. . It lTIo.y contribute to the otudy of othor 6ushi tic 

lo.nguo.ges or dialects. 

1 . 3 Obje ctivQ .of the study 

Even though it i s believed tho.t considurD:t;ion of 

pragmo.tic featur· is importo.nt in the systematic study of the 

lo.nguo.ge , most of the studies mo.de on Oromo so fo.r have not 

been concerned "lith this aspect of the l anguage . The ma i n 

objective of tbd.s study is 110nco to describe such functional 

aspects . 

1 . 4 Limito.tion o.nd scope of the study 

The present study i s limited in at leo.st two wrys: 

1. It is limitod to types, scopes and f uctions of focus in 

tbe Oromo of Ethiopia. 
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2. it is theoretically limited to the pragmatic approach . 

1.5 Methods of the study 

Since pragmatic functions arc l argely dependent on 

linguistic express ions or verbal interactions botweon 

spoalcors and addressees , most of the natorials used in the 

study are r esults of field work with native speak-ors of the 

l anguage . The recorded utterances a r e anal yzed in light of the 

desired objective . 

In addition to the recording of 'lata , written documents 

such as news-papers and books were examined for the contextual 

Doaning and uses of particlos , words , nnd focus markers . Oromo 

radio pDograms were also monitored in Qrder to observe the 

varia·ci ons in focalizing expr ess ions. In nddition to this, 

my native intuition of the language hO· it been used. Nazareth , 

my 110me town , is the pl ace where the Eastern dial ect , one of 

the seven dial ects shoVID in the map abov i s spoken . It is 

also a tOVID where many Eastern Oromo speaker s such as those 

from the Ars i and Balo people come together for various purposes . 

Tho stUdios of the Oromo l anguage , as Andrzej Zaborski 

.(in Bender et a l, (1976 : 67» stated go back to the 17th 

century , that is , to Hiob Ludolf's study of Oromo. 
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Starting from th(lt tine onwords a number of foreignurs 

such as Gernans , Italians, Americans , Dritishers £lnd French 
~ 

have tried to study' the language and its dial ects. J oi nt 

studies of Or omo \le re a l so made by Ethiopians and for e i gners . 

Particular o.ttention was given by t he dep£lrtIilent of 

Ethiopian languages and liter atur e vTh ich encourages its senior 

students t o describe the vari ous l anguages of Ethi op i a , 

including Oromo . 

Because of t hi s , a number of Ethiopians have done a l ot 

in the descriptive study of the l anguage . 

According to Baye (1986), the stUdi es may be broadly 

classified into threQ types on the b<ts is of their content and 

purpose . l]1hose comprise dictionaries , pedagogi ca).. grammars, 

and descri ptive sketch8s . In addition to thuse ther e a re 

proverbs, folk tales , religious ver ses , and t r anslat i ons of 

the Bible . HOYTever , this review i s limited onl y to work:::; . 

r elat ed to focus . 

A closor exar.1ination of the Oromo of Bor ena was made by 

Andrz ejewski ' s (1959) in ~ly Recent Hesearch into the Galla 

Dial ects . His attent i on WJ.s on the comparison of f our southern 

Oromo di a l ects and their tona l differ ences . 

Lccording to thi s study tone patterns are correil:.at ec1 with 

grammatical for ms , and not with l exical items . He a l so deal s 

with the diffe r ent functions of the ve r bal prefix hJ:E=. . l]1he 

contextual r,18anings of hin- in reference to tone i s <11so 

d i scuss ed rt 
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Tho article IGalla I written by ~1 . L. Bender, Mulugeta 

Bttafa and Llo~'d St ins on (1976) deo.l :::; with the grajilWlr of tho 

Oromo l anguoge in general. i<ccording to thin study the Verb of 

Oromo is compo:::;ed of two rno in forms- the imperfect and the 

perfect. These two forms give emphas i s to [\spect rother than 

to tensG. The derivat-i on oX verbs and tho changes that t ake 

place in the process are pointed out. In the section dealing 

with syntax, nouns, adjectives,pronouns and verbs arc described 

with their synto.ctic properties. The forr.1al ,lOrd order of 

Oror:Jo in a s imple sentence is also shown . According to 

'the study , tho constituent which represents the emphasis comes 

at the initial position of a sentence . The studJ ~lso points 

out that temporals and determiners often precede the subject. 

Even though this study does not use the term "focus " to 

indicate the most i mportant or the salient information , it 

has pointed out one of it s manifestations , that is, word order . 

Gene r;,.~r':;g l .. ,:. Oromo of Hollega (197G) summarizes the studi es 

of the Oromo l anguage . In his introduction , he divides the 

pT0viou3 studies of the Oromo l o.nguo.ge into: 

a) earlier observation 

b) missionary efforts 

c) secular efforts 
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This 8.rticl e deals with the phonology , the morphonol ogy 

and the syntax of the ':.'ollega Or omo. In f e ct, it is one of 

the works th[lt ho.s poi nted out the pr esence of focus markers ; 

in Or omo . According t o this study , focus i s identified by 

such pa rticles as ~, -llee , ~, - oo . and such el ements 

follow Nps , and other part icles foll ow yP§ (predicates) . 

Bec[luse his object ive is just to describe the gene r a l f eatures 

of the language , Gr[lgg did not go into the further discuss i on 

of focus, f ocalizing d~vic es , their typos , [lnd their scope . 

J on[l t 11[1n O\,en I s (1 985) study of the grammar of the Oromo 

of Ila rar describes the phonol ogy , tho morphology anct the 

syntax of this diulect . He po i nts out the presenc e of tone­

High and Low . Ji ccording to his study - n i i s a f ocus ma rk0r ). 

in the Oromo of Harar . However , he does not show other types 

[lnd t he functions of f ocus . 

it paper under the title "The prefix .EJ.-u i~ l'Iol l eg\J. Or omo" 

by John Saeed (1989) i s a r ecent s tudy of the f ocus of this 

language. 

Saeed descr i bes ~-o.s an aff irmative and negative focus 

marker in the verb . He po ints out that there a re affirmative 

focus and quest i on focus . However , he docs not mention types 
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and the scopes of focus murkers and the exi stence of other 

focalizing devices such as pr omi nence , word or der , and 

focalizing particles such as -!!d and -QQ.. 

'fhero a r e differont studies made by Ethi opi ans . Among 

these iG B~e ' s (1988). "Focus in Or omo " i s one of his recent 

works and the only one of its kind by an Eth i opi an . It lS the 

same in object i ve but different in its approach from the 

present study . 

In his study Baye uses the generative mode l of 0 homsky 

(1976 , 1981,1986) and \'iilliams (1977) . He argues that the 

ruleG which D.ssign the f eature focus , opero.te at the l evel 

of LF (Logico.l Har m) . He also clo.ssifies focus into 

presentational , informative and contrastive types , in relation 

to the four ma j or syntactic categories of the lo.ngufi,ge . he 

a l Ga observes that the feo.ture i s -!!d in NPs , hin- i n VPs 

and Do. in PPs . He has o. l so ShO ltffi that focus i s structuro.lly 

expresGod i n the form of cleft construction > Regard i ng the 

<lnalys i s of cleft , he o.ssumes " base genero.ted o.pproach . 

He concludes his work by so.ying tllD.t conGtituents which 

have been identified by syntactic (gro.omatical ) features o.t 

the l evel of Gentence grammar are r ealized with pragmatic 

feo.tures at the l evel of discourse 5rammar . 
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The present study r ecognize G more focus mCtrkers other 

than !E.-, Ilin- and Da, . Unlike tIle previous works this study 

us es the functional frar.levlOrk of Dik ( 1978 and 1989). It 

a l so deal s with tho s copes Ctnd t ypos of focus . 
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Ac cordi ng to Wsq» Tol a , (1981: 12) I the consonant and 

vowel Phonemes of Oromo are the following: 

Tabl e 1 Consonant Phonemes 

Bilabial Lab i o Denal Alveol a r Palatal Vel ar Glotal 

Ejective Vla pI t' kl 

Plosive VIs t k ? 

Pl osi ve Vd b d g 

Impl os i ve D 

Fricative VIs f s 'If s h 

Africate VIs ~c' 

Africate Vd j 

Nas8.ls m n 'fl 

l ater a l s 1 

Flaps r 

Semi Vowels' ; W y 



HIGH 

MIDDLE 

LO\I' 

10 

Vowel Phonemes 

FRONT CENTRAL BACK 

i I 
I 

f u / 
~~----~-------------------+I----~~ 

e 

L a 

L i r 0 ,. 

, . , 

,....,1 

'l'he Phonemic symbols consistently used in this study are 

shown in the phonemic charts above. But the initial phonemes 

of proper nouns are capitalized. Besides , vowel l ength and 

gemination are indicated by doubling the vowel or the consonant 

phoneme. 
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NOTES 

1 . \vhile Bender , M.L , et 0.1. (1976) points out that 

Oromo of Eth i opia has e i ght regional di a l e cts fnamely Mechal 

Tull ema , vlel l o ; Raya , Enst ern , Arsi , Gujji and. Bor ena , 

Stroomer (1987:XI) says that the language has seven r eg i onal 

d i a l ects. He shows t he d ist ribution of those dialects i n 

his map quoted o.t page iii of this study. 



CIL.PI'EH TViO 

Functional Graullar 

Since tl1e tl1eory is bosed on FG the researcher believes 

that a brief theor etical introduction of the framework is 

necessary . Therefore , in this section I shall attenpt to 

introduce the theoretical framework of Dik (1978 and 1989) . 

Dik (1978: v) bel i eves that Functional Gramr,Jar has tbe 

following properties . 

i. wngunge is regarded as an instruf.18nt of social 

interaction . 

ii. It makos a crucial use of throe diff8rent levels: 

the seDantic , the syntactic and the pragmatic l eve ls:. 

iii. It starts with the construction of abstract underlying 

predications on the basis of predicate frames ' 

contained in the lexicon . 

iv. Such underl ying predications are r.Japped on to 

linguistic expressions by means of expression rules 

which specify the form and order in which constituents 

with given functional and co.tegorio.l properties can 

Oll must o.pp8ar . 

v. It avoids the uses of transformations in the s ense 

of structure changing operat i ons . 

Pitl1a (1980 C) : 265) in roviewint; Di k , notod that the goal 

of Funct i onal Grarnoar i s the description of the rules of 

communicat i on . He said that semantics and syntax meroly 
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serve this b::tsic function . Dile is aware of the i Llposs ibility 

of describing pragmatics without semuntics and syntax. His 

proposal for the description of these two dOLla ins , i . e . 

syntax and s emantics, is gove rned by rules of FG , i . e . rules 

of communication . 

In his "Theory of FG" Dik (1989 : 26L!-) states tho.t FG 

is one of the linguistic theori es which treat the l a nguoge 

from the po i nt of view of its communicat ive functions. Thus, 

the theory accounts f or the system of a l a nglE ge \ fr om a 

functiono. l point of vi ew . In this type of gr ar.1ffiar func t i ono.l 

notions of t he different l evels pl o.y essential r ol es. 

Functional lingui st ics2 a s Garvin (1963) a r gues , is 

an approach to the analysis of linguistic structure in which 

emphasis is givon to the communicative functi on of the 

el ements , in addition to their rel ati ons . Kuno (1980 :177), 

d efines functiona l syntax as a sub-area of functionGl l . 

linguistics in which syntactic structures are analysed with 

emphasis on their cOLlmunica tive functions . He a ls o adds that 

functional syntax is in principl independent of various 

current mod el s of gr amLlar SUth as StD.nda rd , Extended 

Sto.ndard and Revised Extended Stan<la:ed theeries of Generative 

Grammar , Re l ational Gr ammar, Case Gramr,lar, Tagmemics and 

so on . 
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Each grammar must have a place or places vlher e various 

functional constructions on the well-forr.ledness of sentences 

or sequences of sentences can be stated , and each theory of 

gr ammar can benefit fr oD util izing a functional perspective 

in the analys is of concrete syntact ic phenomena . Therefor e , 

in theory, according to Kuno (1980 :11 8) there is no conflict 

botween functional syntax and , say , the Revised Extended 

standard theory of Gener ative Gr ammqr. In actuality, however , 

with respect to analyzing a given linguist ic phenomenon , 

disagreenents often arise on whether L\ given linguist ic 

phenomenon shoul d be stated as a syntactic or non-syntactic 

probl61:l. 

2.1 Methodological princ i pl os of FG 

One of the a i ms of FG is to provide the means and 

pri ncipl es by which Functional GraoLlar shoul d confor m to 

standards of adequacy , in part icul a r to descriptive adequacy3 . 

Dik (1979 : 6 ) s ays that FG should be eval uated in t er ms of 

three standards of expl anator y adequac i es . 

1) Pragmat ic adequacy 

2) Psychol ogical adequacy 

3) Typol ogical adequacy 
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2 . 1 . 1 Pragmatic adeguacy:- j.s ElontioneCL above , FG is 

concerned largely with the pragmatic theory of language i n 

verbal interactions . Therefore , it is one of the aims of 

FG to r eveal those properties of linguistic expressions 

which are relevant t o the mOl.nner in which they are uSBd. 

Acc or d ingl y , FG is believed to provide means of 

explicitly relating facts like quostions and their appropriate 

answers to contextual meaning , and i nterpret ations to the 

stated questions . 

2 . 1.2 Psychol ogica l ac1eguacy:- According to the 

functional paradigm , l anguage is an instrument of socia l 

interaction. Since its primary function is communication , 

it requires psyc110log i cal properties to fulfill the desired 

funct i on . In this r egard, Dik (1978 : 8) claims that FG 

stands a fair chance of mor e closely approximating 

psychologica l adequacy than other theories of l anguage do . 

Typologica l adeguacy ;- 1~ theory which is a s s umed 

to work at least for a great numbor of l anguages shoul d be 

regarded as typologicamly adequate , i.e., it shoul d be 

capable of provi d i ng gr amf.1a rs for typologically quite 

different languages I'Thile at the saue time account i ng for 

the sif.1il arit i es and diffe:renoes between these l anguages. 
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2.2 FG and its descriptive devices : ,-,ith respect to the power 

of its c1escriptive device, frOD the very beginning FG proposes 

to narrow down the range of descriptive devices allowed. It 

does not introduce strong descriptive devices to constrain 

their power again. This objective can be achi eved to a greut 

extent in three ways : 

No transformations:- FG does not 0.110\, 

transformational operations in the s ense of structl~e 

changing rules. HO'vever , it does not exclude structure 

sensitive operationslj. as long as they are not structure 

1. A 2. A 

/\ 
B c B c c B 

I 
D 

The rule ~hanging 1 into 2 is a transformation if it is 

structure sensitive in being conditioned to apply, for 

instance, only to those constituents of type C ~,hich are 

dominated by some const ituents of type A. But t he rule 

changing 1 i nto 3 is transformation by virtue of pe=utational 

operation5 applied to the input structure. It is clearly 

seen that there is Po fundamental difference betIVeen these 

two rules. 
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Therefore, FG allows rules of type 1 ... 2 i.e. structure 

sensitive expans i on rules, ana does not allow rules of type 

1 to 3 nor any otheL!' kind of structure changing rules. 

Ho\vever, FG also a llo"ls for the do l etion of variables under 

specified conditions; and this is the only structural change 

o.llowed. 

2.2.2 No filtering devicei:1.:- nethodologico.lly the use of 

filt ering devices gives great fre ed.om in the formulation of 

rules, f or the undosired part of the output can be filtered 

away by applying appropriate constraints. However, FG avoids 

the use of filtering devices . For any types of structures, 

FG "Till o.il,1 at defining construction rules which i r.Jr:Jecliately 

generate t ho to.rget set of well forr.Jed expressions. 

2.2.3 The treati;Jent of l exical iteLlS: - Even o.t the 

deepest l evel, constructions in J!'G are built up from 

predico.tes which occur Us lexical items of the language. 

There is no analysis of l exical i tems in terms of purported 

"language independent" concepts. And there o.re no 

predicates i n the underlying representations6 defined by 

FG for linguistic expressions. 

2.3. Functions and co.tegorial properties of FG:- The rules of 

FG forr.mlo.ted in terns of both functional o.l1d co.tegorial 

properties of constituents. The differences between 

functions o.nd categories are shovm as follows: 
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~) ' the old man ' is a noun 

' the old Elan ' is a subject 

The catogorial statement in ( a ) mc.lces sense as it stands. 

A descriptive predicate like ' being an NP' i s a 011e pl a ce 

pr edicate which tells us something about the intrinsic 

properties of constituents. Categories are non-relational 

notions. 

The functional stater-lent (b) however , does not mal,e 

sense as it stands. This is because a descriptive predicate 

like " being a subject" is not a one place l)redicate . 7 Stich 

a functional statement with a two place predicate tells us 

some thing about the relation betlvoon SODO constit uent and 

the construct i on in which it occurs . Thus , it is neaningful 

to say: Ithe ol d man ' is the subject of ' the old ~an ran 

away'; on the other hand, it doe s not r.Jal,e sense to use a 

categorial expr ession in such 0. two placo statement as 

Ithe ol d man l is an NP in ' The ol d Dan r an aVlay '. 

FroD the above notions , we can generalize that 

c:J.tegorial statements specify the int erna l properiies of 

constituents , whil e functional stateoents specify the 

relational properties of constituents with respect to 

constructions , in which they occur. But both are needed in 

linguistic expressions. 
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2.4 Organizations of FG (Levels of Il.epresent3tions) 

1. Ser.lantic functions: j,gent, Goal, Recipient, etc. 

2. Syntactic functions: Subject and Object 

3. Pragmatic function: Ther,18 a11(l Tail., Topic and Focus 

Since t),e topic of this research is t o study the 

pragr:1O.tic function of focus in general and the focus function 

in particular, it is not necessary to define at this point 

the first two levels of presentations. On the other hund, 

the present study is expected to def ine and state clearly 

what pragEJatic function lJeans. 

2.5 PragElatic functi.2.£§.: - Language is regarllecl in the first 

place as an instrur!18nt by which peopl e can enter into 

cOr:Jmunicative relations with one another. Fror:J this point 

of view language is primarily a pragnatic phenomenon, a. 

syst er'1Sltic instrument used for CODIJUllicative purposes. 

l> ccorchng to the functional vie"l, the structure of a 

language cannot be adequately understood if these pragD<ltic 

purposes are l eft out of consideration. 'rhe concept of 

pragmatic infor~ation shows that the study of syntax and 

senantics should be carried out against trw bacl~ground of 

pragmatic conventi::ms which determine t he use of language 

in verbal interactions. 1.ccording to Dil~ (1980:46), Syntax 

is subservient to senantics ane. semantics is subservient to 
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pragmatics. Pragmat ic i nfor mat i on specifies the informational 

sta tus of constituents within t he wide com:lUnicative s ett ing 

in which they occur. 

The conElUnicative sett ing a ccor ding to Dik: is of course: 

not ob j ectively given for the participants in the process of 

verba l interac t ion. But it is naturnlly included in the 

fram ework of the speaker I s and the Ftddressee I S krlo\-lledge, 

i.e., in their beliefs or a ssumptions to produce or interpr ete 

some linguistic expres s i ons. He shall ca ll this "}!pragI'latic 

informati on". Pragmatic inforElat i on is nlso defined as a 

linguistic function which i n s one way or other crucia lly 

depends on piGces of pragnat i c function. 

It i mplies tllat the pragr.Jat ic function of the constituents 

i n the l anguage express i on has a considerable rol e i n the 

inter action of the speaker and the addressee .Tithin a given 

pragnatic cont:lct. The functional approa ch to a l anguage 

is not a dra,'Tback; rather i t i s a n advantaGe since it will 

help us to achieve pragnatic adequa cy. 

2 .5.1 Components of pragr.Jat ic infornat ion :- pragmatic 

infor r.lat i on ac cording t o Dik (1 978 : 128) consists of three 

main conponents: 

1. The long term i nfor mat i on c oncerning the world and 

the possibl e worl d s i. e . general information which 

woul d include gener a l t ruth. 
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2. In:Lorraation derived froD whet t he part icipant 

perceiv6s or othervlise experien ce s vlithin the 

situation i n which t i1e interaction takes pl ace 

(situational infornation). 

3. Infornution derived from linGuistic expression which 

ha s bean exchanged before any g iven Doment(contextual 

inforlJation). 

In the f1anifestations of prngf.latic inforr.lat i on of the 

speake r and the addressee, nor Dally there appears great 

af.1ount of COE]lJOn or shared infon:14tion. 

There are a lso sonle i nstances in which a verbal 

infoI'lJation is only available to the Speakor. Still there 

are some instances in which a piece of infornation is only 

available to the Adc1_r essee. A linguistic expression may 

also have the effect of making the Addr essee aware of s ome 

piece of information which he did possess , but was not 

thinl{ing about at the g iven Doment . In order to achieve 

the (,-esir od com:Junicativ e effectiveness , it is importo.nt 

f or each participant to ha ve 0. rea son,-'-ble concept about 

the pragrJatic inforDat i on which is shar ed and unshared 

between hiD and the other participant. 

To sur;rmarize , i t is necessary to eX8.nine the follO\,ling 

c orrelational infornat i on which vlould be shared and unsho.red 

during the verbal int~ra ction betvlOen the Speaker and the 

..I.ddressec : -
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a) tIle praCIJatic information shareD. between participants 

b) the p ro.c;matic inforEw.tion not shared between 

P 1 and P 2 as estiLlo.tec. by P 1 

c) the pragDatic inforr.lO.tion shared between P1 and P2 

as estilJated by P2 

d) the pragno.tic i nforr.mt ion not shared between P1 and 

P2 as · estimated by P2 

1issir;nment of pragnatic functi on : - Dik (1989 : 265) 

states that after the assignLlent of syntactic function, 

pro.gDatic function will tal~e place in a similar way. 

According t o his find.ings , f our types of pragmat ic 

functions 8 are distinguished under two sub- sections of 

pragDatics- two clause external and tvlO clause interne.l: 

l " ••• pragmatic inf orua tion was sub-divicl.ed 
in to gener a l situo.tiono.l and contextual 
inforDatiion. It 1;las argued that S or go.nizes 
h is linguistic eJl..'1lress ions in accordance with 
( PA )s, his est imat es of A IS pragDatic 
information at tIle mODent of speaki ng . S IS 

' .. aiD . in::gilmer a l ia:. tp..:-cuuse ll. toceffect aome,_ 
change in PA In order to achieve this, S 
wil l typicaIly ste.rt from SODe piece of 
inforuation that 1. presuDably a lready possesses, 
and then go on to build some inforDation into 
this, which he ti1inks is nelll to .d. and Day thus 
l ead to a Dodifico.tion of PA ." (Dik, 1989:265) 
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The assignr.lOnt of praSIJ&tic f unctions is dopendent 

upon the develoPlJent of the pra[!;matic functions of the 

Speakor and Addr esseo h, t he course of verbal interaction . 

It is therefore , difficult to specify these functions i n 

isolated sentences . On the other ho.nd , once they are assigned 

to these functions , their influence on the forD i n vlhich they 

appear will be reo.lized. It is because of this fact that 

pro.gDatic functions are considered to be funetiOl~ssignable 

to the const i tuents of individual express i ons . However , it is 

sto.ted on page fjla above, the cO!Jplete ossig=ent of individual 

expressions is assessed within SOEle \lic1er cor.1r.1unicative 

back-ground. 

2.6 FOCUS: - Focus is one of the clause internal praglJatic 

fUllctions in any naturol languac;e text . These constituents 

concern the inforDat i onal status of constituents in a given 

cOj~P.iunicati ve setting . Dik (1 989 : 265) forr.1Ulats that : 

"Pragr;ratic infor!Jation P of a person X is 
defined a s general inforfhtion, situational 
infor!Jat i on ond contextual i nformation , 
consisting of the whole body of knowledge , 
beliefs , feelings and pre c onceptions of X 
at the [']oDent of speaking . It Vias argued that 
S organizes his linguistic expr essions i n 
ac cord~nce with (P) ' s , his est i nate of A IS 
pragr.lat ic inforr.rat'1on o.t the Doment of 
speakinB . S ' s a i D is to effect SODe change i n 
P" , and in or der to ach i eve this, Swill 
typicull;;: start t rOD S0pe 'Piece of infor mo.tion 
A presumObly a l ready possesses, and theu 
( goes on to add SODe pie ce of lufor!Jation on 
to this), which he thinks is new to A and !Jay 
thus lead to !Jodification of Pa". 
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A linguistic expression will thus usuQ.lly contain soue 

g iven inforuation and sOr.Je new inforDation , both interpreted 

as beinc Lledi ated through S ' s ostiDate 

that B ' s estima t e is not fully c orre ct 

of p . It may be 
a 

i.e . does not full y 

c orrespond to the actual structure of p . This Llay cause a 
c e rtain hitclles in the cODou,1ication process . But it is 

(Pa) l s r a the r than Pa which determines the way in whi~h 

S pragmatioally organizes his expressions . 

2.6.1 F06US an(1 its opera~:- Focus is thus the 

incretwnt of inforL1o. tion in a sentence which the speo.ker 

signa ls e ither structurally or contextua lly t o the r.lOst 

iuporto.nt infornation . 

The i ncreDent of i nfor uation Day be anythi,lf;!; frO G] a 

specific l exical it en to the entire s entence, or the 

s entential operators . Tbe Speaker indica tes which 

increr.Jent is i !:]portant e ither by using 2. Elarkecl synto.ctic, 

Dorphol ogical or phonol ogical f OrElS . They unaobiguously 

i c1.ent ify t he increoent or the un~.larkec1 f orn i n a specific 

conte)."t in which tbe increrJont is uttc::'ec1. Jl.s it can be 

judgec1 froD the ::tbove state~lent , the L Jportance of this 

incrol.ient is r e lative t o the Sp8c-ker I s understanc1ing of 

the l,ddressee I s prc-gL1atic knolo/ledge of the worl d . 

'rhe speaker believ es tha t the j,clclressee needs this 

inforoatiol! in or der to correct and reaffiro 11i s present 



25 

Dil<:: (1978 :1 /+9 ) has st~ted that it is eas i est t o 

(lecons t r ate the operation of focus o.ss i C;Dr.18nt with Q-wor cl 

questions (wh-quest i ons) and the allS'tlOr t o theTJ ••• " Thus 

the f ollowine; cond itioEs illustrate the ,./D.y in \<lh ich focus 

func t i on works. 

D.) f or a given predication i n iCY ••• P..(X1) .•• the 

Spealcer a SSULles that there is a te=9 d such t ho.t if we 

substituete it f or ;{1 i n the open predication , t he r esulting 

predicationcp' ( t) "Till be true: 

b) the Spealmr does not know the i dentity of cJ 
c) the Speaker assuoe s t11at the ],Qclressee knows the 

<-

ideDt ity of 0 0 

d ) the Spealcer waats t!Je i.ddressee to tell h i D the 
r 

i dent i ty of (,) 0 

Under these a onditions , the Spealcer f or os a predicat ion 

of t i1e f oro ,f (QX1 ) Foc which wi ll be reo.lized as a Q-worc'.. 

Question . :. Q- \vorcl quest i on is t:m s all ope:1 predication i n 

X1 ' in .Thieh the variable X1 is 

oper~tmr Q. Since the i dent ity 

bOU~ by t he quest ion 

of tl is t he only piece of 

i afor oation be l onging to t he c1ifferem:e i n praguat ic 

inforoat i on between Speaker and Addr essoe a s estioated by 

t he Speaker, the quest i on tern (QX1
) will be a ssigned focus 

fun c t i o:1 . 
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it Q-word question tlJUs counts a s 0. r e quest frOD the 

S for Spoo.lwr to t he Ac1c!.rosl;ee to g ive llin E\ true va lue of 

tho questionecl t e r D X10 

e) the acldresseo doe s i ndeed lmoV'l tile true value of 

f or the question8cl tern X1 

f) the i,dc1ressoe i s prepo.roc1 to tell tho speaker the 

identity of cf 
Then the i,c1c1r ossee can for D 0. predication of the f orD CP .. 

( . .£ )Foc vJhich wil l be realizod as o.E answer t o the question 

of th8 speo.ker o 

S i nce f is tile onl y p i e c e of i nfornation be l onging to 

the difference i ll pragnat ic i nfor no.t i on between Spealwr and 

l.ddressee as estinatecl i)y tile i.ddressee , the t e rr.l cf will 

be assi gned focus functiOll . I n general: 

1. I n answers to t be Q- vlOrd question , tll0 c onst ituent 

whi ch receives fo cus function is tho.t e l eDent which 

provide s the r equest ed i cler'.tity of the que stione d 

constituent . 

2 . The r e l evance of tho f ocus function is a l so quite 

clear in case of (pseudo) cleft quest i ons o.nc1 

answers . But this f ollows a d ifferent s t r ategy 

in fOrLmlo.ting its question f r oD Q-wor d quest i on . 
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The Speaker aSSUDes that there lS an X1 such that q 
( X1 ) i s true . 

Under t his condition tl'.e Speol<or constructs a 

description of the assulJec1 ontity X1 of tho f ol lowing forn. 

(c1x . : b (x . ) 
l. , 1 

Be can us e th0 identifico.t i onal prec1icate which is 

e xpressed in English by "b0 " in order to f or D a question 

"lith the f ollovli ng structure . 

This structure is r 0alized as cleft or pseudo-cleft 

stateDent ( Dik (1978 :151). If we apply this gener a l 

approac l1 t o til e descript i on of s one c onc r ete s0ntenc 0s , 

\Ve get: 

1.a) Wl10 at0 the fish? 

b ) J ohn ate t be fish . 

2 . a ) \1ho lS t he one who ate the fish? 

b) \-'ho is it who D.te the fish? 

c) J ohn is the one who at e the f i sh . 

d) It is John who ate the fis h , 

In orde r to describe these s entences we first t ake the 

pr ec1i o\lte for !] of the ve r b eat; : 
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3. eatv (X1 :ouioote (X1 )lg (X2 : food (X2)Go 

then ,Ie forn the follo',1ing tero. 

\~e insert Le i nto the second arguDent slot of 3 "Thich 

gives us aa open prec1ica t i on in X1 : 

5. Eatv (x1 :anioate (x1 » ( l~ :fish(~)Go we ossune 

that subj e ct and object argunents are assigneQ i n 

t he following ways , in accor uo.uce with the English 

rules for these ope r o.t i ons . 

6 . Eotv (x1 :aniiJote (~))AC subj :D'oc (DX2:fish(~)do 

Here the Speaker aSSUDes tliat there exists a 
obj ' 

true value for x1 ~ that the Aclclressee kD.ovTs the 

i de:1t ity of this va lue , aml that the Speaker wishes 

t he Addressee to tell h i Ll tbe ident ity of' this 

value . The Speaker can ticen forn the following 

question predicat i on. 

7. Eatv (Q~: aninate (~))il.g Subj 1~oc(DX2 : fish 

(X2 ))Go 'j'11e above terD is realized as I w110 o.te 
Obj. 

fish? 

Aga i n by inserting l+ into the first argur.1ent position 

we get : 
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(x1 ):eat (X1 ) i. Q b' (dx2 :fisl1 be (c1x1 : a n i nate v .• g uU J v 

(x1 ) eatv (~1)Ag Subj (c1x2) : fish (x2» GO Obj ( Qx 3)Fo c 

and the structure will be real ized by tbe (pseudo) 

cleft question by ;:leans of expression r ul es as : 

a) wbo is the OIle who ate fish? 

b) 1'1,10 is it wl10 ate fish? 

2 . 6 . 2 Po.:caDete r s cleterni n i ng different tyPes of :Ii'ocus : - 'rhe 

clescription of focus in general is given. Eowever , the 

question is how to know which part of the structure i s a 

focused constituent, and how t o know the type s of focus 

constituent and tllOir distributions in des cr i binr.; p. l anguage . 

Botll inforrJationally and synt2ctico.lly , different 

sorts of focus constructions iJay cone about clepenc1ing on 

tJ1e different values tho.t the fo cus function nay take : 

The fo l lowing are the par aneters t !,at will help to 

differentiate tl1e types of fo cus. 

a) S(;'ope of Focus :- The point to be raised here is 

whether t):w fo cus is assigned to the preclj oe.tion as D. whole 

or onl y to sO::Je constituents of the predication . 

b) Enphas is or contil:'D.st : - aCG :Jnli:1g to this parar.leter , 

the focus C':Jl1stituent is tested whether it Dere l y g ives 

eLlphasis to the inportance of a given constituent or 

I-lhet11er it contrasts the infor;la tion of tl1at constituent. 
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c) ~tion to the prafd]atic ir!f..2E~n of the Addres~: ,-. 

This forn of identificat i on c~ et e rLiines tl18 specific c ontribution 

oi' the focus const ituents Wit:l respe ct to fill i ng the gap , 

ex-pandinG t:le g iven idea or r estricting the Dessage of the 

senteno;:) or r oplacing a given pie c e of i nforLlation of the 

,\ddressee 0 

(1) Ne"l or given : - This forn of identification asks the 

question ('1) whether tl1e focus presents inforLlo.tion nOvl to 

the 1.ddr essee or not (2) whethe r focus se l ects 0. salient 

itoLl fron auong 0. given sot of possible inforDation or not . 

e) Exhaustive or not :- This forD of paraDeter ratifies 

whethor tl1e i nfor Do.tion transnitted is exclusively true of 

focus or not . 

206 . 3 Cr oss linquist ic r.li.ll1ifestation of the function of 

fo.Bl§.:~ Accor d i ng to :O ik (1989 :2'18) the f unction of fo cus 

in J;ener al nay be exhibited tllrotiGh one or nare of the 

following focalizing devices. 

i) prosodic proDinence or i :1tonational prO;.l iuence "lhich 

involves extra stress , higher tone or eopho.tic Q,(;:)ent . 

ii) Spec i a l corcstituent or(,er which includes specia l 

pos i t i ons far fo cus constituents in t:le linear order of the 

clause. 
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iii) Special fo cus no.rkinc; po.rt; icles which nark off 

the f ocus constituent frOD the r est of t he clause . 

iv) 3pec i a l f ocus construc t ions "Thich incl udes 

construc tions that i ntrinsica lly defi ne a certa i n distribution 

of focus over t ile structure of the clause , such a s cleft or 

ps eudo cl eft construct ions . 

2 . 6 . 1f Types of f ocus syst en : - Di fferent l o.nguage s have 

diffe r ent types of fo cus systelJ ancl use cliffor ent f or ual 

str a t egi e s for cl ifferentiatins t ileD . 

Accor d i ng to Dil, (198~: 281) l [',nguages r equire a 

sub- division of the focus function to trigger those 

different types of focus . The s cope of fo cus and the 

cOLlDunica tive po i nt of fo cus o.re tlJe !:lain paro.r:10ter s f or 

the subcategorizat i on of f ocus . 

Host d i st inctive f ocus t ypes eccur either Hi th focus 

on the pr edicati on o.s a "':101e , or on sor.le cons t i tuent of 

the predication . These s cope d i f ferenc es will r esult i n 

d. i ff er ent types of f OQ; uS as f ol lows. 

1 . Coupl etive f ocus : We speak of t hi s type of f ocus 

\'I11on the focus infor::mtion is LlOo.nt to fill i n a gap . This 

type of f ocus is observed i n Q- wor l1 questions . 
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1 . a . ,,,fl1a"t d i d Chc.l a buy? 

I n "the ansvrer 

In the answer "tho focus on cow i s which s i gnals "tha"t , 

this par"ticula r i ni'or iJa"tion i s Llean"t "t o fill "the gap in 

"the above con"t extua l s i"tuD."t ion . By vir"tue of "t J:: is fa ct, 

s en"t ono3 (1 ':» i nvolves cOIJpl et i on . 

2 , Hepla cir:l1L!ocus :- I n "this case "the Speaker (S) 

pr esuDes "that the Addressee (~ ) possesse s SODe incorrect 

inforLlat i oll X which i s to be r epl ::tcocl by t l}e correct piece 

of i nfor Dation . 

2 . A, J ohn bought coffe e . 

S , 0. ) No , he (HcJ.n It buy coffee , be bouC;ht rice . 

b) No , he i)ought RICE not COFFEE . 

c) No , he (l i d:1 ' t buy COli'FEE . 

d ) No , he bought RI CE 0 

Thi s type of f ocus i nvo l ve s "tlVO d istinc"t steps : 

r e jecting the inoorrect i nforf.1Q.t i on (coff eo ) , anc1 

pr esenting tlle oorre ct inforiJation (Hice ) . 

3. Expanding f oous In t his type of fo cus , S presunes 

that ,1 posses s e s 0. correct p i e ce of i:lforraat i on X1 1 ~ut t hat 

X is not l) oDpl et e . S knows t hat t here is at l east a pi e ce of 

i nfor::Jation Y vlhich is a l so ol c, to il. 



33 

3 • . ~. John bouGht coffee . 

s . a ) J ohn not only bour:;ht coffee , he a l so 

bought RICE 

b) Yes , but he a l so bought Rice . 

4. Restricti;:lg fo o".ls : This is tl1e type of f ocus i n 

which an ant e cedently g i ven or pr esupposeo_ set i s r estricted 

to one or E10re cor ro ct values . 

le . John bought a offee and rice 

S : a ) No , he (:'idn 1 t buy LtIC:;:;; , he only bought COFFE:;:;; 

b ) No , Be onl y boug~t COFPEE . 

Hestr i ctint:; foa-.ls corrects the presupposecl i nfornat i on 

of I, . In this case , one of the va l ues of X is explicitly 

or i oplicitly r ejected as inc orre ct . 

5 . Se l ectinPj fo nu s : T;1 i s typo of fo cus i s :.larko(~ ",hen 

f ocus se l ect s an i ten f r OD a set of poss i b l e va lues , 

5.S : Di cl. J oh1:. buy coffee or r ico! 

1. : He bought cof f ee . 

Sel e c t i ve fo cus i nvolves contr ast between the 

i nfor nation c hosen a;ld t he inf or nat i on reje ctecl . 
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The answer ' He bouCht COFJiEE not RICE ' shows that 

the r e is r e ject i on of RICE in selecting CO}l'PE~ ~ . 

6 . Par a llel focus: _ 1tlhen t wo :rioces of inforDation 

are contrasted. "lith one linGuistic expression , we speak 

of "paralle :+. focus" . 

6 . JOHN bought a Ellill , but PETER ~ Cf,R . 

I n such ca s es , the capitalized iteDs have focus 

function. 

He a re now i n a pos i tion t o ho.ve a better undorsto.nd ing 

of functional GraOiJar i:l. General ;:-,nd Focus f unctions in 

po.rticular . In the cours e of discussinG the question of f ocus 

focus , we have s hown that f ocus is relevo.nt to the grar:mar 

of 0.11 l anGuae;es . Eac h l an[';uo.ge uay s ho"l d i ffe rent 

foca lilil'ing devic e s a nd d ifferent scopes of focus . I n what 

f ollows we shall exauine hOv-T focus constituents appear in 

difforent construct i on of OroDO i n the light of Dik (1978) 

anel (1989) . 
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1. Predicate franes o.re not o:msidered as isolo.ted e l eoents , 

to be inserted into independently generatell s tructure of 

S08e kind , they are thenselves considered as structures 

called predicate fro.oes . 

2 . Functional Linguistios is an approach to anal ysis of 

linguistic structure in which enpho.sis is plo.ced on the 

COL1Llunicative func tion of the e l e',lent . In addition to 

their structure,lt r olatioihs ( Gartin, 1963) . li'unctional 

syntax is a s ub .a:iJeB:.of functiibnlll liRguistics in which 

synto.ctic structures are analyzed vii th the enphasis on 

their cOf.lLlunica tive function . 

3 . Descript ive o.de quo.cy is the capabil ity of such a graoDar 

to specif:r all linguistic eX].)ressions of a part icula r 

lo.nguage . 

l~. Structure sensitive are operation which uo not effect 

chanGes in pre- esto.blisheu struotures through deletion , 

substitution , o.Ull porno.tation of o:mstituents . Structure 

sensitive Operations howevGr don not a l lovl cbanges in p 

pre- established structures. 

5. Per outat i on is one of str uotura,l c ho.ngi ng oper ation . 

6. UncLerl ying r epr esentation- the degr Ge of o.bst ructress 

of FG is constrained lies in the treo.tnent of l exical 

iteLls- I' ll \)o.sic content ive l exenes of a lo.nguo.ge are 

o:mtained in the lexio :m in t he fl7I'8 in which they O;\n 

a ctually o.ppear in the expressions of the Object l anguaGe . 

7. It is the property of t ile preclic£'.te in re l ation to ent i t i es 
or terns . 

8 . There are two external and two internal t o tlle predication 

proper. The y are Thene, Tail, 'l'opic and Focus r espectively. 

9. 'Ehey are expressions which can be used to refer to 

entities in sone worl el . 



FOCUS S'.:"sT:~M IN OnmlO 

3.1 Focnl izinf) devices : Depending on the ir typoloe;icnl 

variations , l anGuagos show difforent fo r ns of foco.lizine; 

devices to nark tlle pragm).tic function of focus in dif:(oront 

sentential structures . i1ccor di ng to Di k (1981 : 42) the 

fol lowins s orts a r e considered ns tlle ;Jnjor devices for 

s i gnalling focus in ~ctual fo r ns of linguistic expressions. 

1. I ntomtti onal proninence : stress , hi e;h tone , 

olJphat ic accent . 

2 . Special focus nar ker s : Par t icles ",hich Dark off 

t]}e f ocus constitue!lts fran the rest of a clnuso . 

3. Spocinl constituont orcLers : Specia l positions 

for focus constituents in the lineo.r order of the 

clause . 

4. Specia l fo cus constructions which i ntrins ica lly 

define a certain d i stri bution of f ocus over t he 

s tructure of a clause , such as cl eft i n pseudo-cleft 

constructions . 

OrOLlo uses 0.11 of the above f our types of fo ca l i zing 

c_evices in d i ffe r ent sUbforos as \Jill be dis cus so~l . In 

SODO cases , tl1eso :Lor '.1a l !Joans of f oco.lizing devices 

inter act and in other cases tl,ey are rmtually exclusive . 
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Pr osodic prolJinence : One of the !ilanifesi:3ations of 

focus in @roDo is prosodic ( intonational) proDinence 

whic1l, is associatGd with foca lized constituents of 
. . 

sontences . '1'l1e focl1. lizine; eleoents a re attacllecl 

to other oonstituents on \ofhich spe cia l intonation 

is pla ced. The focaliz ed constituents a re presented 

as beinG i n contrast with other p ieces of i nforDat i on 

expl icitly ElOnt ioned in given context. 

Di k (1989 )63) states that as far ns expressions 

are connernecl , tile prosodic CO;1tours (accent and 

intonation) have to I)e sensitive to the follo1.-1inc; 

"lain fentures of the underlying cla use structure. 

1. l exically d istinctive tone differences 

2 . .l exically clistinctive a ccent difforences 

3. possibl e oodificati ons i n t one and a ccent 

affected by inflect i ona l structures. 

4. tl;ep't'aguatic f unctions 8.ssiGnecl to the 

oohstituonts . 

5. the . illocutionary operations , to the extent 

:i that t hese are expressed in pr osoclic c ontours. 

'I 
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The nbove nain features appear to contri bute to -t he 

final prosodic contours of linguistic expressions in 

general. 

Since tlje essentia l aspects of l i nguistic expressions 

a r e us i nG the S8.E10 prinary nec1i ULl of expr ession , i . e ., 

d iffe r ence i n p itch ( tone l evel ) wi th wll icl1 the lingu i s tic 

GXIJression is pronounced , the study of prosody i s conplicated . 

Even t 110u3h pitC!l is a s e condary feature , its contri buti on 

to the prosodi c oentour i s considerabl e . 

In Oror.Jo prosodic f eatures are assunec1 as one of 

the focal i zing c1ElvicGS of l inguist ic expr esG i ons . 

In wha.t follo.1S , such focalizing prosodic clevices 

wil l be exau i nec1 . 

( 1) a . c 1 aal a -n - rl.a~t _ -e . 

c I nOIJ eat - 3L1s( pf) 

10hal a ate l 

b . c 1aal a - n bucJ.c1eena _~aat - 8. 

c l - nOD breacl .... ec.t - 3I1S(pf) 

10hal[1 ate breacJ. 1 

Both sentences fo l low an SOV pattern . Since OroDo 

is an SOY l a.nguage , this pator n , 0.8 it is , doos not slJOw 
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any focused constituents . Hence , in a sentence like (10.) , 

\'ll1e r e only subject and verb are g iven , a IWh I question such 

as the f ollolii ng !Jay be forr.Jec1 . 

(2) c laal a - n l.ml ~ na<;l t - e? 

c l 

I wllat cl id Chalet cat? I 

Sentonces s u ch "-s (1b) a r e cons i der ed to be the corre ct 

a nswers for ( 2) : Here the difference is t hat the iJ,nswer 

to D. I"lh I question shows c. focused c onstituent . The focus 

is 1:1i.lrlced on tile c onstituent by stress . Thus the structure 

Si10VlS the f ol lowing prosodic pron i nenc e . 

c taal n n " - . ' buddeel1a naat - e . 

c t - no,l trencl eat 

According to tlle principle of FG2 , (3) would get t he 

following repre s ent at i on . 

past eat v (d1xi 

(ilx
j 

Cl1al a (x» i i,e; Subj Top 

buddeena ( Xj» Go Obj Foc 

'1' he functiona l infor ;:Jati on contained in this structure 

tells us that 16hala t is the Ar;ent , the Sub j e ct a nd the 

Topic I and :)uddeena Ibr ead I isthe GOD. l and tile Focus of t he 

c onstruc t i on . prosodic focus , i . e ., stress is assigned to 

tile Goal buddeena in (3) , becc-cuse t ],a'c constituent t uc1deenll 
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"contains the crucial infor:.lation r equestecl in (2). 

Dil, (1979: 1LJ-9 ) a r gues ttlat constituents I"lith focus 

func tions present ir..f or rJati on benring upon the difference 

in pragnatic inforuc.tion fJetween the speo"kor an(l the 

aclclressee , as estir.1ated by t11e spoo.ker . 

The difference in raisinG terLiinal in (3) shows the 

difference i n neaninG, fron (1b). The cliffe rence of souncts 

and lJeanings be cause of t t",e observed stress in the given 0 " 

utterance sholVs the seuantic diffe rence vlhen it is conpalec. 

\<Jith t11e nornal (neutral) foro of linr;uistic expression 

as in ( 1b) . 

'I~he following is another exarlple sho\;ing that constituents 

on vlhich stress falls are focused. 

(4) kop 'ee "n lilin p ", 'FPC'S} , ..:...Jl1. J . . L'.I),.J 1. .. 

shoes - nO];1 this ex c e l lent . 

IThese shoes are excell ent .' 

'r he prosodic contour of (i.!.) is -

on B.£;'Y1~ESSA 

, 
I 

1 excel l ent , 

shOvlin£; tha.t the stress fal l s 

'tlhen the Speaker is surprised . 

This personal feeling towards the ' shoes ' is reflected 

by t he c h&nbe in the stress pat t orn on the word BAYEESS/i ~ 

In the pragnatie s of line;uistic express i ons , this change 

in stress siGnals the presence of SO[1e sort of particular 
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attention Given to it in contrast to the other constituents. 

This assuuption o:tn iJe verified \)y forDulo,tinf5 a 

wh-question such as (5a). 

kun akko,r:J 

shoes - nOLl this !lO',v is 

'How are these shoes?, (it is asked to elicit 

the addressee(s answer , iopra-ss-ion 

The following []e-y be a richt response to the tiE-question 

such as (5) 

Usually tile icddressee cloes not repeat wh?t the 

speaker hD.s alr8ady said: he sinply supplies the desired 

answer (the focuse,} constituent), i . e. , infornation 

which is new and irJportant for the Speaker . 

In replyinG to (5), (1.) certainl y aclds the prosodic 

feature wi1ich expresses his personal f8eling uS shown 

in (6) nbove . 

'1'he other prosoc~.ic foature wbich also shows focus 

in this languCl.ge is ' pause ' as eX0nplified in (7) and 

(8) belovl . 
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(7) [) : farda fJOO- harre , (le11a keessa - tt i ko.n ::.;al-e 

horse or donkey c onpounce in tha t ent er -:-3Ds(pf) 

It is :~t l1e ) horse- or (t;1e) donkey tlwt entered in the . 

c Ol:1pound ' 

1~ : i. harree Da De1laa lwssa-tti lean e;a1-e . 

donkey is COLlpounrl In - p t hat enter 3L1s(pf ) 

' It is 0. dor:k ey that entered the conpounc1 ' 

f a r da r.lit . 

don key horse not . 

'( i t is) a (londoy not a borse ' 

OR 

H : iii. FLHRF.E (stress) 

' (a) donkey ' 

(7 i-iii) sho\'l the sar,le DeaninG, but the Llanner of focus 

ass i gnrJent is different . In (ii) the pr osen c e of a 

pause a ft er harree ' donkey' assiGns focus , a nd in (iii) 

the presence of a stress on H;'.illmE donkey focalize it. 

(8) s · c 1aa1a -n k , aV/we b it- - TIl 0 hin- bin n-o? 

c ' - nOLl gun buy-3ns ( pf) ot: foc - buy- nee; 

' Dic~ Cl1ala buy a cun or not? 
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OH 

c ' ao.la - n k ' awwe hin - bit - n - e? 

c ' - non gun f oc buy neg -3ns(pf) 

' Didn ' t Chala iJuy a gun?' 

/ 
A: i. bit - e . 

buy - 3E1S(pf) 

, (he ) bouti;i1t t 

(8Ai) is a correct a nswe r to ( 8 ). The pr edicate 
is focused by a h i t;h pitCh stress . It Deans that 
' Chala has a lr8ac1y bour;ht a Gun. T,le question in (8) 
is wh ettler Chal a has bought a Gun or not o 

In all t:1e above sentences prosod ic Fl1 such as - . s 
struss , and pause are shown 

'l'llese FI·l focalize NP 1 VP ""dj , anet PP • S B S S 

Hegarding the sc ope of focus, pr osodic contour FMs 
a r e shown t o focalize only the constituent t o which they 
are assiGneu , ttla t is , t he entir e s entence cf,nnot be 
f ocused by a singl e prosod ic FM. 

'l'here a r e d iffe r ent ways in which a p i e ce of 

inforLlat i on Day be iDportant or salient . This is based 
on the paraneters dete r nining d iffe r ent types a nd 

functions of focus . 



The types of f ocus that a r e cl1J. r acterized by 

pr osodic contour include a s sertion , counter assertion 

and exhaust i ve listing . These are dist i nt;uisheu in 

terL~s of differences in cormunicative effects • 

'lio r d Ordering; : 

Dik (1978:174) cl a i Lls that the basic i deas of 

constituent or de r a r e the r esults of three l;][l.in forces 

which counteract with each ot he r 3 • One of these three 

forc es is the preference for assigning ce r tain spe cific 

positions (in pa r ticul ar , t he initia l pos i t i on in a 

clause ) t o ce rta in constituents havin6 topic and f ocus 

functions 0 'l'his pr ef erence o.c corcling to hi rJ is ac counted 

for fo.ctional patterns. 

This gene r a l principle i Dplies t hat focused 

c onstituents Day;.be plaa.ecl iii. poe±tion8 (; othe.r,tha:h:;'~~ 

in their linear s ynta ctic positions f or pr agnatic 

reo.sons . 

Thos e types of foc us and others o. r e descri bed i n sub 

s ection ( 3. 2) of th i s paper on pase • 

The s e o.re described on sub section (3 . 4) on paga • 



One such case in Or omo is word order vo.riat i ons , 
the purpose of which in syntagliiD.tic struct ure is t o 
exploit certain sentent i al positions wl1ic~1 have been 
o.ss i gned specific functiono.l vo.Iues in the linguistic 
expression . 

i:Jentences such a s (9) will be llresented 

(9) i . c 'nal a - n budd.eenc. no..Ctt - e 

c ' - nor:1 breaCt.. 

' Chal a a t e br ead ' 

i i . buddeena c ' aal a - n no.at -e 

c ' - nor,1 eo.t - 3r.1s ( pf) 

'Chal a ate bread ' 

I'lost discussions of constituent or cler explic i tly 
or ircplicitly re l y on the distinction between the 
neutral or uru.w.rkec1 or der and tte non- neutral or filarked 
word or der of const i tuents . 

Since Or ono is an SOV lancuage , any word. or rle r 
otl.er t11an this patte rn is the liiarkorl one . In~9ii) 
budtlee no. ' bre8c1 ' is outside t he SOV p8ttern , r epr esenting 
the new information i . e ., "i/bat c ' a l a ate '. Sin ce 
buddeena ' bread ' in (9ii) is not part of the predication , 
it cannot be considered as an ent ity C\bout which inforDat i on 



46 

i s provi ded in the discourse as a Topic . The onl y 

pragDatic f unct i on thot shoul d be ass i~ned to buddeena 

' bread ' is focus . The foll01l] i nc; is d i fferent froD ( 9 i i ) 

(10) buddeeno. naat - e c ' aal a - n 

br ead eat - 3DS( pf) c ' -nom 

(Lit ) ' Ate br eo.d - Chal a ' 
, I 
Chal a ate brea(~ . 

The above sentence (10) unlike ( 9ii) has a t opica l ized 

' NP ' Chal a . In Or OLio a ny c onst ituent other than the ob j ect 

i r;mediately fo l lowi ng the subject is focal ized . 

( 11) tulluu- n ka l eessa ha r kka dac.ba Dah - e . 

t - nOD yester day hand deba hi t -31~S(pf ) 

' Tullu hi t Daba ' s hand ' 

The above sentenc e has an SOV pattern wi th a t erapora l 

const i t uent ,.hich t he Speaker i s o.s sumed to emphas ize 

f ocus . Here in (11) the t emporo.l ka l essa is f ocalized . 

(12) tulluu - n saggar deeD - e 

- nom AQdis bO -3DS(pf) 

' Tul l u went to Addi s AbClba ' 

In (12) ~ghar ' Add i s Ababa ' i s focused . The fact 

that Sar;v,ar the pl ace where ~'ulu went to appears inmedi ately 

aft er the topic, Tul lu , shows that the NP saggar i s f ocused . 
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In such an expression the Spe8ker is assur.led to 

eDpho.size the place where 'l'ullu \ient o.ncl the Addressee 

is expected to conprehend that this i s so. 

However , dependine; on t::0 cont 0xt , focus nay be 

assie;nec1 to an entire s0ntence , to 0. predicate , or to 

an NP. 

For example (1) (lon be a correct answer to either 

(13.i) or (13 .ii). 

(13) i. c ' aal a -n mal 90d - e? 

c ' -nom what do - 3DS(pf) 

' what d i d ChaIn do?' 

ii. eTInu -t no.at - e 

who eat - 3L1s(pf) 

r • ... Iho eat? t 

3 . 1 . 3 Special Fo cus Markers : 

(14) tuffa - n ro.?e k ' aal - e 

t ' - non goat kill - 3ms(pf ) 

' Tufa killed (a) goat .' 

}3i nce the sentence fol l ows the SOV pattern , the 

Addr esse cannot differentiate which constituent of (14) 

is focused. ~ccording to Watters (1979 : 77) such 

structur0s are neutral or (unnarkec';. 
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( 15) tuuffn - D. ra?e hin k ' nal - e 

t' -nOD ~oat li'l~ ahll -3r.Js ( pf ) 

'Tufa killed the Goat ' • 

(15) is different from (14). Eore 'C!18 presence of t he 

prefix llin- focalizes the verb k'pnl ' kill ' . This tir.J6 

the Speaker is assuf.lecl to assert (confirl~) that Tufn 11as 

really kill eel the Goat. The enphasis is on whether or r.ot 

Tufa has killed a sheep . 

In (15) the scope of focus in tl18 predicat i on . Since 

the sentence is De8.nt to confirLl that the action hns taken 

pl a ce, the type of focus is Assertivo . The comrmnioCtt ive 

point of this type of focus is that the action of killing 

a goat has infnct been cO!:Jpletcc1 , i.e., and this is shown 

by completive focus. 

ii.cccrclinb to Andrze jewski (1959) and Baye (1988) , 

h in in Oromo has (3ot two funct""i ons . 

In synta ctic structure hig- forDs a discont inuous 

lJorepl1eme with the suffic ::!!: to show llegat i on , wherens in 

pr aGmatic it serve s as a presentation&l focus mar kor . The 

pr esent study hO\,Jever fo l lows the FG approa ch that hi n is 

an assertiv e focus marker , as it is shown in (15) which 

would be a possib l e answer to the (wh) quest i on about 

whnt 'Eufa has done . 
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(1G) tuffa - n mal goD - e? 

t - nom what do -3ns(pf) 

Howevor , if we question t he subject as in (17) : 

(17) enDu -t- ra? e k ' aal - e 

who coat kill - 3L1S(pf) 

" '1110 killed (a) goat? ' 

(18) vlill be the correct answe . 

(18) tuf fo. - tu r a?e k ' aal - e 

t -non Fl1 goat ~ill - 3IlS( pf) 

'It lS ~ufa that killed a Goat' 

In (18) , the FH - tu is used to foc81iz8 the subject 

j\)p . The type of focus is assert i ve . The function of this 

FIJI is cor.lpletion . This type of fo cus has the function 

of r estri ct ill;:; the gap . The FM - tu in (1 8) above also 

fills the gap that it is Tufa and no body else who killed 

a goat. According to Baye (1 988) , t11is Fl-l is se l ected to 

show a contractive functi on. 

Orono shows other pr ed icate FM as i n the following 

e xampl es : 
(19) i. kitaaba - n buuppa bit - e . 

k - noQ egg 

' Kitaba bought an egg ' 



50 

ii. kitao.ba - n buuMa bit - e - ra 

k - nom egG buy -3us 

' KitabCt bought an e[,;[,; ' 

In (19 i) there is no focusecl c onstituent . But in 

(19ii) the presence of ~ folloHinG t11e VP focalizes it . 

'l'he type of focus is ass8rtive Clnc1 the function of ~ is 

to show the cOlJpl e tion of the thing c xpr essec1 by t he v e r b . 

The sc ope of the f ocus ~s lir;] ited to the ve r b . 

There is anotj18r F1'l ",hich bas the same scope , anc1 

which functions like hin-

(20) ~. tuffa- n ra? e bin - ]w.al-e - bCtr. 

t - nom goat FM 

'Tufa killec1 a goat' 

ii . tuufa - n ra?e iwal - e-ra bar 

t - nOEl coat kill 3ms(pf ) FIVJ ii'11 

' Tufa killec1 0. boat ' 

iii . t ,.1ufa - n ra?e bin - kao.l - e _ra 

t - nom goat lri~1 kill - 3ns(pf) l!'H 

' Tufa. killed a DOat' 

In iJoth (20)i-ii) the pr esence of - bo. r with hin- or 

- r a S1:10"18 t llat the two Fr'1s are not i n compler.18ntary 

cListribution. 
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From (20 iii) above we have s een that the a s s i grment 

of t1;IO FNs sir;1Ul taneously to 6ithe r the HI' or the VP 

vlould l ea(l. t o unGr Oom]at i cal;lty. This 118.;)' [lean tho. t ::llli£. 

i s an FH IvlJ i ch focalizes tho ontire sentence . In 20( i-ii~ 

the entire sentence is f oca lized . The function of ::.!?.S:E. 

is to O:10W t hat the o.ction is infa ct c OJ~lplete<l by somebocly. 

noth~- and -ra o. re EN of' t l~e v or b in a s entence . 

But the il iffe rence is t but the pr efix i2lE.- comes prior to 

the VP , wher eus -ra CODes ~t _· the eIll:' . ,[Ib is is shovll1 in (21) 

(21 ) i. 

ii . 

i ii . 

tuufOo -n ra? e h in _k ' o.al - e 

t- - nor) Goat Ff1 kill - 3ms(pf) 

ITufa killed a 

tuufa -n ru?e 

t - nom goat 

gout ' 

kOoal 

kill 

- e 
- 3DS 

' Tufa hOos killed a r; oat 1 

tuufo. - n ... . -r a?e hiD _!caal e 

t -nOD Goat Fl1 k ill 

' Tufa killed a goat ' 

- ra e 

- 3E1s ( pf)-FM 

Unlike (i) and (ii) , (iii) is ul1(,;rumat ico.l. This 

une;rammaticality appears be cause of two Fi'JS for the same 

Vp const ituent. The unOo ccept aoility of tlw sentenc e 

shows that the VP Fi~s ~- o.nu - E£ co.nnot occur a t t he 

sawe tiDe . It r.1s ans they 8.ro i n cODpl enentary 

d istribution. Once the Jm h i n - is used ther e is no 

need for - E£. 
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f.notl1e r FM which fo c a lizes ttle Object NP is -~ as 

it is sl1o\'ffi be l ow . 

( 22) i . c ' ac.ltu - n aannan j aal a -ti 

c ' - nom mill':: l ike - 3fs( pf) 

'Chaltu likes milk ' 

ii . c l D.8.1tu _n nann.an - uma jaala - ti· 

c ' - nom milk like - 3fs( pf) 

' Chaltu likes milr (not tea or coffee) 

~ focalizes the pre c ed i l1f, :NP aannan ' milk '. 

Ttle type of focus is counter- ::lSGortive . Anll its 

scope i s t he object NP • 

( 23 ) . *", t 
l . C wll u - UIJD. ::1(1 nn8.n j aal a - ti e 

c ' - nom Dilk liko - 3fs(pf) 

' Chaltu lil~es milk ' 

ii .l''fc ' aal tu - tu annaan _uma jalla t - t i 

c ' nom- Fr·j Jilille Fr,) like - 3}'S (PF) 

' Chaltu likes Di lle I 

iii -?fc" aal tu - n Gnnan -una h i n j aal (J. - ti 

c ' - nom milk Fl'1 FN like - 3fs(pf) 

'Chaltu likes nilk ' 

(23) shaHS t hat -~ which is an object F~1 is in 

cOLlpliLlentary d i stribut i on with other Fl·ls in a sent e nce . 
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(23 ) shows that - ULl unlike ;:-tu is not a subject 

FM . It is rather an Object FrI . 'l'he function of -}:~ 

is to show selection. It coutro.sts aannan ' milk ' with 

sone other unknown ent ity . V:hictl is , of course , new 

informat i on to tbe Aclclressee . 

Another FI'i i s tile e l ement -011 . This Frl is believed 

to f oca lize subject NPs • 

( 2'1-) i . muc ' ac. -n Duf -e? 

boy -nom cOlne -:o3E1S (pf) 

'Did the boy come? ' 

ii . r.1UC laan oh Duf - e? 

i)Oy - Hom FH cODe - 3ms(pf) 

' Did. tl1e boy come? ' 

The presenc e of -2.£ followine; the subject HP shows 

that tile NP is focaliz ed. . The scope i s the NP muc ' aa 

' boy ' 

f 25) * muc ' o.a -n Duf _e 011? 

boy -nom come - 3ms(pf):B'11 

' Di d the boy cone ? ' 

(25) is uno.cceptable be cause - oh cFinnot occur with 

a verb . Hence , \;18 con clude t lJo.t - 011 is a subje ct NP 

FM. It is un und i ffe r entiatedLj· focus milrker . It may be 

co.te,,:orizec1 umler the illocutionary opero.t i on . 
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-' However the functio n of this F~l is to e;et the 

correct inforDation, hence it requests an a sserted question . 

3 . 1 . 4 Special focus constructions : In OroDo categories 

such as PP ' s and AP ' s are observed to be subject to focus 

assignment. Til-ye (1988) has stated that Do. can be 

incorporo.ted into PP ' s ul ee- n ' with a stick ' and kawwee- n 

' Idth a gun ' when these categories are fo cused . 

(26 ) c'o.o.la - n makiina -Do. - 11 Duf -e 

c ' - nom car :B'ffJ - with come - 3ms(pf) 

' It . C ' 
~s by car that h8.1o. caDe 

Here in (26) Do. in the a PP ' s makiina - n - Qy a car 

shoHs that these categories are focusod. rChe type of 

focus indicated is o.ssertive . Tho scope is the pP . The 

function is completive . 

In Oromo , as in other lo.nguae;es , \JH_ questions 

(Q- Ivord quest i ons) uni versally conta in constituents that 

mark sOLIe infor mation gap . Since 8. Q- word signal s such 

a gap , it i s considered a focal element . By us i ng a 

Q- worc1 as ' 8 ' signals what , where , when anc1 hOH a thi ng 

is <lone . 
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(27) c ' aola - n min goD -e? 

c' - nClm whatdo - 3raf( pf ) 

' Vlhat did Chal a do? ' 

The Speaker signals : 

i. that he presul'les Chala did soraething . 

ii . that he does not know what China d i d . 

iii. that he presumes that the auclressee kn01.-lS 

vThat Chala did . 

iv. that he \"Iishe s the a(ldressee to tell him 

whot Chal a did . 

'jlhe question can thus be compared to an "open forra " 

of tho following kind : 

(28) c ' aal a - n k ' oop ' e bit - e . 

c ' - nom shoes buy - 3ms(pf) 

' Chal a bought s11oes" 
, 

Consider a l so the following : 

(29) c ' aal~ - n e cce. deem - 8? 

c' - nap.) where f, O - 3ms(pf) 

l \.)here d i d Chala go? ' 
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The Speaker i n (30) aSSUDOS that 

i . Chala bas gone somewhere . 

ii. he does not know where ho has gone . 

iii . the addressee knows where C11ala has gone . 

i v . he wishes the addressee to tell hiD 

where he has gone . 

1 Fence (29) can be compared to an open form of 

answer such as : 

(30) c ' aala - n sag car dee~ - 8 

c' - nolil Addis go 

'Chal o. went to Addis ' 

Thus , Q-"lOX'd questions he lp to fine. out ,,,hat is 

' new ' or i lilportant to a Speaker . 

(31) l. is ii:-n c rist - u enuu? 

she - nom sleop who 

' who i s she (that) sleep? ' 

In ( 31) t11e ltlOman that is s l eeping is unknovm. It 

is new for the Speake r . The question r equests this new 

information (tlle so.l i ent) . This time the no.me(the 

personality of the wODan) is needed to be f ocused . 
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Cross- l i nguistically speaking , special focus 

constructions are ono of four uevices used to denote 

s e.lience. 'l' hey are exemplified as follows . 

(32) i . c ' aaltllu- n Duuzii - fuDa - tt- e . 

c ' - nom banana take - 3fs (pf ) 

'Chal tu took (the) bananp. ' 

i i . c 'aaltu Da f.1Uuzi kan fuDa - tt -e . 

c ' be banana tl1at take - 3fs(pf) 
. .. '- is Chaltu that took the banana . -" 

( 32 i) follows a linear word orci.er . There is no Fl"l . 

Ho.,over in (;;2 ii) due to the presenoe of a cleft. 

construction we get a focalize(\ constituent. Here , 

~o.al.t.~ is fo cussed . As \·!o.t-cors (1979) and Baye 

(1988) stat oc~ Buch constructions shovl focus . 

The type of focus in (32 ii) is assertive . Sinoe i t 

rest ricts the function of the focused () onst i tuent , i t s 

function i s restri ctive . 

3 . 2 Scope of Focus in Oromo : It is n question of 

whether fo cus is assignod to prodicnte ns a who l e 

or only to some COiilstituent i n the predicnte . 

) 
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Focus on t ho predicat i on as a Vlh ol e: tlllen f ocus 

is on tho pr edication o.s a whole , it concerns the 

illocat i onary po int of predic~tion . If the pr edicat i on 

is p r osented as an assertion , then t he f ocus Hill f a ll 

on the truth value of the assortion . 

(33) mucaa-n buddeena ~o.t - e ra _bar . 

boy - nol'l br ead eat li't1 F["l 

, (The ) bOy has eaten b r ead ' 

I n (33 ) the r e are two F~1s . They f oca lize 

differently . 'L'he f or me r }j'M ( -ra ) f ocalizes the 

predico.te or the ve r b only. The sec oncl FM ( - bar) 

focalizes the predicat i on as a ",hol e . 

3 . 2.2 Focus on sQ..me constituents of predicat i on : 

(34) 
I 

ani f arda GURllitCCA oLn jao.l aD-a . 

I horse BLACK -acc like - 1ps(pf) 

' I like bl a ck horse ' 

GUR..Tt.i,C CA ' b l a ck I is stressec1 o.nd , hence , focusecl . 

The pr esence of stress shows that t he I.S poaker r e f ers 

not to a Vltlit e hor se but to a bla cl~ one . 

, I 

Thus , ' GURl'tACC/.I ' black I r estricts tho term far da 

' horse '. '1'he r estrictor fo ca lizes t he t e r m horse. The 

s c ope is 0,1 the term . 
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(35) tuufa - n g:J.<:lnge L.1t!·jl. bit - u 

t - nom [lUl e buy Ir1P want 

ITufo. wants to buy two mul es l 

Her e in (35) ~ Itwo l r ostrics the thing that 

Tufa "unts to buy , that gaun e;e lr.lUl e I. 'rhe r e s t rict or 

foca lizes only the term gaange Imu l e l 

One focus or more: In Or omo vii thin 0. single 

sentonc e different FMs may serve to focalize diff() r ent 

constituents . li'or exampl e , there a re t~1O FI'] hin- and -}?f£ 

i n (20 i). 

( 36) ~. !-::ituuba - tu buuppa b itu -t-e _bar . 

k I -nom Ft1 egG; buy - 3mf (pf) F~l . 

l I t is kitaba who bouGht un ege; for h imself. 

I n (36) t,1e Fl·j - tu foc :J.liz e s u subject NP kitaba 

wher ea s t he FFI - bur focalizes the preclication . (cf . 33 

above) 

Henc e it i s l ogica l to so.y that in Oror.lO more 

than one Fl1 are poss i bl e . 

The ungr umna t ica lity of (37i-iii) s hows that Obj lJ'I'1 

-uma is i n c omplir'lentury d istributi on with subj }<'~1 tu , VP 

F 1'I1 1 • 
l'~ i1lD-, - ra . 
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° ¥ ] °t t l . ( l ",abo. u bUppUlJa b i t -0 - ra . 

buy - 3DS(pf) 

, It is Ki tab§, 1,,]10 bought 0.;1 eGg ' 

ii .*:idtaaba - n buppumD. hin bit - e 

- nom e ge; F~j buy - 3ms ( pf ) 

' KitabD. bought o.n e [5['; ' 

k - noLl egg buy - 3ms(pf:) FM 

' KitabG bouf,ht an egg l 

3 . 3 Ty?o s ~Uocus in the Oromo Lo.nGuo.ge: Five types of 

focus are observed in tl, e l allguo.ge . 

Asssrti ve Focus : A.ssertive :B'ocus expresses 

icleD.S whi ch the Speo.kel' b0lieves , assume s , 

or knol"S that the hear ec1 docs not s hare 

with hira or her ~ 

(38) tufaa - tu k ' o.wwee b it -e 

t gun buy - 3ms(pf) 

' It is Tufa who bought a gun ' 

Here the person who bought a gun is o.sserted to 

b e Tufa . Ot her Fl"ls such as .0ln= , ~, - !2£:f. , serve to 

assign l~ssertive focus to const ituents uhic h they 

focalize . 
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Counter Assertive Focus : This type of Focus is 

observed wllen inforDat i on is negatively asserted by 

tbe Speaker. Consicler the followi ng . 

(39) la]<ki tufaa - n k ' aWllee h in bit - n - e . 

no t -nOE' p;un F~l buy neg -3ms (pf) 

' No 'rufn clict not buy a gun ' 

'.011e information in (38) a!)ove is counter asserted 

in (39) by the F11 l1 in- n and the nc[5utive marke r l a],ki­

at sentenoe initiul position . 

Exhaustive listing Focus : The information 

which t he Speaker :LorwarclS is uniques in the sense that 

tl1e r est of t he sentence is true onl y with respect to 

it , anll fa lse with r e spect to 0.1 1 other units of 

informat ion whic h could o.pparently be sul)st i tueted 

for it . 

(40 ) c ' aaltu- ua a cci kan cleem - t -e . 

c ' be there that go - 3fs( pf) 

' I t JS Chal tu "lho I-/(mt the r e . I 

This type of focus prevails in cleft constructions . 

The structure in (L"O) means that INo other person but 

Tullu is the one who C8.Ele ' . Here the whol e infor mation 

about \'Iho C8.me is given . 
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3. 3 A Pol ar li'oCUg : .~ccorcLing to \iat ters (1 979) poi &r 

focus oxprosses t he true or false val ue whi ch 

t~e Speaker fcrwarJ.s c oncerning a presupposition . 

T!1is type of f ocus c onf i r DS thet s one a ction 

hes i nfact taken pl a ce . 

(LJ 1 ) ij olle - : . - n budc1eena na.3:i; n - ni - ru e 

ohil dr en - nom bread eo. t -P"l li'M 

' The c l1iluren did eat br e::tcl . I 

(1: 1 ) r.Jeans the ch ildren ha v e indeecl eaten bread . 

3.3.5 Counter a ssertive po l ar ~.: This is the 

type of FOGUS in which the truth val ue whic!l a 

third S:?enker c ount Gr Lsserts agai ns t another , 

a lready o')unter asserted inforr:lO.tion. In other 

HorO.s , it is a counter assertion to an nl ready 

counte r assertecl utterance . 

(Lj.2) 1. : s are - n kun buddeena !i.at 

dog - nom thi s bread eat 

' Di d this (10g eat bread? ' 

- e 

In the f ollowi ng sentence , 1;. ' S infor mati on , is 

counte r asserted by (B) in (L>3) using tlle FM_ hi n 

and the nee;ative marker;:!}. 



(43) B: hin n~a t - n- - 8 . 

(no) FH eat 3DS neG- 3ns(pf) 

I~O it did not ea t ' 

c : lo.kki foon i - s kenne ne -f. 

no neo.t too give (pf)for (it) 

' No , it has been given cleat too.! 

I n the above utterances , the count er assertion 

which i s utt erecl by 'E I is again counter o.sserted by 

ICI and thus pol a r focus is obs erved . 

3. L, Function of Focus in Or oD.Q: Ae;ainst the 

backgr ound of previ ous d iscussions , we s ha l l now observe 

tho function of foc us in Oromo . 

GOl;lpl etive Focus : It is that f unct i on of 

focus which sl1m,rs infornation teat fills a gap . 

This i s expressed in Q- VlOrd quest i ons like the 

f ol lowing : 

(~4) c ' aala _n mal bit - e . 

C I - nom who.t buy - 3ms(pf) 

1'11110. t did Gh2, l a buy? I 

The o.ddr essee infers that the Speaker has the 

f ol lowing presuppositional structures . 



(45) toIny be the prosuppositional structure in 

which the gap is expectod to be filled in . The answer 

to (44) i s : 

(46) c ' aal a - n utfata bit -e 

C 1 -nom clothes buy - 3ms(pf) 

IC 11al a bought clothos' 

uffate, represents the information needed to fill 

in the e;ap in (46). Its stress shov-lS that it is salient. 

Sel ective Focus : ';!e speak of sele ctive focus 

whon t l1e focusod information sel ects ono itefJ from 

aDong a presupposed set of po[;sibl e · val ues . 

(47) s : c 1ac l a _n farda - DO gangee bit - e 

C 1 - non horse or LlUl e buy - 3fJs (pf ) 

IDid Chala buy a horse or a mul e? 1 

The presupposition is : 

C ' aal a boue;ht X: X = farda or X= ganGe 

This presupposition i s expressed in one of the 

fo l l01:ling ways . 
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(/j.B) A: i.to.r Ja bit - e 

horso buy - 3rI S( pf ) 

I (11e) bought a horse I 

OR 

[, ii.tarda (by showi ng stress) E\ Ihorse I 

The se l ected NP is Istressod l and hence , it i s 

fo cussed . 

The focused HeD in (48) i s far 1dQ and it is the 

value of X. Selective focus involves contrast. In 

th i s CD-SO , i t i nplicitly or Rx:pl icitly exc l udes ot her 

prosupposecl vnlue( s) as inaorI'oct va lues of X. ';lhen 

tlJe contro.st is uado explicit , \'/0 get constructions 

such as Lj·9 . 

( Lj·9 ) l . i nni fardo. bi t - e , ~anbee n i t i . 

he llOrse buy - 3ns (pf) mul e not 

l 11e bousht a horse , nQ."!; 8- 1'11.1l e I 

ii . gaangee r.l iti . 

I"ule not 

(it " is ) not (a) J'lul o . 

Thus se l e ct i ve focus may i nvolve two constituents 

of which one is se l ected as a correct value , Q.lli:l the 

other is r e jected as an incorrect value . HowENe , se l e ctive 

focus does not only correct the vlronG inforDation but 

o.lso r eplaces it by correct infornation. 
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3.4. 3 Re placinp; :b'ocus : It is a func t i on vlhere a 

specific iter-] is replnced by another . The follol'ling 

exar.]ple shows this function . 

(50) A : 
~ , e nalp. - n re.?e b i t - e 

c ' - nom goat buy- 3r.1S( pf) 

' Chnl a bouGht a goat' 

B: l akki, inni ra?e hin bit n- e hoo l n bit-e 

no he gont FH l)Uy neg 3ms(pf) 

sheep l)uy -31~S(pf ) 

' No he did not buy a coat (11e) bouGht a sheep ' 

In (50) r e j ection is renlizecl by the J!'1I hin and 

t he neGative marker lakld and ::n the correction is 

by the s tress on the replaced IfF , name l y hoola 'sheep ' 

It is shown In the above structures thnt replacing 

focus involves d i stincitive steps of removing the 

constitucmt carrying the incorrect i nformat ion, thnt i s 

ra? e ' goat ' and subst i tut i nG it by tl1e correct 

inforw.l.t i on , hoo l a ' sheep '. 

These two steps are rejection and correction, 

r espoctively. 
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(5'1) c ' o.a1a - n bin- deeD n- e hin-to. ? - e - mal e . 

c ' - non FM go neg 3ms(pf ) FM stay 

3r.Js( pf) but 

'Chal a did not go but stayed.' 

The first hin -shows th(lt 'Chal a ' s go i ng to 

soraeullCre i is neGatod . The s e cond h:i,n.- however confirr,1 s 

t l10 corrected i nforoat i on. Thus tIlE) func t i on of r epl a cing 

f ocus i s r ealizod . 

Although roj ectioIl is sometiooS::. inc ompl ete wi thout 

a f ollowing corre ct i on , there are circunstances in 
\ 

which a const ituont t o be corrected is prodicated . 

Consider the following exampl e . 

( 52) nar:1- i cci a s Duf~ -e. k ' o.a11a mit 

man Fl~ he r e c O~1e-3fJs ( pf) thin not 

' The man ( who ) Cime here is not thin ' 

In (52) tile addressee may right l y c onclude that 

t he correct statement lS that ' the person is ~' even 

i f this is not stated In t he oorrecting constituent. 

The f a ct tha t the const i tuents are in b i nary 

oppos ition mo.kes i t easy for one to p:cedict tIle 

corr ect infor mation . 

1 
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3.4 .4 Expanuinf': Focus : By expandin::,; function of focus 

informat i on is Doant the adclition of the 

ante cedent l y c iven or presuppos ed infor~lation . 

f nrcla bit - e . 

c ' - nom horse buy - 3ms(pf) 

'C]1ala bought a borse. I 

A: i. c 'aal a -n farrla JJClle , Sangee s bit-e 

c ' - non 110rse not onl y a mul e buy 

- 3ms(pf) 

'Chal a boue;ht not only a horse but a lso 

a mul e . 

;1. : ii ayyen farclo. mal e GanGes b i t - e . 

yes horse not TJule buy -3ms ( pf) 

'yes , not only di d he buy a horse but 

also a r.1Ul e . 

Expanding focus contains an e l ement of correct i on. 

In this sense (i) indicat es that he believes that 'S ' s 

i nformation i s i maompl ete with respect to t he va l uo of 

X in the presupposition . Tlms , he adds t ile now 

i nf or mation. 
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3.4. 5 Restriction Focus: It i s a funct i on of focus by 

vlhich 0. presupposed set of infor Dat i on is restricted 

t o one or aor o correct vCllues c:nonG the set . 

pr esuppos i t i on of i. : 

(54) j, : c ' aala_n X: bit-e 

c ' . - Dom X: buy- 3os ( pf) 

X=fard8. 8.nd harre . 

X=horse and donkey 

' Oho: l o: bought a horse and a mul e . 

B: lakki inni rarre _UDD. _bit - e 

no he donkey F[v! i)uy -3ms( pf) 

' No he bought onl y tbe donkey I 

The rejecting fo cus corrects the presupposed 

inforaation of 'AI in that at l east one value of X 

is explicit l y or implicitly r ejected as incorrect. 

The follo.,i ng is anotl1e r exampl e fo r r estricting 

f ocus. 

(55 ) c ' 8.altuu - n darnrnile rra biftuu - UDa j a l aa - ti 

C I - nOD dammile t han Biftuu Fl'1 like 

10hal o. likes Biftu nore than DaJJile l 

It neans Chal tu likes Bi ftu mor e than the other 

counterpart NP , Dar.lmile , Here the preference is 

restricted to an NP Biftu . 

- 3fs 
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Parallel Focus: TI1is function of focus is 

used "Ihen a Speaker contr asts t wo p i e ces of 

inforr,]at i on '"ithin one linguistic expresSlon as in: 

(56) c laal a - n f a r dq bit -e Tul lu- n ' s harre b it-e 

O·L .. _nO::1 horse buy - 3r.JsC:Pf) Tullu-I~Or.J clonkey buy 

3r.ls( pf) 

IChal a bought a hor se and Tullu bought a denkey ' 

Each of the underlined NP has pr osodic-stress s 
focus ass i gned t o it by the interna l r elation of the 

contr asted pair s c 'aala far~ and t ul lu ha.EE.§. , \·Ihose 

func t i on i s par a llel . The f ocused }TPs i n this case do 

not ne cessarily r eject or correct any thinG in the 

pragr.Jatic i nformat i on of the addr essee . 

The strong parallelisr.J between twe or more pairs 

or constituents i n observed . Thi s pa irlvi se rel at i on 

belongs to the sar.Je senant i c cateGor y usual ly havine; 

the same funct i ona l s tatus a s fo l lo\,ls: 

(57) c ' aal a ni -f tulluu _n o far da- fi gange bit..a ni . 

C I - nom and tullu _ nom horse and "ml e buy (pf ) 

3r:ls( pf ) 

'Chal a and Tullu boue;ht a horse and a mul e . 

, 
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Here , Chala and Tul lu have got pairwi se par a llel 

re l at i ons wi th hor se and mul e . 

(57 ) means ChaI n bouC;ht a llor se and Tullu 

bought a L1Ul e . Henc e focus is ass i gnecl by t he i nterna l 

r e l at i on of t ile contr astecl pairs. 
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NOTES 

1 . Illocutionary conversation can take difforent forms 

of pragl;Jat ics. 

2 . Constituent orders are the results of three 

main forces : 

a) '.che preference for havinc; constituent with 

the same function in the same structur e. 

b) '1'11e pr eference f or ass i gninG certain specific 

positions. 

c) The preforence for having constituents or(lers 

from l eft to right in order of increasing 

cat egorie s . 

3. Undifferentiated F'tfJ_ This type of FN according to 

De Vr i e s (1 985) has no defini te focal e l ement 

(does not have a specific category to be focus ed). 

4 . Open form of predicat ion- 1, predicate frame can be 

called to in a sense t hat it provides structures 

from wl1ich predications can be formed by the 

insertion of term structures . 
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SUIll'lARY leND CONCLUSION 

The s tudy has att empt ed to fill in a cap by 

analizin~ f ocus the f eatures of the l anc;uage in light 

of Dik (1978 and 1989 ) 

In Chapter One a gener a l introduct i on including t he 

r e lated literature of the subject is gi ven . I n this 

part particula r attent i on i s given to stud i e s on focus . 

In Chapte r ']'\'10 the theoret ica l fram ework of Dik 

(1978 ) and (1989) is l1iscussed . In t bis Cllapte r a 

reasona ;Jl e i mpression of the feas i bility of grammatical 

descriptions a ccor ding t o the theory of Funct ional 

Grammar is presented . It is found ttiat JiG specifies 

funct iona l r e l ations at three different l evel s . 

( i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

semantic function ,',gent, Goal, He cipient etc. 

Syntactic function : Subject a nd Ob j e ct 

Pragmatic functions : Theme and Tail , Topic 

and focus 

Leaving as i de the first t "TO l eve l s , the study has 

s hown the conll cpt of pragmo.t ic function i n general ancl 

t he function of fo ,"us in particular . 
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In Chapter Three , the focus systems of Oromo have been 

examinede In this section prosodic pr om i nence , speci a l word 

order , spe cia l f ocus markers , and speci a l constructions are 

argued to be focalizing devices in the language . 

T11e types of Focus are ilssertive Fo cus , Counter Assertive 

Focus , Exhaust ive Listing Focus , Pol ar Focus and Counter Pol ar 

Focus. These types are observed t o exhibi t the following six 

function: Compl eting , Selecting , Repl acing , Expanding , 

Rest~icting and parallel focus . 

In Or omo , focus has two scopes_focus on part of the 

sentence and focus on t he predicate . It is a lso f ound that 

two devices can be used withi n a singl e sententia l structure. 

The d i stribution of Focus shows that fo cus markers follow 

NPs , follow or precede the verbs and in s entential focus, t he 

mar ker s fo llow the sentence . 

Because of the pragmatic and di a l ectica l variat i ons, such 

a study needs a consider abl e tir.Je and money. The r esearcher by 

no means cla ims that this study i s exhaustive . 
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