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Focus constructions in Modern TamiF

Appasamy MURUGAIYAN
EPHE- SHP, Paris
a.murugaiyan@wanadoo.fr

Use of the suffixes @an’ and *-&¢ in Tamil always requires further study for the
reason that one cannot always make a distinct aigpi@ description of how they

behave in a number of different circumstances.is paper attempts to examine
how Tamil speakers construe of these two suffixesse them both in isolation
and in combination in order to mark a distinctivalgntifiable discourse element
of ‘focus’. Appropriate syntactic tests are emgdynot only to illustrate how

such pragmatically motivated constructions fit mesch context, and also to
identify their significant role in discourse.

1.1. INTRODUCTION

Recent works on pragmatics -information structunave shown beyond doubt that
languages have many means to bring to focus artyopaonstituent of an utterance as
more significant than others. Studies on such darhes like ‘topic-comment, theme-
rheme, topic-focus’ etc., have shown that thesgreadic notions play an important role
in determining the theories of language structw@nmunication and discourse. In
general topic and focus are understood as gramatiagd pragmatic functions. These
discourse devices are organized under the condéépifarmation packaging principle’.
If the ‘information structure’ of any expression edonot correlate to ‘information
packaging’ as required by any given context, th@ression is considered to be
infelicitous in the respective contexdifferent languages employ many strategies such as
syntax, morphology, prosody or a combination oséhe encode the focus structure.

The semantic roles of foci and their morphosyntastiuctures in Tamil are an area to be
investigated in detail. The scope of this preséantlysis limited to the use of the two
particles namelyaan and €in the context of their discourse functions in rdspoken
Tamil. We concentrate on the following two impottatrategies of marking focus: 1)
insertion of focus particlesegn and - and combination of these two forms, either as -
agané or -édan and 2) nominalization of verbal predicates (cleitus). We will also
concentrate on some other discourse functions Kepsaattitude, appreciation, causal
relations) as expressed by these two particles.

Tamil is a diglossic language with a high degreedstinction between spoken and
written varieties. Data for this paper are choseaintg from modern spoken Tamil,
which shows much relevance to ‘focus’ as a dis@tuaction when compared to written
Tamil. It is important to note that intonation ¢aat, pitch) plays a crucial role along

" International Journal of Dravidian Linguistics, Mme 38, N° 2, June 2009, p. 43-69.
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with discourse patrticles in conveying a set of praic nuances. But such features are
not readily expressible in written variety of Tamil

It is commonly understood that in any question-arsyairs there is a correlation
between the constituent of ‘question’ and the apoading constituent on ‘focus’.
Hence, in this paper we employ a set of sentene@slyrinvolving question-answer pairs
to illustrate how ‘focus’ in Tamil is expressedvarious circumstances. Focus can fall on
any constituent of a sentence: argument, verbaligate, adjective and adverbial phrase.
However, there seems to occur certain restrictmmshow these particles are used to
denote a particular nuance of meaning. We will spady examine how these
restrictions play an important role in the conteiksyntactic and semantic functions.

1.2. Focus in Tamil: theoretical frame work

In the literature on ‘information structure’ difeart definitions are proposed with
divergence among scholars (Dryer 1996, Konig 12@mbrecht 1994). In the present
work, however, we use the term ‘focus’ in its widpsssible sense to circumvent the
Tamil data. We consider the term ‘focus’ to be thighlighted part’ of any given
utterance - whether it is newly introduced or sdrmgf that is already expressed - which
is mainly employed to further the knowledge of Hadressee. The distinction between
old and new information does not seem to be agsttfarward gauge in this context. It is
generally accepted that there exists two broadyoates of focus namely ‘identificational
focus’ and ‘informational focus’ (E. Kiss 1998)As it will appear, a clear distinction
between 'presupposition’ and ‘common ground' seéemsrtant to deal with Tamil data.
The notion of presupposition is understood as afedhat concerns only the speaker but
not shared by the participants in the discourse.tlf@ncontrary, the common ground
represents beliefs that are mutually recognized simated by the participants in a
discoursé€. Various notions, such as ‘new information’, ‘oldnfarmation’,
‘presupposition’, ‘assertion’, ‘shared knowledgelentificational focus’ etc. as used in
this work are primarily an adaptation of the deiioms as given in Lambrecht 1994, Kiss
1998 and Stalnakar 2002.

1.3. Earlier studies in Tamil:

Earlier studies on these two suffixes identify theither as ‘emphatic’ or ‘intensive’
markers. The set of suffixes that are studied utids definition include: ¢a»’ ‘oneself
-& ‘only’; -moattum ‘only’; -um ‘also’; -6 ‘dubiousness’and -& ‘interrogative’. Even
though some of these studies evoke pragmatic rofika ‘new vs. old information’,
‘shared knowledge’, ‘presupposed knowledge’, theyndt distinguish clearly how the

different pragmatic functions of these particles akpressed (Andronov 1989:241-248;

! For a detailed view on focus see Lambrecht 1998-215). For example “The focus is that portioraof
proposition which cannot be taken for granted attitme of speech. It is the UNPREDICTABLE or
pragmatically NON RECOVERABLE element in an utter@h(Lambrecht 1994 p.207).

2 For discussions see Dryer 1996, Stalnaker 2002.

% Note that the formaan is the phonological variant adn. In Tamil the distinction between voiced and
voiceless consonants is not a distinctive featnteamy inter-voclic occlusive will be pronounced as
voiced. Through out this paper we will use the foemn.



Arokianathan 198%:Chevillard 1997; Lehman 1993:150-162; Schiffmaf2092-194).
We emphasize in this paper how morphosyntactic césvplay an important role in
determining the discourse functions of the two ipkes$ van and ¢ in the context of the
principles of information structure.

1.4. A diachronic view on dan and -&

It is important to note that the two particles ngmean and ¢ are polysemous and are
used from the OIld Tamil period onwards with difftregrammatical and discursive
functions®> Even though a historical study of these partitdasot within the scope of the
present study, a brief note on their use in whailted ‘self reflexive constructions’ in
Modern Tamil seems to be relevant for our preserdlyasis. Let us consider the
following examples before we discuss further iradehe use of these two particleson
and €in focus constructions. Specifically the partieben owes it’s origin to *an, which

is a 3% person singular human pronoun; and it also funstias a reflexive anaphor. The
emphatic particlesis also used as self reflexive suffix.

The particle & can be added to any personal prone@n:‘I' > nans ‘myself’, avan ‘he’

> avang ‘himself’ and so on. But the reflexive meaning@ssible only if the predicate of
the sentence contains the reflexive auxiliaty™ Otherwise, it would imply only the
meaning of ‘emphasis’, as in &van pasinan (he- talk.past.3.m.s) ‘he talked’; &yans
pasinan ( hes-talk.past.3.m.s) even he talk@lpvang pasikkondan (hees-talk.padv.aux.ref)

‘he talked to himself'.

Note that in the following sentence, the third persingular pronouren ‘self’ occurs
twice:

1. kamald fanakku fané pésikkonde samaikka  todanginal
PN self.dat selfemp  speak.advptp.ref-aux. cook.inf start.pres.3.£.5

Kamala started cooking (kept) talking ev-self

The wordran-, which is the oblique form obn, is marked in dative case argument of the
verb in the reflexive form gfasu ‘talking’. In the subordinate sentence, the pranei
occurs with the particles; which gives the reflexive meaning of ‘oneselfhe particle -

& that occurs as part of the predicate agp&@ikongé' indicates a durative meaning.

This apparent relation between reflexives, intéssif and focus particles has been
noticed also in other languages (Koenig and Sierh89@:45).

*"The term focusive can be justified to some extesed on their functions which result in one way o
other in focusing attention on the host to whickythre added” (Arokianathan 1981:3)

> Rajam enumerates different functions of these gagiin Classical Tamil poetry. Regarding the péeti

& she says: “It is the most widely used patrticle his tperiod and its various meanings are not easily
distinguished.” According to her the particde in addition to narrative functions, is used witifferent
meanings: emphasis, simultaneity, rhetorical qoastharker and also used as adverb of manner. Eor th
particle -tn, only two functions are attested: emphasis anéxiek. (Rajam V.S. 1992: 408-412 and 419-
420)



2. FOCUS IN TAMIL
2.1. Use of the particle -gan

In this section | attempt to outline the specifeatures of @an as focus marker. This
particle is widely used and the focused elementvegs mainly identificational focus.
Different types of ‘focus’ are proposed: exhaustifiogzus, contrastive focus, and
corrective focus (Kiss 1998, Rooth 1992). In thespnt paper, the term ‘identificational
focus’ is understood to be ‘exhaustive identifioatl focus’. Identificational focus has a
narrow alternatives choice set, normally restrictedhe discourse context. |1 analyse
below only simple sentences involving bati-questions and polar yes/no questions.
The focus particle con provides the idea of an exclusive selection amanget of
variables. It is important to note that these \[des are defined contextually. The particle
-gan that occurs as part of an answer expresses aasbietween ‘assertion’ and other
potential ‘presuppositions’. The focus structurdinked to the communicative situation
and each type of question has its appropriate fettusture® In other words, the choice
of the focus particle in Tamil depends on the comicative situation and the type of
guestion. Consider the following wh-question.

2. néfti vittukku yaru  vanddnga?
\esterday  house.dat who come.past.3
‘who came to (the/our) house yesterday ?’

2a. appddan vandadnga
father.din come.past.3.pl
its father (of course) who came’

2b. appad neti vittukku  vandanga
father yesterday house.dat come.past.3.pl
‘father came yesterday to the house’

2c. mandiri netti vittukku vandaru
minister yesterday house.dat come.past.3.m

(the) minister came yesterday to the house

2d.  mandiri dan vandaru
minister.dan come.past.3.m

‘it is (the) minister who came’

In the above examples (2a, 2b, 2c and 2d) the subjgument is brought into focus.
Questions like (2) evoke the set of all possibtivitduals who could have come. In other
words,wh-questions set up alternatives which are contelytgahsitive. The alternatives

® For instance, Rooth claims a close relationshipvbeh focus and questions. “We might say that the
function of focus in an answer is to signal othepositions which are potential answers in the exnof

the question. Or if we wanted to speak in termsooftrast, we could say that focus in an answeresgas
contrast between the asserted answer and othettipbnswers” (Rooth 1996:84). See also “The qaest
indicates the discourse situation in which thecttme is appropriate” (Lambrecht 1994:223).



in this particular context may consist of, for axste, one of the parents (set of kinship),
the postman (set of public servants) who visit tady or any others of the such kind. It
is important to note that the above answers to topre2) imply different pragmatic
readings at various degrees of presuppositions.

The participants interpret a discourse based ofnased body of information. This
information is taken for granted by the particigaim their conversation. In fact, the
speaker assumes that somebody came and ‘the fathght be one of the potential
visitors is also part of common knowledge, beliefssalues shared both by the speaker
and the addressee as members of a given commuiaking into consideration the above
remarks, and in particular the context of the disse, (2a) is considered more natural
than others. Thus the focused argument standsnitnash to the other options so that the
features of exhaustivity and contrast would be lghglted as main features of the particle
-dan.

But (2b) and (2c), although stand as a reply togiiestion (2), can also be uttered out of
the context (i.e. lacking any previous discoursatext); and hence need not (necessarily)
answer the correspondimgrquestion. Obviously both (2b and 2c¢) present negvraon-
presupposed information without any additional satmaeffects. It should be the default
strategy used to matke focused element of an answer correspondinget&\tH-word of the
questionin Q-A pairs. In this type of utterances the cidnsht conveyingon-presupposed
informationis known as informational (or presentational) fo(kiss 1998)°

Consider now the pairs (2c) and (2d). Sentences 2cfelicitous (or congruent) answer
than (2d) to the question (2) onlytife visit of a/the ministas not considered to be part
of the daily routine activity. Clearly ‘the ministas a non presupposed information and
hence can not be the part of knowledge or belieésesl by the interlocutors. In this
particular case, there is no need to eliminateahgr variable to focus ahe ministeras
the minister is not considered to be in contrashwiher possible variables. The particle
-dan entails an exclusive selection of an element éuh® possible set of pre-supposed
variables. Hence (2d), although grammatically welhstructed, does not fit into the
context pragmatically. It is evident from the abaMterances that the particles» can be
added to an argument from a presupposed set ofatitees.

A nominal focus constituent may be both informagioand identificational (exhaustive).
The particle -dn encodes identificational (exhaustive) focus. Angtduent that is

exhaustively focused always carries the partiete.- On the contrary, an informational
focus will be un-marked. A wh-question like (3) mgiye rise to two different replies

" “Often the presuppositions evoked in an utteranee fally or partially expressed in the preceding
linguistic context, either in already presupposeadnf or in asserted form” (p.57); and “[It is clehat the
propositions expressed in these sentences areinpteglly entirely presupposed, in the sense that t
addressee obviously was assumed to know them bledairing the utterances (p.59) (Lambrecht 1994).

8 “If a sentence part conveys new, non-presupposixnation marked by one or more pitch accents-
without expressing exhaustive identification pemied on a set of contextually or situationally given
entities, it is not an identificational focus butmgre information focus. Information focus is nesaciated
with movement. An information focus is present wremy sentence, but not every sentence contains an
identificational focus.” (E. Kiss. 1998. 246).



whereas with a positive polar question like (4),eowould expect as a rule an
identificational focus.

3. ninga  enna sappittinga?
You what eat.past.2.pl
what did you eat?

3a. nan palam sappittéen
I fruit eat.past.1.s
| ate (some) fruit

3b. nan palamdan  sdppiftén
I fruit.dan eat.past.1.s
| just ate (some) fruit (and nothing else)

4, ninga palamad sappittinga?
You fruit.int eat.past.2.pl
Did you eat fruit?

4q. amam nan palomddan  sappittén
yes | fruit.dsn eat.past.1l.s
yes, | ate indeed only (some) fruits

In the above examples the object argument is bitaagh focus. For (3), which is a wh-

guestion, two answers are possible. In (3a) therarite is unmarked and the object
argument conveys a new, non-presupposed informatidrnich corresponds to

informational focus. In 3b, the particlea» invokes alternatives obligatorily to the
focused constituent and thus entails a contragtives.

A polar yes/no question (4), inquires the truthueafor a corresponding declarative
sentence on a polarity scale. The point is thati¢g&s not ask for some new information
but instead asks for a confirmation of somethingvim or is contextually evident to the

participants. A polar question can be rightly ipteted only under the light of speaker’s
beliefs and the context of the discourse. The eatfrthis relationship is explained

further in the section (82.3) with further evidesce~or instance, the question (4) would
be clearly infelicitous if one lacks contextual @smce (unless uttered with irony). If the
speaker asked (4) based on a contextual eviddmee the information is assumed to be
part of a common ground of the participants in thecourse. In our data the polar
guestions have to do with the common ground ofpidsgicipants in the discourse. It is

important to note that (3b) and (4a) entail différpragmatic interpretation.

5. netti ni nejaoma sinimavukka pona?
yesterday you really film.dat.inter go.past.2.s
‘Did you really go to the cinema yesterday?



5a. @mam, netti nan nejamad sinimavukkuddn ponéen
yes yesterday | really film.dd&n go.past.1l.s
‘yes, yesterday | really did go to a filanfl no where else)’
‘Yes indeed | went to the cinema yesterday’

(5a) is a reply to a polar question. The focalidative nominal is not a new information
but presents in the question as part of a ‘backgtdnformation’. The focus particle in
this utterance does not imply that the informai®new to the discourse, but asserts the
truth value of the constituent focused on by exheesidentification. It also adds
emphasis, to a presupposed piece of informatiath, the meaning ofit is true the place
where | went was cinemialand no where elséand thus excludes other possibilities.

A locative argument can also be used with the garttan as is evident from following
example.

6. unga  magan ipPo enge irukkan
your  son now where be.pres.3.m.s
‘where is your son now ?’

6a. avan ippPo parisieddn irukkan
he now paris.lodan be.pres.3.m.s
‘Of course he is in Paris now (and no where else)’

In (6a), a locative noun is focalized. The partielen identifies the missing argument in
a presupposed open set by eliminating other passitérnatives. The conversation took
place in Paris and the interlocutors knew each rotrexy well. Contextually this
construction also implies ‘presupposition’ and heation’ because the speaker believes
that the addressee remembers that his son liv&tiis earlier and this information is
understood to be ‘active’ in the knowledge of thdrassee. If it were not the case, i.e. if
the addressee knew nothing about the speaker’syflanckground, the felicitous answer
should occur without the particlean, as in (6b), which is just ‘informative’ and beas
other pragmatic effects.

6b. avan ippo parisile irukkan
he now paris.loc to be.pres.3.m.s

‘He is in Paris now’
In (7) the verb is focalized, in an answer to apgjuestion.

7. anda paiyana adiccingala ?
dem.ad] boy.acc beat.past.2.pl.inter
did you beat that boy?

7a.  amam anda paiyana adiccéndadn
yes dem.adj boy.acc beat.pastdas.

Yes, | did beat the boy (because | haveomy reasons / he deserves it)



The focused constituent in (7a), a finite verlalieady evoked in (7) and hence is part of
the background. The context of the utterance doepermit an identificational focus but
allows only polar (yes/no) focus. But, we have adtenoted that the verb focus does not
correspond to the particledan because this particle encodes mainly (exhaustive)
identification. In such cases, the particl@r gives different pragmatic interpretatiorfga)
adds emphasis on the assertion as made by theespead triggers a kind of factive,
cause and result presupposition (I did beat him BBSE | have my own reasons), or
adversative ‘justification’ (I did beat him BUT haeserves it) conveying denial or
contrast between two ideas, with an argumentatiientation. By argumentative
orientation, it is meant that the possibility ofdaty subsequent argument or explanation
on the part of the speaker aimed at justifying moathing out his ill treatment. The
particle «an compulsorily invokes alternatives to the focusedstituent. This is one of
the reasons for which this particle is rarely uggth finite verbs. When this particle does
not invoke alternative, it signifies other discaufanctions (speaker’s attitude).

However, the particlecan seems to be felicitous in other contexts than tipresnswer
pairs.

8. palatta vangadan sonnén fihga sollale
fruit.obl.acc buy.intdan to say.past.1.s  eat.inf say.inf.neg

‘I only asked you to buy the fruits, | dilask you to eat (them)’

In (8), the two verbs occur as part of a smallddetariables present contextually, and
they are in contrast to each other. The speaksrtgethoose one of them as prominent,
that which is expected from the hearer and focalely that action. The verbs are not
finite in nature and the particle is added to dmite verb. In this case, the particlea
is in conformity with its primary meaning of exhéiueness, which depends also the
context of the discoursein all other instances of verb focus with the joéet-aan, it may
be a case of emphasis or other discourse fundil@argumentation.

Generally speaking, speakers communicate additimeahing by means of implicatures.
Hearers interpret this meaning through inferen@s®8 on the context of communication
rather than just on the literary content of thdestgent. In the following example, the
focused constituent does not correspond to the westepn.

(9-9a) is a conversation between father and soatdahe son’s bad results in the exams.

9. en rsalt  nalld ila?
why result good no
‘why is the result bad ?’

9a. ndn  paritcai nallddan eludingn
I exam welldan write.past.l.s
‘(‘paradoxically’/ as for as | am concerned) | dudite the exam well’

9« .. I suggest that the impression of contrastivenekich we receive when we hear such sentencessaris
from particular inferences which we draw on theida$ given conversational contexts” (Lambrecht
1994:290).



(9a) is not a direct answer to the question inaf@) the focused element is an adverbial.
Here, the conversational implicature does not spoad to the entailments of the literary
meaning of the sentence and the meaning is inféroead the contextual factors with the
interaction of linguistic expressions. Note tha&)(®vould be a felicitous answer to a
qguestion like how did you write the exam™ (9a), there is neither assertion nor
identification of the reason of the bad result. ke note in this case the particter
creates a presupositional structure and allowstargretation by the addressee: “If the
result is bad, however it is not my fault... beca(sradoxically/strangely) | wrote the
exam well...”

In (10a) a temporal adverbial is focalized.

10. en vela innum arambikkala?
Why  work yet begin.inf.neg

‘why hasn’t the work begun yet?’

10a. méstri ippadan vandaru
supervisor novdan come.past.3.m

‘(because) the supervisor (only) arrived just riswwe could not begin earlier)
(and we are going to start the work immediately)’

This sentence, like (9a), is not a direct respdosthe question. However, the whole
sentence provides the addressee with new and msoygrosed information. This

utterance implies a presupposition (or common gildagtween the participants) that “the
supervisor should come before starting the woritin out the supervisor the work can

not be started”. The focus particlean gives a causal interpretation but not that of
identification.

The particle ean can be used in an answer both to wh-questions patal yes/no
guestions. The particleogn entails (exhaustive) identification and presuppasi This
particle is more frequently used with nominal argmts than verbs. A sentence with a
contrastive focus is uttered felicitously if thene alternatives to the focused expressions
that could replace the focused expression in amgngicontext. The particleoan
compulsorily invokes alternatives to focused cduostit. But verbal predicates are less
readily contrasted than argumentswh-questions. This is one of the reasons why this
particle is rarely used with finite verbs. As aulésof its exhaustive semantics, the
particle oan is normally occurs with arguments in an answex pmlar orwh-question.

2.1. Nominalization of the verb

As already stated, it becomes evident that exhatysis a basic feature of the particle -
dan. The meaning of ‘exhaustivity’ is also markedTliamil by the nominalization of the
verb using a patrticipial noun. This process invelaemovement of the nominalized verb
to the left of the sentence, and as a consequéec®tused argument occupies the post
verbal or the right most position. Clefting or nowaization is less frequently used than
the other two structures discussed in this papethis section, | attempt to show how the
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particle oan is, as a rule obligatory, on nouns whenever thegestent or answer could
provide alternatives.

1. yar poy sonndnga ?
who lie.past.3.pl
Who lied?

11a. mandiri poy sonndru
minister lie.past.3m.h
‘(the) minister lied’

11b. mandiriddn poy sonnaru
ministerdan lie.past.3m.h
‘(It was (the))minister who lied’

11c. poy sonnadu mandiridan
lie.past.nom ministedan
It was the minister who lied

11d. poy sonnadu mandiri (...)
lie.past.nom minister
(the) one who lied was (the) minister ....
‘It was the minister who lied (....)

A question like (11) may give rise to different liep like (11a, 11b, 11c, 11d and 11e).
But each reply is relevant only in a distinctiventaxt. The answers (11a and 11b) are
same as the (2a & 2b) and will not be taken intosateration here. Let us, however,
consider 11c and 11d as below.

Sentences 11b and 11c are more felicitous answaers (L1a) to the question in (11).
Both 11b and 11c with the particlean imply exclusive identification of the focused
nominal in a set of other possible alternativemt&sce (11b) does not involve any
movement and is in situ focus. But in (11c) thebvisr nominalized, usually known as
participial noun, and is moved to the left or peethe focused noun. The focused noun
occupies the post verbal position, or preciselyakigeme right. This position is usually
reserved for the predicate. Bhat has shown thddravidian, pragmatic functions are
directly represented by word order distinctions anderlined the pragmatic relevance of
relative clause formation (Bhat, 2008). In the saraim, the use of participial noun also
can be regarded as a pragmatic device. There asaalgarallel between the relative
participle and the participial noun, in which trectised noun occupies the post verbal
position.

Even though, (11d) is grammatically well formede thbsence ofaan necessitates two
remarks: 1) this utterance conveys simply an assenith emphasis but does not convey
exhaustivity and 2) it sounds incomplete from th@np of view of discourse. This
statement needs further piece of completive inféionato be felicitous as in (11e). For
instance in (11e) a cause-consequence relatiamdsrstood between the two conjuncts:
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11e. poysonnadu mandiri tunbap-pduradu makkal
to lie.past.nom Minister suffer.past.nom people

The one who lied is the minister but the ones wiftes are the people
(The minister’s lie caused people’s suffering)

As can be inferred from (11c and 11d), the leftwardvement of the verb triggers
nominalization. The change in information structuesults the nominalization of the
verb. However the focus particlean is necessary on pragmatic grounds due to it's
semantics of exhaustivity.

12. ndn tédunadu inda puttagamdan
I look for.past.nom this boadian

‘It is this is this book that | was lookingrf(and not any other)’

In (12), the object is brought to focus and occsigigntactically at the right most position
in the sentence. The focused constituent is idedtiéxclusively by elimination of other
type of books. In addition, the focalized constitues preceded by the deictic particle
which is a demonstrative adjective. Like in 11dsthentence also calls for the same
remark, i.e. without the focus particlea, the sentence will not be considered to be
pragmatically complete.

13. ipp© avuru  irukkiradu parisledan
now he.h be.pres.nom paris.ldsn

‘at present he’s only in Paris (and not angrehelse)’

13a. avaru ippO irukkiradu parisleya? landanleya? dellileya?
he.h now be.pres.nom Paris.loc.inetr  London.loerin  Delhi.loc.inter
(lit. Is it Paris, London, or Delhi is he living w®) Where does he live now? In Paris,

London or Delhi?

(13) is an answer to an alternative question (1@®nerally, an alternative question
contains a set of alternatives as answers in tlestun itself. The focused nominal in
(13) is not a new information. But the fact tha&riB is one of the possible places where
the person might live’ is available from the cortekthe discourse. The list of possible
alternatives (Paris or London or Delhi) is undesstérom the question. When speakers
make assertions, the identification of the enstyinderstood from among the entities
enumerated as a background or a presupposed irifformaOnly the identified entity
receives the focus marker.

14. avuru ponadu 8mani bassileddn ange  12manikkuddn varuvar
he go.past.hom 8hour bus.ian there  12hour.dativéan come.fut.3.m.s

(since) he only left at 8 O’ clock bus (consequgrtte can only arrive at 12 O’ clock.
‘He only left by the 8 O’ clock bus (so) he caniaronly by 12 O’ clock’

Sentence (14) is an answer to a query on the eegbectival of somebodywhy has he
not arrived yet?’ o ‘at what time would he arrivep’ The particle ¢an is used twice with
the meaning of ‘only’ and the focused noun phrasasstitute new information. The
focalized locative noun phraseranibasie ‘at 8 O’ clock bus’) is identified exclusively
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and contextually and the other buses are excluddafie second part of the sentence, the
time of arrival is restricted by eliminating othpossible timings. In this sentence the
repetition of @an in the embedded clause gives a causal interpyetd§ince — as a
consequence).

The nominalized (verbal participial) cleft constiion is less frequent. This structure
involves movement and the focused constituent scairthe rightmost end of the
sentence. This structure focuses readily nominguraents but not predicates. Any
tensed non-finite verb form, like relative partieip and participial nouns, impose a
syntactic constraint. The argument, whether sulgeobject, is moved to the right of the
verb. This syntactic position adds focus or emghasi the nominal argument, which is
generally accompanied by high pitch and the partigbn.

2.3. Use of the particle &

As mentioned earlier, the particleis used as a reflexive particle which can be teded
into English more or less as ‘X-self'. In additiahjs particle responds widely to polar
(yes/no) questions. The polar (yes/no) questiors du# ask for (new) information but
qguestions the truth value of the statement. Thidigka invokes polarity focus (also
known in the literature as verum focus). This péeti-e is more frequently used with
verbs and encodes pragmatic function of commonrgtdushared knowledge. But this
particle does not entail exhaustivity effect. A nar noun phrase evokes other meanings
such as ‘even’, or other discourse functions likpeakers attitude’. In some cases it
invokes the preceding events as evidences fortétensent as presuppositions.

(15a) and (15b) are both relevant answers to tlestoun (15), but they do not entail
same conversational implicature. In response t® type of polar interrogatives as in
(15), the particle & can be used to draw attention to an obvious faat is part of a
common knowledge.

15, méstri vanduttara?
supervisor come.perf.past.3.m.inter
‘has the supervisor arrived?

15a. méstri vanduttaru
supervisor come.perf.past.3.m

‘supervisor has arrived’

18b. méstri vannduttaré
supervisor come.perf.past.3an.

‘(indeed) the supervisor has arrived (don’t you- &ry thing is fine.. !y’

The unmarked sentence (15a) is just a reply t@tiestion and it corresponds to what is
called as information focus. In (15b), the paetiet is added to the verbal predicate and
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has a semantics of common grodfidn this case, as can be seen from the English
translation, the focus particle is used to draw attention to an obvious fact, uglo
contextual evidence, that thgupervisor has arrived and is at war’he fact that the
supervisor has arrived can be verified on the gp@n the extra linguistic evidences. For
instance - 'the workers have started working othear the sounds of the machines and
one can imagine a situation where it is conventiohat in the context of the factory
without the supervisor, the workers would neventon the machines. The workers
would wait for instructions from the supervisor @ref they can start working' - so many
obvious and contextual reasons or evidences torestuat the hearer shares the idea that
the supervisor arrived. Given the context thatpgasicle € prompts a shared knowledge,
the speaker of the utterance (15b) creates a congmamd (Cf. Stalnakar 2002: 704).
In addition, the utterance (15b) also conveys rgasge to the hearer on the fact that the
supervisor arrived as expected, and so on.

The patrticle &can be added to two different constituents witkeofunctions in the same
utterance.

15c. méstri 8 manikke vanduttare
supervisor 8 hour.dat. come.perf.past.3.@.

‘(indeed) the supervisor has come already at 8azkc(don’t you make out)’

In (15c) the particle is added to two constituefi)sthe temporal adjunct noun phrase ‘at
8 0’ clock’, and 2) the verbal predicate. The tenapadjunct is a new information and is
not part of the presupposed information. The plartie adds emphasis to this new
information and thus can be translated alkeady at 8' o clock’. The verb phrase
represents the reply to the polar interrogativeththe verb, the particlestriggers, as in
previous examples, among other things, shared leuiyel or common grourtd.As can
be inferred from the translatioag you might know / as you are expected to knthe
speaker assumes and believes that the addresses knshares the information about
the arrival of the supervisor.

Note, this particle & can be used in a negative sentence, which impleays a shared
knowledge or common ground.

15d. méstri varaleye
supervisor come.neg.

the supervisor has not come (as you can see!)

In the following set of examples,

10« notion of common ground — the mutually recognizearsd information in a situation in which an

act of trying to communicate takes place"... "In giraple picture, the common ground is just common or
mutual belief, and what a speaker presupposesas stie believes to be common or mutual belief".

"The common beliefs of the parties to a conversati@ the beliefs they share, and that they rezeghiat
they share..." (Stalnakar 2002:704).

1 Pragmatic presupposition, common ground and contmebef, seem to be related notions. (Lambrecht
1994:345, note 12).
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16. ddktar  innekki varuvara?
doctor today come.fut.3.m.s.inter

'will the doctor come today?’

16a. innekki  vellkkelama, avuru vellikelamayile varavmdattar
today Friday he Friday.loc come.inf.negative.imm 3

‘today is Fraiday, he does not come on Fridays’

16b. innekki  vellikkelama, avuru vellikelamayile varaveémattar
today Friday he Friday.loc come.@mhegative.imp.3.m

‘today is Friday, he never comes on Fridays’

16cC. innekki  vellikkelama, avuru velikelamayile  varavmattars
today Friday he Friday.loc come.inf. negative.igamas
(don’t you know!) today is Friday, he does not camneFridays (I am sorry for you...)’

(16a) is an unmarked answer to (16) which is arpokerrogative. In (16b & 16c), the
particle is added to the verb phrase but strudiued! two different positions. In (16b)
with infinitive of the main verb, where the parécls is translated as “never” adding
emphasis to the negation of the statement'tih@tdoctor will not comeBut in (16c) the
particle is added to the verb phrase (verbal pete)cand the entire verb phrase occurs
under focus domain. When the particle is addethie¢oserbal predicate in (16c), it entails
a shared knowledge between the participants idifeurse thatdday being a Friday,
the doctor would not cormérhe hearer (the one who uttered 16a) is expdotbe aware
of this information, being a patient of that doctbiere the particlesis used to draw
attention on an obvious fact, which would be evideom the context, part of common
knowledge or shared knowledge.

The following sentence (17) is part of a telephooerversation.

17. ninga unga vitlileye irunga nané vandu pakkirgn
you your house.los. be.pres.2 & come.advp see.pres.l.s
You just stay at your own home, | shall come ag®l you myself'

The focus particle is used with two arguments in thifferent clauses. The referents of
the foci ffour houseandl), respectively possessive and pronoun are definitdthe sense
that their identity is known to the speaker andfhkarer. ‘The speaker assures the hearer
that she (the speaker) would come and meet herm@heer) at her house and asks the
hearer just to stay in her house itself'. The disse particle & adds emphasis to the
referent of the nominals. Both nouns (noun phrag$) the particle & do not provide a
new information, but are understood to be part shared knowledge, and hence adds
emphasis to the arguments.

The particle & does not entail exhaustivity but can provide othlégrnatives. (18) is a
piece of conversation regarding a money deal, whetk speaker and addressee know
the borrower.
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18. ningale panatta  kelunga, ndnum avara pdttu k&kkiren
yous money.acc to ask.pres.2.s l.also he.acc see.advpk.pres.1.s
"You ask (him) for the money (yourself), I will al§on my part) meet with him and claim

(the money)'

"The speaker suggests the addressee that it weulsktter that (YOU) the -hearer (her
self) claims (directly) for the money lent and adoalst she would also (for her part) meet
the borrower and ask for the money'. The fact ‘that particle does not mean exclusive
identity’ is evident from the second clause witlordinate conjunctive «m, where the
speaker places herself as the second possiblaatlter to claim for the money lent.

If the focused verb (verb phrase) does not corm$go the polar yes/no question, the
particle € may have different discourse functions. In thdofeing conversation the
guestion (19) would require a yes / no reply.

19. A ni innekki sinimaivukku variya?
you today cinema.dat to come.inter
Will you come to a cinema today?

19a.B nan innekki - sinim@vukku varadle, padikkanumg....
I today cinema.dat to come.neg  study.reust.

I am not coming to the cinema today, (becauseyé¢ ha study (don’t you remember!)

(19a) is not a direct reply, instead the partielentails a cause and effect or an evidential
reading. There is however a suggestion that B'iwiies are part of common ground or
shared knowledge between the participants in ceatien. B is reminding A that B has
to study and as a consequence B cannot come fofiltheThe addressee seems to
accommodate with this interpretation of the infotioma

In (20), topic of the previous utterance or giveformation is brought to ‘focus'. In
modern spoken Tamil we notice many instances & tfpe of expressions where a
background or presupposed information is repeai#d thve particle & which produces
an interpretation equivalent teven.

20. A raman  kattukku  ponan
R forest.dat  to go.past.3.m.s
Rama (went to the forest) went into exile'

20a. B ramang  kattukku  ponad ndma  enna agiradu
Rs forest.dat  to go.cond we what become.pres.neut

If / (even) Rama himself went [=had to go] intolexiwvhat will become of us?

This type of phrases with the notion of 'even’ gnidentification without excluding any

members of the potential variables. In (20) theakpe A narrates the story of Rama,
mythological hero-god, who was exiled to the foriest 14 years. The hearer B (20a)
responds to this statement and conveys his feelfifigistration or disappointment about
‘what would happen to us -ordinary human beings-emvictompared to what had

happened to Rama the hero-god’
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Example (20) illustrates that the discourse patielis used to draw attention to a fact or
an event which is already part of the shared kndgde Further this corroborates Konig’s
remark on the link between reflexive intensifiared focus marker, "the referent of the
focus is considered as high ranking than the atembers of the set of alternatives or
the referent is central and the relevant periplmiyng made up by the subordinate or
entourage of these powerful persons” (Konig 2006:7)

The following example (21) illustrates clearly thhe particle & implies the notion of
persons with high rank and is related to the mepofreven

21. ni unga ammavaiyé kindalseyriya ?
you your.pl.gen mother.agc. makefun.pres.2.s.inter
‘(So) You make fun oévenyour own mother?’ (but you are not expected tostdd)

The argumeninotheris a person of high rank in this particular cudlspace or central in
a given event. The utterance (21) expresses theksps contention about the
addressee’s ill-treatment of her mother and itmplied that one is not expected to mock
at his mother, a high ranking person, as it is ictamed disrespectful.

The particle & does not answer wh-questions but responds widelpdar yes/no
guestions and entails semantics of common groshared knowledge. The polar yes/no
guestions are used to ask for confirmation witlpeesto the truth value of the statement.
The verb focus in Tamil responds readily to potaruls or verum focus. As noticed in the
previous sections, the particle does not correspond to new information. In comtras
non verbal constituent with the particle invokes different meanings (even, already,
cause-consequence, speaker’s appreciation or emotiothe event referred to in the
discourse etc.). Each particle, in fact, entailgpaticular set of question answer
congruence. A specific feature of this type effecused utterances involves shared
knowledge among the participants. The shared krdyele (common ground,
presupposition) is discernible from the backgroundterial and the context of the
discourse. The patrticle;-in contrast toean, does not entail exhaustivity.

2.4. Combination of -ean and -&

In the previous two sections, it is discussed hosvttvo particles «an and € can occur
independently. There are other cases where theselgmcan be used in combination as
in -adané and -&adan, with different semantic nuances namely: + exhaixgtand — shared
information; - exhaustivity and + shared informatidt will be evident from the
following examples that the semantics of the riglast particle is dominant.

22. inda bankil kadan koduppangala?
This bank.loc loan give.fut.3.p.inter
‘Does this bank lend money (to customers)?’
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22a. ketta koduppanga
ask.cond give.fut.3.p

‘They would (lend) if applied for?

22Db. kattadan koduppanga
ask.condian give.fut.3.p
‘Only if (one) applies for, they would lend’

22c. ksttadane koduppanga
ask.conddan.s give.fut.3.p

‘(As you know) they would only lend if (one) appdiéor’

(22a) is an unmarked utterance and it providesmainrmation to the hearer. In (22b &
c) the particles @an and wane are added to the conditional clause with different
implications. In (22b), the particleyan gives an interpretation of exclusive or restrietiv
conditional and adds emphasis to the fact thatnanst apply to get a loan from the bank.
This particle preserves its prevailing semanticexdfaustivity. But in (22c) though there
iS a composite particlesans, this particle implies only shared knowledge (omenon
belief) because the right most component dominsgesantically. (22c) implies that the
hearer is expected the aware of the condition that one should apptyaftoan to get it'

In (22c) the particle #an has lost its exclusive or restrictive (value) magnwhen
compared to (22b).

In (23) the two combinations are used with différgmades of meaning.

23. ninga  ippo enge irukkinga?
You now where to be.pres.2.pl
‘Where are you now?’

23a. nanga afji varusamad delliyileyedan irukkom

We 5 year.since Delhi.laedan be.pres.1.p
‘We have been continuously living (only) in Dellorfthe past five years (we have not
moved to any other place)’

23b. nannga  afji varusama delliyildang irukkdm
We 5 year.since Delhi.latan.s be.pres.1.p

‘It is in Delhi that we have been living for thestdive years (as you know/ | presume that
you know).’

In (23a) the particlesin addition to its emphatic value gives a durativerpretation. In
(23b) the exhaustivity of the particlea» does not seem to be crucial. The semantics of
rightmost particle & is dominant in the interpretation of the meaniAg. discussed in
previous section,&entails shared knowledge, which is explicit frame &xpression “as
you know’ as marked in the English translation.
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24. unna appddang adiccanga  pravayilla aluvdda
you.acc fathedan.s beat.past.3.h never mind weep.neg.imp.2.s
‘it is just your father who beat you, don’t you mdiit, and cry’

In (24), the statement is neither informative rteg tocused nominal is new. The context
is ‘where a mother is convincing her crying chil@he implied meaning is based on a
conceptual situation of cultural common ground andthe values shared between the
speaker and the hearer. The statement implies“ih& only your father (so dear to
you?) who beat you, so never mind, do not.cfye focalized noun “the father” known
to the speaker and the addressee, is identifiechgrother possible variables and the
particle € sets the scene for a successive discourse inteatdealcifying the child and
giving good reason for the father’s attitude toveattte addressee —the child-.

3. CONCLUSION:

The nature of the two frequently used focus stmestias expressed lyn and & are
illustrated in detail hereThe present analysis clearly shows that the fpewscles «an
and or & are subject to categorical restrictions and caco@e different semantic-
pragmatic values. In Tamil, information focus iuaky unmarked and there exists a
contrast between argument focus and verb focus waipect to question answer
congruence. ‘Argument focus’ answers wh-questioth polar yes/no question whereas
the ‘verb focus’ answers only polar (yes/no) questiThis distinction is illustrated in
sections §2.2 and §2.3.

The table below is presented with different functi@f these two particles.

Table: Overview of discourse-semantic functiontheftwo particles:

Focus Focus O.D.F* Exhaustivity CG°
-dan N/ NP VI VP Ex: 7a,9a, | +

Ex: 2a, 2d, 5, Ex:8 10a, 14a,

6a, 8a, 11b, 11c

13,14
-& V/ VP Ex:15c, 16b, +

Ex : 15b, 16¢c 17, 19b, 20a

21

-dané N/ NP Ex: 22b, 24 +
- édan N/ NP +

*O.D.F “Other Discourse Functions” (speaker’s irtiten, only, even, argumentation,
cause-effect).
° CG “Common ground”.

What is hypothesized here based on the presenyssats: 1) The particlegan is
primarily concerned with ‘argument focus’ and ere®demantics of ‘exhaustivity’. If
the utterance does not allow identificational (axdteve) reading, the particle assumes
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other discourse functions. 2) The particéeis mainly concerned with ‘verb focus’ and
encodes semantics of ‘common ground’ / ‘shared kedge’. This particle assumes
other discourse functions with a noun (argument).

The particle ean answers two types of questions namely ‘wh-questad ‘polar yes/no
guestion’ and encodes semantics of ‘exhaustivilyéentificational (exhaustive) focus’ is
necessarily marked morphologically with the paetielan. This particle is more readily
associated with ‘noun focus’. The particless is compatible only with questions that
involve (exhaustive or contrastive) identificatidn. other words, one can assume that
argument focus in Tamil is sensitive to (exhaugtidentification. This is also true even
with dislocated (cleft) constructions by nominaliaa of the verb using the participial
noun form. In question-answer pairs, ‘verb focusesl not fit into the exhaustive
semantics of the particlean. This might be one of the reasons why the focuskena
aan does not very frequently occur as ‘verb focus’.

The particle & answers the polar yes/no question and entailsrearsiics of common
ground/shared beliefs among the discourse partitspdhis particle is more readily used
in verb focus. The focused verb corresponds torgolzus or ‘verum focus’. The polar
yes/no question is commonly used for asking fooafionation to what is stated. The
expected answer should provide just the truth valighe expressed statement on a
polarity scale, and naturally this does not invoérey possible alternatives. This might
explain the prevalent association of verb withphdicle .

These two particles are also used in compound fdiine combination of these two
particles, as discussed in section 82.3, shows ngeraof distinguishing discourse
functions. The syntactic position of the partickeis to play a major role in determining
their semantic-pragmatic interpretation. The semanbdf the rightmost particle is
dominant. However each particle maintains its prag@mantic-pragmatic value. This
shows clearly how these values are not interchdlgea

Focus particles operate not only on discourse eafsri.e. entities and statements, but
also on truth values and on non-truth-conditionabmngs, like implicatures, and fulfil
other discourse functions like cause-consequempegker’'s appreciation or emotion on
the event referred to in the discourse, evidemiahdversative interpretation, and other
meanings like ‘even and already’. It is quite ies#ing to note that these secondary
interpretations are subject to constraints. Verbgedb phrases with the particlea» and
nouns, adverbials and adjuncts with the partielienply the above interpretations.

List of abbreviations:

1. first person; 2. second person; 3. third persagyt. accusative; advp. adverbial participle; cond.
conditional; dat. dative; dem.adj. demonstrativgeetive; fut. future; gen. genitive; h. honorificnp.
imperative; inf. infinitive; inter. interrogativdoc. locative; m. masculine; neg. negative; neatitar; obl.
oblique; perf. perfective; pl. plural; pres. presensingular.
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