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Ii-Clefts and Wh-clefts:
two awkward sentence types!
ROSANNA SORNICOLA
University of Naples
(Received 14 August 1986 revised 14 January 1988)

1. INTRODUCTION

The aim of this paper is to examine two constructions, It-Cleft Sentences (¢.8.
It is me who/that wrote the book) and Wh-Cleft Sentences (e.g. The one who
wrote the book is me), which constitute a problematic area of contemporary
research in grammar. :

It-Cleft Sentences and Wh-Cleft Sentences (henceforth ICS and WCS,
respectively) appear in a number of languages which are typologically
different from each other, and have some, but not all, of their characteristics
in common. In Malayalam, for example, in the configuration ‘of the 1Cs, §
is not recognizable: cf. Mohanan, 1978. Both ICS and WCS are present in
many Buropean languages (although ICS seem to have a more limited
peographic distribution) and in Chinese. In the Semitic languages (Arabic,
IHehrew) only the WCS type occurs. The present paper will deal mainly
with English constructions and will also present, at the syntactic level, o
comparative analysis between the constructions in English and the
corresponding constructions in the Romance languages (French, Italian and
Spanish). This comparison is useful in that it allows us to study the existence
of a ficld of variability in the syntactic properties characterizing the way these
types of sentences arce realized in European languages. 4

In the literature. the treatment of ICS, in studies predominantly oriented
towards the English language, has often gone hand in hand with the
reatment of WCS. Although these constructions have been studied using
various theoretical approaches and at various levels of analysis, an over-all
picture still seems to be lacking.? A first kind of problem concerns the
syntactic level, more precisely, the manner in which the configuration of ICS
is represented. One solution is to claim for ICS the basic configuration [z — is

X - S, where X is a string which must meet the condition of being a

[1] T am indebted to Nigel Vincent for many valuable comments and suggestions. Of course,
I take full responsibility for any errors.

[2] As far as the syntactic level is concerned, the problem has been studied essentially in terms
of the derivation of this structure. In spite of the fact that the thesis of a derivability of ICS
from WCS (Akmajian 1970) has been dropped, in some way the affinity between these
structures has continued to be more or less explicitly accepted, at both the syntactic level
and the semantic level (see Hankamer, 1974; Pinkham & Hankamer, 1975; Gundel, 1977;
Chomsky, 1977: 94 95)- '
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constituent (cf. Chomsky. 1977: 94fT.). The alternative solution (Bresnan,
1977) is to consider 1CS as derived by means of a movement rule which fronts
a given constituent within the sentence. Whether onc adopts the first solution
or the second, both the constituent structure and the functional structure
must be justificd. More specifically, the following questions must be
answered :

(1) In constituent analysis, should we recognize two truly distinet clanses,
or just one clause, with it is as a kind of appendage?

(b) If there are indeed two clauses, which one is the main clause?

(¢) Whatis the relationship between X and S (which we also refer to as the
complement clause)? A different formulation of this question might be: what
governs processes such as verb agreement, reflexivization, cte., in 87

(d) In the functional structure how many ‘subject’ functions arc
recognizable? (this question is clearly related to (a)).

An attempt will be mmade in Sections 2 and 3 to answer these questions. The
dxta give the impression, in any case, that the problems that arise in
addressing these issues are a result of trying to make these constructions fit
a preconceived constituent analysis and a rigid functional bipartition
between subject and predicate. The fit, however, is too tight; these
constructions have a specificity of form which cannot be dealt with using
absolute discrete notions.

A second kind of problem concerns the semantic analvsis of 1CS and of

WCS, which have often been considercd synonymous. In fact, the two
structures are different from each other both semantically (¢f. Section 3) and
pragmatically (cf. Section 4). '

This paper will be chinraeterized by s dots orvieated sppavach tather than
being biased towards only one theory. We shall try to break down the
defining propertics of ICS and WCS for cach level of analysis, so as to obtain
for each of these constructions a bundle of syntactic, semantic and pragmatic
features. We shall also try to demonstrate that such bundles reveal the
more general characteristics of these constructions (cf. Section 5). This
‘multi-factor” approach seemed useful as a heuristic method for the study of
structures with a complex interplay among the various levels of grammar.

2. SYNTAX
2.1. Constructional type

This section will first deal with the syntactic properties of these two types of
sentence, as they are found in English, French, Italian and Spanish.® Let us
consider the two types in English:

(1) The one who goes to Rome is me

(2) It is me who/that/© goes to Rome

[3] Among the Germanic languages, English and Swedish are the only ones to have both 1CS
and WCS. In the rematning languages, WCS is present, while 1CS is not.
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and the corresponding sentences in the Romance languages:
(3) (1) Colui che va a Roma sono io.
(b) Chi va a Roma sono io.
(4) Sono io che vado a Roma.

(5) (b) El que va a Roma soy yo.
(b) Quicn va a Roma soy yo.
(6) (a) Soy yo quien va a Roma.
(b) Soy yo el que va a Roma.
(70 Celui qui va i Rome c’est moi.
() Cest moi qui vais & Rome,

The character of § shows a clear difference between WCS a}ld ICS. In (3?),
(5b) the configuration [wh-...] is a true free rclativc'clause, in contrast wllh
(} ), (3a), (5a), (7), in which it appears with a pronommal. antecedent (the one,
colui. el, celui, respectively), that is, with a “head’. 'Enghsh generally has the‘
type with a true free relative clause in sentences with Yvhat (What I saw was
the landing of the plane), while with who the free relative Flausg NOW OCCUrs
only in proverbs or in the archaic and frozen syntax of liturgical and legal

texts. ‘ i
French, in contrast with Italian and Spanish, excludes completely the

possibility of the true free relative clause:
(9) *qui va & Rome c'est moi

8 ive structures, which can
In any case, (1), (32), (3b), (5a), (5b), (7) are correlative s » which c:
be co)mpurcd with u Lype of sentence which s very conuion fnn Buropean

languages, and which is a very old syntactic type in Indo-Europcan
languages (Sornicola 1988 a). .
. §

(10) Who chooscth me must give and hazard all he hath (Shakespeare)

Merch. 1, 7.16). N
(11) Qui auroit bottef d’hyver de tel cuir, hardiment.pourrmt-ll pescher
aux huytres (Rabelais, Garg. ch. 40, p. 119 [Pleiade])

(12) Quien busca el peligro perece en el (Don Quijote 1, ch. 20).

.

(13) Chi ha detto questo sbaglia.
‘Who has said this errs.

In all these cases wh- occurs in the first position in the ﬁ.rst clause, establishing
indefinite reference. (1), (3a), (3b), (5a), (5b), (7) are different from (10)~(13)
only because they have an equative structure, whereas (10)-(13) have a

predicative structure. -
The situation of ICS is unlike that of WCS. There is in fact a controversy

over whether true relative clauses appear in these sentences. In (2), 4), (6),
(8) there appears to be no problem in recognizing the co‘nﬁguratxon [wh- .‘..]
a5 a relative clause. But let us consider the following English sentences (which
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can all be translated into French and alian to produce sentences which
present the same problem).!

(14) It is just when I'm going back home that she calls,
(15) It is only far from my country that 1 con live quictly.

(16) It is with great reluctance that 1 do that.

In these sentences, in which the focused element is a temporal clause, purposce
clause (cf., I£'s in order that you should repent that 1 suy so) or a prepositional
phrase or adverbial phrase, we find thar as complementizer (Bresnan, 1977
178). At this point we could conclude in favour of a heterogenous character
of the clause adjacent® to the focused constituent X: in some cases il is a
relative clause, in others it is a complement clause.®

However, if we look more closely at (2), (4). (6), (8), we sce that this
conclusion faces a number of dillicultics. The supposed relative clauses do
not gerrespond in an exact way to any known kind of refative dause, They
cannot be considered appositive relative clauses because:

(a) they react negalively to the omission test (i.c. they cannot be
omitted); .

(b) the *intonational cues” are different - usually, in fact, they do not have
a separate tonal group;

(c) for English, it should be pointed out that while that cannot bhe
substituted for the wh-pronoun in the appositive clause, the clauses in
question allow this substitution (cf. (2)). In addition, while in appositive
vlwukes the wh-pronoun conoot be suppressed, in the clinases  ander
consideration it can be (again, cf. (2)), especially in informal style.

On the other hand, these constructions are not typical restiictive relative
clauses, cither, for various rcasons:

(2) they can be found adjacent to proper nouns and phrases which already
have unique reference with respect to a given set of deictic coordinates:

(17) 1t’s John who/that/& gocs to Rome.

(18) It's my brother who/that/€¥ goces to Rome.
This 1s not true of restrictive relative clauses:

(19) *John who goes to Rome is my brother.
On the other hand, a sentence like

(20) The brother of mine who goes to Rome is John.

[4] There are no corresponding Spanish  translations. Adverbial phrases. prepositional
phrases, temporal clauses. ete.. cannot appear in Spanish in the focused position.

{5] T'will use for the moment this rather imprecise expression so as to avoid having to define the
type of relationship that exists.

[6] Chomsky (1977: 96) has also, in this connection, advocated a “double origin® for 1CS,
following Pinkham & Hankamer 1975,
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can have only one interpretation, namely: ‘[I have more than one brother]:
the brother who goes to Rome is...". This is not truc of (18).

Actually, the extension of the focused referential element X cannot be
reduced. The ‘adjacent’ clause is neither an ‘afterthought’ (as appositive
clauses are), nor a constituent which is needed to identify X uniquely. Rather,
it would seem to be an ‘addition’ of meaning, much like the comment in a
topic-comment structure.

(b) There is some exclusively syntactic evidence which confirms this
hypothesis. The ‘empty relatives’ are characterized by the deletion of wh-
when the head in the relative clause has no subject relationship to the verb
(is not the subject of the verb):

(21) The man I met.

but consider:

(22) The man who met you.

(23) It’s the man met you

where (23) does not conform to this property.” Italian also presents evidence
for the same COI]C]USiOﬂZ

(24) L’amico a cui ho consegnato il pacco ¢ partito.
“The friend to whom 1 gave the parcel has left.’

(25) 2 a quell’'amico che ho consegnato il paceo,
‘It is to that friend that I gave the parcel.’

(26) *E a quell’amico a cui/al quale ho consegnato il pacco.
(27) E quell’amico a cui/al quale ho consegnato il pacco.
‘It is that friend to whom I gave the parcel.’

(24) has a restrictive relative clause, (25) has an ICS; if we try to substitute
an explicit relative pronominal form for che in (25), we get in (26) an ill-
formed sentence and in (27) an identifying structure with a restrictive relat,lve
clause. On the other hand, a sentence like (28), where the relative pronoun
il quale occurs instead of the multi-function complementizer che, is also ill-
formed:

. (28) *E lui il quale non mi pud vedere.
In conclusion, it seems more convincing to assume that S in ICS® has a

completive nature, and is not a relative clause.

7] Cf. Jcspersen, 1909-49 111, § 7.5; See also, Harris & Vincent (1980) on the omission of who
and fhat in subject pmmon of there-constructions.

(8} Spdmsh as we will also sce in the treatment of the other properties, is completely dlchrent
S is in fact an indefinite refative clause.
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2.2, Agreement of the verh in the complement clause

" A second facet of the ICS constructions which merits attention is agreement
of the verb in the complement clause. In WCS, agreement is third person
singular/third person plural for the verb in the wh- cliuse, and is obviously
controlled by the head of the indefinite relative clause, or by the indefinite
relative pronoun itself when the clause is a true free relative clause. The
situation with regard to the verb in the complement cluse is more complex.
In one of the most widespread varicties of contemporary English (cf.
Jespersen 1909 -49: H1, 9o), when the focused constituent X is a NP and an
argument of the proposition expressed by the complement clause, the verh
is always in the third person and agrees in number with the focused NP.
(Contrast another varicty of English which presents the type 1t is T who am
responsible. See below, Section 2.5.)

«9) (a) It is me who/that is responsible.
(b) It is you who/that is responsible.
(c) It is him who/that is responsiblc.
(d) It is us who/that are responsible.
(e) It is you who/that are responsible.
(f) It is you who/that are responsible.

Apparently, what we find here is a sort of ‘split agrecment’, with respect to
number and person. Even i’ the controller of number can be casily
recognized, it is not at all clear what will be the controller of person. The
most obvious candidate is of course i, but this hypothesis is unsatisfactory
because it forces us to sce in sentences like (29a)-(291) an ad hoe summation
of person and number features. In Section 2.5 a diferent hypothesis,
intuitively more plausible, will be suggested.

The situation for Italian is completely different. In Itadian agreement is
controlled entirely (that is, with respect to both number and person) by the
head of the focused NP: :

(30) (a) Sono io che sono responsabile
be-1s6 1 that be-18G responsible
‘1t’s me who is responsible’
(b) Sei tu che sei responsabile.
be-2sG  you that be-25G responsible
" “It's you who are responsible’

In Spanish, two options are possible:

(31) Soy  vo quien va a Roma.
be-1s6 I who go-38G to Rome
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(32) 7Soy yola que voy a Roma.
be-1sG I  the-one that go-15G to Rome

(33) Soy yola quc va a Roma.
be-18G 1 the-one that go-35G to Rome

The indefinite relative pronoun guien has to select the third person singular
of the verb, while the clause with la que seems to allow a greater liberty in
verb agreement. (32), in fact, was considered an ‘odd’ sentence by some of
the speakers interviewed. For these speakers, if the focused NP has the
features of 1st, 2nd or 3rd person singular, the V in S must have 3rd person
singular morphology:

(34) (a) Eres (u quien/la que va a Roma.
be-25G you who/the one that go-35G 1o Rome

(b)y Es ¢l quien/el que va a Roma.
be-1sG he  who/the-one that go-3sG to Rome

On the other hand, if the focused NP has the features of 1st, 2nd, or 3rd
person plural, the V in S agrees with the NP:

(34) (¢) Somos nosotros quienes/los que vamos a Roma.

be-1pPi. we who/the ones that go-1pL to Rome
(d) Soys vosotros quicnes/los que vays a Roma.

be-2pPL you who/the ones that go-2PL to Rome
() Son cllosquienes/los que van a Roma.

be-3pL they who/the ones who go-3pPL to Rome

The situation in French shows diachronic and socio-linguistic oscillations. In 4
contemporary standard French the focused NP completely determines the
form of Vin S:

(35) (a) C'est moi qui vais a Rome. , :
(b) Clest toi qui vas a Rome.
(¢) Cest lui qui va a Rome.
(d) Cest nous qui allons @ Rome.
(¢) C’est vous qui allez & Rome.
(f) Cest eux qui vont a Rome.

This does not hold in non-standard French and in some patois in rural areas
(cf. Sornicola, in press ). In these varieties, we find a situation analogous to
that in English; that is, if the focused NP is 1st, 2nd, or 3rd person singular,
the verb in the complement clause will have 3rd person singular morphology,
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but if the focused NP is 1st, 2nd, or 3rd person plural, the verb will have 3rd
person plural morphology:

(36) (1) Clest moi qui va a4 Rome.
Itis me who go-35G to Rome

(b) Clesttol qui va & Rome.
Itis you who go-25¢ to Rome

(¢) Cestlui qui va a Rome.
[tis him who go-35G o Rome

(d)  Clest nousqui vont a4 Rome,
Itis us who go-tpe1. to Rome

{¢) Clestvousqui vont a Rome.

»y Romie

=

[t is you who go-2r1. 1

Rome.
y Rome

(f) Cest cux qui vont R
- It is they who go-3rn t

~

2.3. Control of reflexive in the complement clanse

The determination of V in §, as onc might expect, is related to the control of
the reflexive anaphor in S. In one varicty of English therc is no person
agreement between a personal pronoun in the focused NP and a reflexive
pronoun that can occur in S (cf. Akmajian, 1970). There is, in any casc,
number agreement hetween the personal pronoun and focused NP, so that
we have:

(37) (@) Itis me who/that/©@ shaves himself.
(b) It is us who/that/@ shave themselves.

On the other hand, in the most widespread variety of English, the NP
controls not only the reflexive but also the verb agreement:

(38) (a) [t is me that cut myself.
(b) Itis you that cut yoursclf.

In standard French (39) and Italian (40), where the focused NP controls
agreement of Vin §, it also has complete control over the reflexive anaphor
(in French: moi...me, toi.. e in Nabian; fo . mi, 1w 00):

(39) (a) Clest moi qui me lave.
Itis me who REFL-15G wash

(b) 2Cest moi qui sc lave.
Itis me who REFL-38G  wash

(¢) Cest toi qui tc laves.

Itis  you who REFL-25G  wash
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(d) ?C’est toi qui se lave.
Itis you who REFL-3sG  wash

{40) (a). *Sono io che si ¢ lavato.
be-1sG T that REFL-38G be-35G washed
(by Sono io che mi sono lavato.
be-15G [ that REFL-18G be-18G washed
(¢). *Sci  tu che si ¢ lavato.
be-25G you that REFL-35G be-35G washed
(d) Sci tu che t sei lavato.
be-28G you that RErL-25G be-28G washed

The data for Spanish show a marginal codification. Both the sentences (41a,
¢) and the sentences (41b, d) have been judged grammatical by the speakers
interviewed. A certain variation in the answers was shown for (41f, h)
because not all the speakers agreed on their grammaticality :

(41) (a) Soy yo quien/el que me lavo.
be-1SG | who/the-one that REFL-15G wash-1sG
(b) Soy yo quien/el que se lava.
be-15G 1 who/the-one that REFL-38G wash-3SG
(c) Eres tu quien/el que te lavas.
be-2sG  you who/the-one that REFL-25G wash-25G
(d) Tires tu quien/el que #e lava:
be-2sG  you who/the-one that REFL-35G wash-3SG
(e) Somos nosotros quienes/los que nos lavamos.
be-1PL  we who/the-ones that REFL-1PL wash-IPL
(f) ?Somos nosotros quienes/los  que se lavan. §
be-1pPL we who/the-ones that REFL-3PL wash-3PL ~
(g) Soys vosotros quienes/los  que 0s lavays.
be-2PL  you who/the-ones that REFL-2PL wash-2Pl
(h) - ?Soys  vosotros quienes/los  que se lavan.
"be-2PL  you who/the-ones that REFL-3PL wash-3PL

When the focused personal pronoun is 1st or 2nd person singular there can
be agreement of the reflexive anaphor with the pronoun (and in this case
there will be agreement between the pronoun and V in S), or there can be
agreement with quien/el que. When the focused pronoun has the feature
[+ Plural], though, this would secem to bind the reflexive anaphor
obligatorily. Thus, the type of sentence found in (41 b, d) can be considered
an equative-identifying structure with a basic configuration

(42) NPbcS (XbeY)
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Notice that we find this type in ltalian also, but in lalian the independence

of the free relative clause goes beyond this to create asymmetry of number
between the term X and the term Y of the equative structure (cfr. (45),

(46)):

(43) Sono io chi i lava.
be-1sG I who  REFL-38G wash-38G

(44) Chi si lava $O0NoO 0.
who  REFL-38G wash-38G be-1s6
(45) Stamo noi chi si fava.
be-1rL. we who REFL-38G wash-3sG
(46) Chi st lava Slmo noi.
who  REFL-35G wash-3sG be-1er, we

The Spanish type of sentence (41b, d) and the Italian type (43) must be kept
cqmpletely distinct from ICS. These sentences are related to WCS, and are
different from WCS only with respect to the order of their constituents X and
Y? (cf. also, the types lo sono un tipo che si offende, * T am a person who takes
offence (35G)”, lo sono un tipo che mi offendo 1 am a person who take offence
(1sG)” where both possibilities can be rcalized).

As far as Spanish is concerned, the oscillation found in (34a-¢) and in
(41a~-h) proves, in any case, that in this language a process of gram-
maticalization of these structures is going on, influenced by various forces.
The oscillation in verb agrecment and in binding of the reflexive anaphor
in S seems due to a conflict between the focused NP and the indefinite relative
pronoun for the assumption of control over the syntactic processes in S
when the head of NP is a personal pronoun with the featurc [+ Singular] and
with a high rank in the hicrarchy of person (1st, 2nd), while the conflict is
resolved in favour of NP when the 1st or 2nd person head of NP has the
feature [+ Plural].

For the purposes of this paper the relevant point ts that in all four
languages examined the agreement of V and the agreement of the reflexive
anaphor in S are closely related: if V and focused NP agree in both person
and number, then there is also agreement between the reflexive anaphor and
focused NP with respect to both person and number (cf. French, Italian and,
in part, Spanish). If V has what we have called for the moment ‘split
agreement’, in number with focused NP, and in person with the dummy
subject ir, the reflexive anaphor will also show such “split agreement’;' (cf.
the variety of English evidenced in examples (37a) and (37b}). This situation

[9] The possibility of permuting of X and Y is a typical characteristic of the equative
structures: see below, Section 3.
[10] For English, in fact, one should also consider a third factor in the agreement of the reflexive
anaphor, and that is gender, which is controlled by the feature [(:cndu] of the head of the
focussed NP: It is her who/that] O washes herself/*himself.
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is very different from the one in WCS, where in all four languages examined
the reflexive anaphor in S is bound by the head of wh- (the one/the ones, etc.)
or by wh- itself.

2.4 Agreement of the verb *be’

This is another important factor in the analysis of the structural and
functional configurations of ICS and WCS. Although we can find some
evidence in Middle English of agreement between be and focused NP (cfr.,
1t ami 1 that loveth so hoote Emelye the brighte: Chaucer A, 1736~37), it scems
clear that the language has restructured the agreement pattern, giving control
of be to it."* Presumably, this has happened because of the influence of a
general phenomenon in the language; that is, a phenomenon of drift towards
an increasingly rigid thematization in establishing the subject. It is also
possible that a specific concomitant cause was the marking of the post-
copular NP as accusative (sce Scction 2.5).

It is interesting to note that the same development has taken place in
French, where we have evidence from the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries
of agreement between focused NP and étre instead of between ce and étre.
Thus, there must have been periods of oscillation in the norm, with the
contemporaneous presence of both agreement patterns, before gram-
maticalization of this structure (a process strongly influenced by normative
grammatical reflection) into a form with generalized agreement between ce
and érre was consolidated.

This result is thus in close relation to the similar drift undergone by English
and French towards a kind of subjectivization with obligatory subject and
rigid agreement between the verb and the element placed to its left, which is
a well-known property of the Non-Pro-Drop languages. Italian and Spamsh
on the other hand, show agreement to the right of ‘be’ with focused NP, al
property we might expect to find in these two Pro-Drop languages. However,
this explanation in exclusively syntactic terms is unable to take into acgount
the agreement of *be’ which is produced in the WCS of these two languages.
In contrast with English, in which agreement is with the head of the free
relative clause (with respect to both person and number: the one [who/
that...] is...X, the ones [who/that...] are...X) and with French, in which
agreement is with ce (celui [qui...] c’est... X, ceux [qui...] C’est...X), once
again in Italian and Spanish there is agreement between ‘be’ and focused NP
(cf. (3a-b), 5a-b)), even though a candidate for ‘subjecthood’, the indefinite
relative pronoun, is available to the left of ‘be’. It is interesting to note, in
fact, that this pronoun usually triggers agreement of the verb in the main
clause in correlative predicative constructions (see (12) and (13)). Thus, what

{r1] The same phenomenon can be observed with there-constructions: cf. Harris & Vincent,
1980.
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we see in the WCS of Ttalian and Spanish is a kind of conflict between two
candidates for subjecthood. resolved in favour ol the candidate with the
higher rank in the hierarchies of definiteness and focality. To put it in other
terms, the semantic and pragmatic categorics ountrank the positional
(syntactic) categories.

2.5. Case-marking of focused NP

There is yet another relevant problem with respect Lo the configurations
assumed by ICS in the languages we are dealing with, and that is the case-
marking of focused NP, or, to be more precise. of the personal pronouns
which occupy this position.'* This is a crucial factor, because presumably it

is precisely this factor which determines some of the syntactic properties of

this kind of sentence.

English scems to have three different possibilitics with respect to the
functional structurce of the complement clause:

~(i) Choice between nominative/accusative according to whether  the
pronoun is or is not the subject of the clause:

(47) Itis I who am sick.

(48) It is me who John is after.

This situation is the same as in Halian, where we have:

(49) Sono io che non lo posso vedere.

be-1sG I that not him can-1s¢G sce

(s0) & me che non pud vedere,

be-3sG me that not can-3sG sce
(51) ?Sono io che non puo vedere.,
be-1sG 1 that not can-3s¢ sce

(ii) Choice between nowminative/accusati-¢ independently of the func-
tional structure of the complement clause, but with repercussions for the
agreement of the verb. For the speakers of English interviewed, the patterns
in (52) and (53) are options in complementary distribution:

(52) Itis T who am/*is responsible.

(53) It is me who *am/is responsible.

(ii1) Generalization of the accusative with agreement of V in the comple-
ment clause to the third person.

In English there have been oscillations between case marking of nominative
or accusative in preceding diachronic phases. The same has happened in
French, although in contemporary standard 'rench accusative case marking
is generalized (cf. Sornicola, 19885). In contrast with the nominative case
marking (sentence types (47), (52)), which is a characteristic of literary and

[12] T am referring here to morphological “case”. and not to abstract *Case .
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formal registers, possibility (iii) is becoming more and more widely used in
contemporary English. This phenomenon has for some time affected other
constructions, such as the locative-existential construction (There is me), the
presentative construction (Here is me), the equative construction (That is me,
a sentence type already evidenced in Shakespeare: That's me [ warrant you
[ Twelfth Night 2.5.88]; If this should be thee Malvolio [ibid 112]), of which
WCS are only a sub-type (cf. (1)). In other words, this phenomenon has
alfected all the constructions in which the pronoun occurs in post-copular
position. Thus, in all the examples mentioned, agreement of be is in the 3rd
person, even in the locative-existential constructions and in the presentative
constructions where there is no pronominal form in the third person which
could trigger agreement. It is precisely this fact which leads to the conclusion
that the underlying cause of the ‘abnormal syntax’ of ICS in English is the
post-copular position ol the pronoun and the drift towards marking this
pronoun with the accusative case. These two factors must have caused a
distortion of the syntactic process in the complementclause towards a syntax
of the ‘non-person’, to use Benveniste’s (1956) term. What occurs in all the
constructions we have examined is the use of the accusative as the unmarked
case (cf. Jespersen, 1909—49: III, Sect. 18.9), which acts as a signal that the
constituent in the post-copular position is the non-subject. In this position
“subjecthood” is neutralized in English, independently of whether or not
there is another nominal preceding the copula, which is able to trigger the
agreement of be. We can consider this to be an effect of the well-known
preference in English for themaltic subjects, even at the cost of their being
‘dummy’ subjects. This characteristic can sometimes cause a sort of conflict
between syntax and semantics: in ICS the conflict is with respect to the
control of the syntactic processes in S.

Sentence type (52) follows a tendency opposite to the general trend of
English, resolving the conflict between syntax and semantics in favour of the 4
latter; thus, the focused nominal, even though it has none of the properties
required for *subjecthood’ in English (thematic position, agreement with be)
continues to control the syntactic processes in the complement clause
because it has kept one important property of subjecthood, that is,
nominative case-marking. Sentence type (53), on the other hand, exemplifies
a tendency to resolve the conflict between syntax and semantics in favour of
thematization, neutralizing the focused element as a candidate for ‘sub-
jecthood”.

We can at this point reformulate our hypothesis of *split control” over the
syntactic processes in S. Instead of thinking of it as controlling half of the
processes and the focused NP controlling the other half, it seems more
convincing to consider the feature [—Person] the controller. In fact, when the
head of the focused NP is marked as non-subject, there is a sort of
“demotion” of the constituent with respect to the hierarchy of person,
introducing a generalized non-person into the configuration of the structure.



ROSANNA SORNICOLA

It is intercsting that standard French has followed a path different from
English in this respect. Marking the pronoun in focus with the accusative
case does not correspond to a real neutralization of the hicrarchy of person,
because the focuscd clement continues to control the processes in the
complement clause. In considering the situation, in any case, one cannol
avoid taking into account the great influence on this process of the
centralized grammatical normativization of French. This normativization
has blocked the tendency which would be analogous to the one in English,
so that we find it only in non-standard French.

In keeping with their status as Pro-Drop languages, Halian and Spanish
present no conflicts between syntax and semantics in 1CS: the focused
pronoun usually takes on itself all the propertics of subjecthood; that is, it
controls both agreement with ‘be’ and the syntactic processes in S,

3~SEMANTICS

In this section a few semantic characteristics of 1CS and WCS will be
examined. A first point which deserves to be discussed is whether 1CS and
WCS are really synonymous and interchangeable as has sometimes been
supposed (cf. Akmajian, 1970).

As is well known, synonymy is far from being a clearcut notion. A widely
accepted possibility is that synonymy can be defined through logical
equivalence. In this framework two sentences are said to be synonymous
when they have the same logical form. In Russellian terms this is to be
understood as a fully disambiguated reading of a sentence along with a truth
condition for that reading such that all of the sentence entailment relations
are captured. This view, however, has been recently questioned by supporters
of so-called ‘Radical Pragmatics’, according to whom logical equivalence
doces not imply semantic identity. In Gazdar’s words (1979: 57):‘ Logically
equivalent sentences arc not required to have the same semantic rep-
resentation, but only the same semantic interpretation [in the logical theory
which is chosen, i.e. in the metalanguage used].” In this alternative framework
any ICS and its corresponding WCS, though logically cquivalent in a given
metalanguage, would not be synonymous, or to put it in a different way,
would not have the same scmantic representation. As a matter of fact they
do not share values on the aboutness parameters, So for example, (1) is
‘about’ ‘the one who goes to Rome’, whereas (2) is ‘about” ‘me’. A further
difference concerns the definiteness parameter: in (1) the flow of information
goes from the feature [- Definite] in the phrase “the one who...” (o
[+ Definite} in *me’, whereas in (2) it starts with the feature [+ Definite] in the
post-copular phrase and maintains this all through the sentence. Morcover,
the predications in (1) and (2) are different: as we will sce in a moment, (1)
is a real equative sentence type, whereas (2) is not. What the predication in
(1) expresses is that for any non-null possible world w; the extension ol the
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definite description ‘the one who goes to Rome’ is the one-term set made up
by ‘me’. The predication in (2) instead expresses a property ‘of mine’, that
is the property of going to Rome. Two interesting and difficult questions now
arise: what the metalanguage should be in which to formulate the respective
logical forms of (1) and (2), and to what extent these should reflect the
considerations we have discussed so far. Atlas and Levinson (1981) have
argucd that the logical form of an ICS such as

(54) It was John that Mary kissed
would be, using the lambda-operator:
(55)  Ax(Kiss (Mary, x)) (John)

that is a formula with a complex one-place predicate symbol true of ‘John’.
However, they do not commit themselves to saying whether the cor-
responding WCS would have the same logical form, though they observe that
it would *‘highlight’ the properties of (54)."* The question concerning the
respective logical forms of ICS and WCS, however, is not so crucial, once the
Radical Pragmatics viewpoint has been accepted. For our purposes it suffices
to say that ICS and the corresponding WCS do not have the same semantic
representations.

A second controversial point is the equative status of the verb be in the
ICS. Halliday (1967, 1976) maintains that the WCS types

(56) What John broke was the window
(57) The one who broke the window was John

are “identifying clauses’. These should be considered as a subset of the set of
‘equative clauses’'* having the following characteristics: they are structured
in two parts, one of which is nominalized ; both parts are connected by the
equative be (Halliday, 1976: 182). Halliday also defines two functions — the 2}
identifier and the identified - in terms of the identification relation ‘x is to be
identified as y’; in other words, the identified is the thing to be identified,
whereas the identifier is that with which it is to be identified. Thus, in
identifying clauses the identifier is the element which corresponds to the wh-
item in the wh-question presupposed by the subject clause (for example in
(56) the presupposed wh-question is ‘what did John break?’ and so the
element corresponding to wh- is ‘window’). The remaining part is defined as

[13} See pp. 50-51. According to Gazdar, however, ICS and WCS would have the same logical
form; see also Atlas & Levinson, 1981: 16-17.

[14} Cf. Halliday, 1967: 223-224: ‘An identifying clause has equative form, with class 2 be, but
differs from a simple cquative clause in that it represents a particular option in the theme
system'. Furthermore, on p. 223 he states: ‘Since it is useful to be able to distinguish
terminologically between a clause of this type [i.e. what John saw was the play), with
nominalization, which contrasts systemically with a non-nominalized clause, and a simple
cquative clause without nominalization such as the leader is John, the former will be
referred to here as ““identifying” clause’.
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the “identified " (Halliday, 1967: 223-225). It is worth noting that in the WCS
the identified part is always the wh-clause (or the one b whi-clause).
Furthermore, in the unmarked case the identificr is the New and the
identified is the Given (1967: 226-227).

But what about ICS? According to Halliday, these set up a further choice

in the system, that is the predication of the theme. He would consider 1CS of

the type exemplified in (2) as cquative stroctwres, where ioowho/thar /O
would be the identified. me the identifier, the relator being the equative

ber’ Thus the meaning of a sentence like (2) would be very close to that of

an identifying clause such as I am the one who goes 1o Rome ' both being
related to [ go to Rome and differing from it in respect of only one feature
(predication vs non-predication of the theme). According to Halliday,
however, ‘there is a difference between a clause with predicated theme and
an identifying clause ... Inidentification the prominence is copnitive [ie. with
regard to our example 1 and nobody c¢lse go (o Rome™| whereas in
pPredication it is thematic [i.c. 1 and nobody clse am the topic of the
sentence ’]” (Halliday 1967: 236). Notwithstanding these subtle observations.,
the basic assumption that the it is X who .. type has an cquative value is not
convincing. There is evidence to support the claim that the relation * X cquals
Y’ is not involved here:

(a) it 1s a *dummy’ subject, having no referential status: it cannot be the
X in the relation "X ecquals Y. In other words, what is meant by the

structure in question is not that a particular (though indefinite) individual of

a possible world is to be identified with another particular, definite individual
of the same (or another) possible world. That this is so is further contirmed
by the fact that the so called Pro-Drop laneuages, like Ttalian. in this kind
of structure do not show any clement that could be the X of the *X equals
Y’ relation.

(b) One of the peculiar charactenstics of equattive sentences is that the
constituents X and Y in the equative relations can be permuted - no matter
what the etlects of the permutation on the pragmatic fevel are.' Thus we can

5] Halliday, 1967: 236. Harres-Delisle (1978: 422) considers both WCS and 1CS as
‘equational sentences which establish an identity between a known or presupposed entity
and a focussed entity which represents the new information”’. Though her basic claim that
‘all sentences that contain a contrastively emphasized noun phrase are derived from
underlying equational sentences ' (479) is altractive, the umfied treatment of WCS and 1CS
seems o rest on « priori grounds.

[16] Note that this sentence is the ‘reverse’ of the example given in (2). [n Halliday's terms the
difference would be one of order of the sequence identifier  identified @ identified  identifier
in the case of (2), identifier - identified in the case of T am the one who goes to Rome. T
is clear, however, that a difference in focus displacement is correfated to the order of the
sequence identifier - identified (in the unmarked case): in (2) the focus is on the last item
whereas in [ am the one who goes 1o Rome it 1s on the first (¢f. however Halliday's
considerations, 1967: 226).

{17} Finer considerations on cquativity are made by Longobardi (1985) in a generative
framework. He distinguishes structures such as Llassassino ¢ Mario from Mario ¢

358

IT- AND WH-CLEFTS

have the one who goes to Rome is me and I am the one who goes to Rome, but
it would be difficult to permute the structural constituents of ICS, and even
the mapping of the identifying — identifier structure onto the structure

(58) it—be-X-S

is not casy to determine. Which constituents are to be permuted? A more
general version of this problem would be: what is the configuration to which
the permutation should be applied? A fundamental difficulty, among others,
is faced in attempting to answer this. As has been pointed out in Section 2,
the relationship between S on the one hand and X, ir on the other hand, is
complex. As a consequence we cannot be sure of the position to assign to 8
by permutation. Yet, whatever is assumed as the appropriate configuration,
the outcome of permutation is always ill-formed: -

(59) *lohn is it who/that/© gocs to Rome
(60) *It who/that/& gocs to Rome is John

(61) *John who/that/Q goes to Rome is it

Note that if ir is considered a constituent that is not present in deeper
configurations and is omitted in sentences (59), (60) a WCS structure will be
obtained. This is no evidence, however, that ICS can be derived fromWCS.
Apart from considerations on the different nature of the wh- pronouns in ICS
and WCS (sec section 2), in order for this hypothesis to be seriously
exantined, one should expluin why the vorb be 18 not in s normul equative
position. Actually, what the test shows is that the it — be — X subpart of the
configuration can hardly be analysed into smaller constituents, i.e. that in this
respect it behaves like a unit.

4

3
4. TEXTUAL PROPERTIES

In this section some textual properties of ICS and WCS will be examined.
When these structures are dealt with at the discourse level, one should
attempt to ascertain: first, in which points of the textual network they occur
and, secondly, to which parameters, if any, their distribution is related. These
questions deserve to be further investigated, though recently some hypotheses
about them have been advanced by Prince (1978) and Carlson (1983).

On the assumption that ‘a WCS is nothing else than a question-answer

I'assussino. Though both types can be represented as a sequence NP ~ be — NP at some level
of categorial structure, they differ in a number of syntactic and semantic properties. Thus
the term ‘identificational” is kept by Longobardi only for the first type, whereas the latter
is termed ‘predicational’. Furthermore, according to Longobardi it is only the
identificational structure that sets up the basic configuration for deriving ICS and WCS via
wh-Movement.
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dialogue condensed into a sentence’, Carlson (1983: 225) puts forward the
following dialogue rule:

(62) A WCS of the form
(wh- word X -t -Y)- be- A

answers Lhe question

i (wh-word - X -t Y)

According to him these structures are ‘peculiar grammatical constructions
which serve the purpose of articulating a sentence as an answer to
particular question’. Hence for clefts to be appropriately used in a dialoguc,
an implied direct question, which is structurally identical to the free refutive
subject, should be interpolated in the scmantic representation ol the
dialogue. As Carlson (1983: 225) puts it: “In other words. to accept a WS
is to accept its subject as a topical question worthy of interest, or relevant to
the dialogue’. Thus any WCS “will be appropriate to a confext only if its
suBject is a question that naturally arises in that context’, It is not clear,
however, what ‘naturally’ means. Nor is Prince’s discourse condition on
clefts any clearcr:'®

(63) A WCS will not occur coherently in a discourse if the material inside
(the subject) wh-clause does not represent material which the
cooperative speaker can assume to be appropriately in the hearer’s
consciousness at the time of hearing the utterance. (Prince 1978
888)

Apparently a step forward in the puzzling problem of defining the WOS

textual function is made by Carlson, who suggests the following rule (1983:
227):

(64) The subject question must occur among the premises of the cleft
sentences in the dialogue game.

However, he does not scem to define more specifically how a ‘premisce’
should be understood. If we have understood him correctly, what he means
by this term is just ‘antecedent’, but the kind of logical link which relates it
to the corresponding WCS is not clear, for nowhere in this discussion does
he use such terms as ‘entailment’, ‘implication’, ‘presupposition’, or even
‘implicature’. He just tries to skip over a ticklish question when he says:
“Two frequently encountercd senses of **presupposition ™ arc approximated
by the following characterizations: sentence S logically presupposes S if the
interrogative form of S entails S; S pragmatically presupposes SifS is a
necessary dialogue premise for S. These characterizations. if appropriate,
suggest that the notion of presupposition is not needed as a primitive concept

(18] Carlson (1983: 226) in quoting this passage also observes: 1t remains obscure L owhat s
meant by material inside sentences, and whal is it [or (hat material (o be appropriately in
anyone’s consciousness.’
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of our theory of discourse’ (1983 : 220). In one way or another, then, rule (64)
is tantamount to affirming that the subject question is pragmatically
presupposed by the whole WCS.

This conclusion does not lead us much further, given the rather
controversial and vague status of the notion of * pragmatic presupposition 18
As a matter of fact, the alternative formulation in terms of pragmatic
presupposition tells us nothing more than that the subject question must
arise ‘naturally’ in the text. Now, it is well known that real texts in natural
languages are highly complicated objects: such a question could be in the text
in several different ways. The most obvious cases are those in which the
questions actually occur in the text in the appropriate linear position, but
they are not frequent. On the contrary, in the great majority of cases the
question occurs as a paraphrastic variatio of the WCS wh-clause. Of course,
it may not occur in the linear structure of the text and can only be inferred
in the text's semanlic representation - often partially ~ by some items in the
surface ol the text, or it may not be in the text’s semantic representation at
all.

As an cxample of paraphrastic variatio consider the following case, quoted
by Prince: (1978: 887):

(65) There is no question what they are after. What the committee is after
is somebody at the White House.

Here the embedded question what they are after is a close paraphrase of what
the conunittee is qfter, showing the variation of one element,
This dialogue sequence, quoted by Carlson, is trickier:

(66) H: I'm really very sorry to disturb you. It’s just that we’re making
a few inquiries about Margery Phipps.
K: What’s this all about? 4
H: What I'd like to know is exactly what you did after shootings
finished on the day that Margery Phipps died (Patricia Moyes,
The Falling Star; cf. Carlson, 1983; 227). )

We are not so sure as Carlson is that here the WCS wh-clause is but ‘a
polite paraphrase of the witness’ abrupt inquiry’. As a matter of fact, the
WCS scems to have multiple premises in the text, not just one. The utterance
‘we're making a few inquiries’ implicates ‘we’d like to know something’ and
this, in turn, or better ‘I'd like to know something’, is presupposed by ‘what
would I like to know?’. That this is so is further confirmed by the fact that
such a sequence as

(67) T'm really very sorry to disturb you. It’s just that we’re making a few
inquiries about Margery Phipps. What I'd like to know is exactly
what you did after shooting finished on the day Margery Phipps
died. ‘

{19} On the whole question sce Levinson, 1983, par. 5.2.
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would be perfectly coherent. This evidence suggests that the occurrence in the
text of a wh-question coinciding with the subject clause of a given WOS s
not a nccessary condition. This is not. however, the onty evidence. Ina great
number of cases it is difficult to see how such aw/h-clause can oceur among
the WCS ‘premises’. Let us consider a few passapes flom a cursory
exploration in British newspapers and magazines:

(68) By comparison. the army’s share of defence spending has declined
slightly, though it has more moncy in absolute terms than betore
1981. With this, it has made some striking improvements ... Where
the army has done less well is in the programme to pre-position
cquipment in Europe. so that the fighting men can be flown over
quickly in a crisis (The Fconomist. 13 19 April 1988, Rearming
America, p. 44).

Heze the utterance with this, it has made sone striking improvement
pragmatically presupposcs ‘it has not made xtrikiim improvements with
something . because the focused phrase with thiy sets up an emphasis for
contrast ‘and not with other things’. 1t is dillicult to say exactly if the
presupposed proposition is “it has not made striking improvements with
something’ or ‘it has not made striking improvements with all the other
things’ (i.c. if wirh this carrics the unicity implication or not). In my opinion
this problem is not ‘decidable’ in the textual space where the utterance
occurs. The utterances from real texts of natural languapges often show
various kinds of such undecidable problems  which clsewhere have been
termed ‘unsolvable syncretisms’ (Sornicola. 19811 104 105). In the case
under discussion we are dealing with a “presupposition syncretism ™. Ttis only
in the textual area where the WCS occurs that it can be solved, highlighting
the content ‘with something’ (i.c. the non-unique interpretation of the
preceding ‘ with this’). The presupposed proposition ‘it has not made striking
improvements with something’, however, is in a paraphrastic relation to the
presupposed proposition of *where the army has done less well s, 1.e. “the
army has done less well in something’. We could intuitively say that the
presupposition syncretism ‘it has not made striking improvements with
something/all the other things’ raiscs the question of what this thing is/all
the other things are. This could perhaps be an alternative formulation to
Carlson’s ‘naturally arising question”. The point is however that such an
expectation could hardly be a ‘premise’, whatever its mcaning may be.

A more consistent condition would be the direct or indirect occurrence in
the text of the wh-clause presupposition. Both (67) and (68) in one way or
another satisfy this condition. Yet, is the occurrence in the text of such a
presupposition really a general condition for WCS?71 would say it is not. Let
us consider the following sequence of textual examples:

(69) The scope of the change, revealed by Easter, came as a shock. Tor

months officials at the Elyséc had been talking about a “dose” of
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PR to be injected in the present system, the objective being to
forestall a conservative landslide next year and to help M. Mitterand
carry on as overall head of government until his term expires in
1988. What he came up with was no dose, but a barrelful. France
is to have full scale PR, which will mean expanding the national
assembly from 491 to 577 seats (The Economist, 13~19 April 1985,
France. Battle for the centre, p. 59).

(70) ...miners arc making it clear that they have not the heart for much
more fighting ... what miners want now is cash in hand and a secure
future (The Economist, 30 March to § April 1985, Miners. Back to
normal. pp. 40-42 passim). -

(71)  What excited Washington was whether the UN’s failure in Geneva
could be converted into an early foreign policy coup for President
Reagan: the liberation of Africa’s last real colony (The Economist,
30 March to 5 April 1985, America and South Africa, p. 19).

(72) At this point, western liberals can begin talking with large numbers
of White South Africans. What frustrates them is their impotence
to carry talk into action (ibid. p. 34).

In (69) the wh-clause pinpoints the boundary of a textual area which is
discontinuous as regards the immediately preceding sentence; its semantic
content, in fact, is first related to the non-contiguous textual area ending with
The scope of the change ... came as a shock. We can see that, compared with
the preceding sentence, the wih-clause has a contrastive value, bringing into
focus the item barrelful: it develops further and explains the sequence The
scope ...as a shock and in so doing establishes a turning-point in the text
towards the cLiMAX of a wide textual area whose semantic information
network could be represented informally by the proposition set: i

(73) (a) A change has occurred in the French government )

(b) Its scope is very wide

(¢) It was sudden and shocking

Now, can we say that such a statement as ‘he came up with something’ is
among the premises of the WCS? Such a question does not seem to require
a yes—no answer. Once again the problem is what we mean by ‘premise’. We
have already observed that real texts can have a very complicated semantic
network and that to reconstruct this often requires many interpolations of
missing links. This is a very subtle procedure, one difficult to formalize, for
not only has it to do with the internal semantic properties and relations of
the lexical items involved (that is, with analytic knowledge), but also with the
speaker’s knowledge of the world (that is, with synthetic knowledge). For
example, in For months...in 1988, which gives an account of how the
change had been prepared, we could condense a semantic content ‘plari (by
the officials at the Elysée)’. Now, an item actually occurring in the text such
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as ‘objective” is perfectly consistent with this condensed meaning: we can
consider it as one of the clues which could lead to the presence of the WCS
wh-clause. Yet the link is not in terms of a ‘neccessary and sufticient”
condition. The coherence of real texts has an internal degree of inde-
terminacy and vagueness which cannot be climinated.

The situation is. in a sense, similar in (70). where the presupposition that
‘there is something that miners want now fi.c. at the time the article was
written]” can be inferred from the whole text, which is a report on the
progress ol the English miners’ tong strike. In this case, this is a premise to
the wh-clause. Here again, however, it is a complete subsystem of knowledge
of the world that allows for the appropriate occurrence of the wh-clause: the
actual clues in the text are even more diflicuit to find than in the previous
case.

As to both (71) and (72), it scems that the presuppositions of the respective
WCS wh-clause in no way oceur in the preceding co-text. Tn Prinec’s terms,
the cooperative speaker could not have assumed the propositional contents
of the relevant wh-clauses as material appropriately in the reader’s
consciousness at the time of reading.

Thus it looks as il neither the occurrence of a question coinciding with the
wh-clause of a WCS nor the occurrence ol the typical presupposition
associated with the WCS wh-clause can be generalized as a necessary
condition for WCS. This in turn would suggest that WCS have much to do
with the problem of discontinuous information in the text.

Another point, however, needs to be justified. We observed carlier that in
(69) the WCS is used as a contrasting device. This contrasting value often
occurs and is all the more clear in the kind of textual function which WCS
often have:

(74) Although the White House has altered the treasury’s original plan
of tax reform in some ways that are cconomically regrettable and
politically dangerous, what remains is much more than mere
thinking ... It hardly matters that Mr. Reagan wants the plan, as
critics say, for the wrong reason ... What does matter is that the plan
will get the presidential push it needs to have any chance of survival
(The Economist, 30 March to 5 April 1985, " Now leave it alone’,
P 14).

(75) In his now-famous " star wars” speech in Mareh, 1983, Mr. Reagan
reminded scientists that they had invented the bomb and challenged
them. in effect, to disinvent it. He asked them to wse all their
ingenuity to make nuclear weapons “impotent and obsolete™. That
is not a literal possibility ... What might be possible is to blunt the
specitic threat posed by intercontinental ballistic missites (The
Economist 13-19 April 1985, *Science and Technology. Bottling the
Nuclear Game’. p. 89). ‘
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The same phcnomenon can be seen in narrative texts:

(76) A girl stood on the shingle that fringes Millbourne Bay, gazing at
the red roofs of the little village across the water. She was a pretty
girl, small and trim. Just now some secret sorrow seemed to be
troubling her, for on her forehead were wrinkles and in her eyes a
look of wistfulness. She had, in fact, all the distinguishing marks of
one who is thinking of her sailor lover.

But shie was not. She had no sailor lover. What she was thinking of
was that at about this time they would be lighting up the shop
windows in London, and that of all the deadly, depressing spots she
had ever visited this village of Millbourne was the deadliest
(Wodehouse, Sontething to worry about).

Carlson quotes examples of this kind, observing (1983: 227) that *often the
informational interest which motivates the cleft can be inferred from the
presence of alternative answers to the same question’. This could induce us
to reconsider the problem of the WCS textual premise: if the hypothesis that
the wh-question is a nceessary premise to WCS is to be ruled out, how should
this phenomenon be explained? Once again a solution can be offered by
analyzing the nctwork of logical relations underlying the text. Consider in
(74) the italicized uttcrances where the negation operator occurs. If out of
context they would be ambiguous, each admitting the following respective

interpretations :*”

(77) It does not matter that Mr. Reagan wants the plan for the wrong
reason. :
(a) "It is not the fact that Mr. Reagan wants the plan for the wrong
reason that does matter’
(b) *Itis not the case that it does matter that Mr. Reagan wants the
plan for the wrong reason’ *
(78) That is not a literal possibility.
(a) ‘It is not that that is a literal possibility’
(b) ‘It is not the case that that is a literal possibility’
(79) She was not thinking of her sailor lover. '
(a) ‘It was not her sailor lover that she was thinking of”
(b) ‘It is not the case that she was thinking of her sailor lover’
(¢c) **Thinking of her sailor lover was not what she was doing’

The (a) paraphrases show an association of negation and Focus, whereas the
(b) paraphrases do not, i.e. negation is out of the scope of Focus; this is the
case in (79¢) too. It is the (a) interpretation, however, that must be picked out
in the contexts (77)-(79). The contrasting value of WCS then seems to consist

[20] As to the connection between rocus and negation see Jackendoff, 1974: 2541%.
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in bringing into focus a new information unit and in contrasting it with a
previously focused information unit for which a certain predication does not
hold true; on the contrary, this is stated to hold truc for the newly focused
information unit. We could represent this situation in the following way:

(80) (a) Ttis not the fact that Mr. Reagan... that does matter
neg FOCUS PRESUPPOSITTON
{b)y What does matter s that the plan will pet o
PRESUPPOSITION [FOCUS

Intuitively, the fact that the first information unit is nepated as a domain of
the predication raises the cxpectation of a substitute. 'This intuitive way of
justifying the phenomenon can be shown to have an alternative formulation.
Note that (77a) presupposes:

{81) ‘Something docs matter”
(78a) presupposes:

(82) (a) ‘somecthing is a literal possibility " =
(b) ‘something is rcally possible’
whereas (794) presupposes:

(83) ‘she was thinking of something’

It is the occurrence of these presuppositions in the texts logical network that
makes the WCS in (74)-(76) appropriate in their textual environment.
(81)—=(83) in fact are also each presupposed by the wih-clause of the respective
WCS. Thus, once again, it seems that an actual, though not general, textual
condition on WCS would be the occurrence, cither in the text's lincar
manifestation or in its underlying logical nctwork, ot the wh-clause
presupposition. It might be that the satisfaction or non-satistaction of this
condition defines two textual functions of WCS: to carry on a continuous
flow of information or, on the contrary, to establish a break, a turning point
in the flow of information.

From a pragmatic point of view, however, WCS scem to have some
general characteristics. It seems as if in the whole textual arca where the
phenomenon occurs the progression carries on more slowly, causing an
otherwise thematic (or less rhematic) clement to become a maximum rheme
(as regards that textual arca). Thus we could consider this phenomenon as a
strategy which enlarges the textual space, making the ‘communicative
dynamism’®! increase either by determining two rhemes and contrasting
them or by changing into rhematic what would have been a thematic

{21} We are referring here to the notion which has been defined by Firbas as * the extent to which
the sentence elements contribute to the development of the communication, to which it
pushes the communication forward™ (Firbas, 1964: 270).
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clement. When we consider these communicative dynamism characteristics,
the phenomenon examined above becomes congruent with other WCS
textual functions, such as the suspense creating effect and the mystery creating
effect. The following quotations are from two different narrative texts; they
illustrate these peculiar values very well:

(84) A moment blankness — then, what are you thinking? (Let me peep
across at her oppositc; she’s asleep or pretending it; so what would
she think about sitting at the window at three o’clock in the
afternoon? Health, money, hills, her God?) Yes, sitting on the very
edge of the chair looking over the roofs of Eastbourne, Minnie
Marsh prays to God. That’s all very well; and she may rub the pane
too, as though to see God better; but what God does she see? Who's
the God of Minnie Marsh, the God of the back streets of
Eastbourne, the God of three o’clock in the afternoon? I, too, see
roofs, 1 sce sky; but, oh dear - this seeing of Gods! More like
President Kruger than Prince Albert — that’s the best I can do for
him; and I see him on a chair, in a black frock-coat, not so very high
up either; I can manage a cloud or two for him to sit on; and then
his hand trailing in the cloud holds a rod, a truncheon is it? — black,
thick, thorned — a brutal old bully — Minnie’s God! Did he send the
itch and the patch and the witch? Is that why she prays? What she
rubs on the window is the stain of sin. Oh she committed some
crime! (Virginia Woolf, An unwritten novel).

(85) Tom bent low over a rose-bush. His face was hidden, but the brown
of his neck scemed to take on a richer hue, and his ears were,
undeniably crimson. His feet moved restlessly, and from his unseen
mouth there proceeded the first gallant speech his lips had ever
framed. Merely considered as a speech, it was, perhaps, noththg
wonderful; but from Tom it was a miracle of chivalry and polish.
What he said was: I hope not” (Wodehouse, Something o worry
about).

(86) 1 cannot help feeling a little sorry for Ted Pringle. In the light of
what happened, I could wish that it were possible to portray him as
a hulking brute of evil appearance and worse moral, the sort of
person concerning whom one could reflect comfortably that he
deserved all he got. T should like to make him an unsympathetic
character, over whose downfall the reader would gloat. But honesty
compels me to own that Ted was a thoroughly decent young man in
every way. He was a good citizen, a dutiful son, and would certainly
have made an excellent husband. Furthermore, in the dispute on
hand he had right on his side fully as much as Tom. The whole affair
was one of those clemental clashings of man and man where the
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historian cannot sympathize with either side at the e¥pense of the
other, but must confine himself to a mere statement ol what
occurred. And briefly, what occurred was that Tom .. bringing to
the fray a pent-up fury which his adversary had had no time to
generate, fought Ted to a complete standstill in the space of two
minutes and a half (ihid.).

To sum up, then, WCS scem to have the textual function of actualizing the
final part of a cLiMaX, the one where the main rheme of o whole coberent
semantic progression occurs.

Let us examine the textual function of ICS. It is well known that this kind
of sentence conveys emphasis for contrast. We could desceribe this fact
informally by saying that inside a domain of items of which a certain
predication can be true for any specified possible world w _one is picked out ;
this is the item which fills the Focus position of the structure.

We™have already criticized on syntactic grounds the idea that i is a
pronoun referring to somecone/something of which the predication in the
complement clause is true, and which the remaining part of the main clause
would identify.?* Another unconvincing point is ‘the justification of the
‘topic-neutrality’ of the mitial pronoun ir {that is, its non-sensitiveness to
person, gender and number) by the fact that it wonld identify an answer and
thus an abstract object. The argument in favour of this hypothesis is that we
can find an ir-cleft in sentences that identify reasons or explanations. Thus in
the following passage:

(87) Tam afraid that we have to let you go. It is not that we do not like
you. It is just that we can no more use you. (Carlson, 1983: 232).

Carlson argues that the Jr-cleft is an answer to ‘what is the reason
(explanation) for this?’. Once again, however, it seems that even in this case
the occurrence of i has little to do with the semantics of the sentence and
much more to do with the syntactic propertics of English.

Nor do we agree with the assumption that the inherent semantic properties
of it would account for the ‘unicity entailment’ supposcdly related to
ICS.® 1t is doubtful whether the reply in (88)

(88) A: Who came?
B: It was John.

[22} For this idea sce Carlson (1983: 230), who agrees with Bolinger (1977: 66} in claiming that
‘Sentences with jr differs in meaning from sentences without it* and that * the difference can
be assigned to it as a member of the set that includes he, she, and they "

{23] This thesis has been defended by Bolinger (1977), Halvorsen (1978: 54 & 79), Carlson
(1983: 231-235). Atlas and Levinson (1981) criticizing the “exhaustiveness " implicatum (i.c.
the uniqueness implicatum) of Halvorsen, reach the conclusion that " there is no unigueness
presupposition for clefts. Instead, the affirmative sentence /1 ywas John that Mary kissed., but
not the preferred (choice negation) understanding of the negative sentence It wasn't John
that Mary kissed, entails Mary kissed (exactly) ene person’ (29 30).
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really means that *1t was John and only John’/ ‘It was John and nobody
clse who came’. Consider for example the following quotations:

(89) To Mr. Crocker, cxploring the marginally more glamorous terrain
of Angola, South Africa’s destablilization of Mozambique was a
regrettable sideshow. Yet as with its economic assault on Zimbabwe
in 1982, it was adventurism which Mr. Crocker had to confront if his
diplomacy was to carry credibility with the black states of Africa
(The Economist, 30 March—5 April 1985, America and South Africa,
p. 22).

(90) By the start of this year, it was Mr. Crocker rather than
Afrikanerdom who appeared trapped in a laager (ibid. p. 26).

(91) The talk by 1960s and 19708 was of a postwar ‘“consensus”, a
political “centre” variously called mixed-economy. Butskellite,
social market, etcetera...It was this consensus which the past six
years of Ronald Thatcher are rightly said to have “broken”. In its
place a new middle ground of politics emerged (The Economist, 1—7
June 1985, What they leave behind, p. 11).

It does not seem to be the case that in any of the passages quoted the ICS
allows for an interpretation ‘It is X and only X who...’, though in other
instances this interpretation would be likely. Such instances, however, suffice
to demonstrate that the unicity entailment cannot be considered as a general
property of ICS as such. This assumption appears to be but another case
when semantic speculation on if has been wrongly applied to the whole
construction, leading to erroneous conclusions. The point is that the peculiar
contrasting function of an element in a domain does not exclude, in principle,
the existence outside the domain of one or more elements to which the same
predication can be applied. In (90) for example the domain within which a
contrast is to be sct up is given by Mr. Crocker and the Afrikanerdom, yet
there could be other individuals, outside this domain, ‘trapped in a laager’.
Of course the notion of domain is closely related to the speaker’s beliefs,
expectations and memories, that is to the ‘possible world” he has in mind in
uttering the cleft. In other words, if we must admit the unicity property, this
concerns the post-copular NP as a discourse topic and not its referential
and semantic role in the propositional scheme. Thus in It is Mary who ate the
apple we will have the implicature ‘Mary and only Mary is the topic of the
sentence’, not *‘Mary and only Mary ate the apple’ (cf. Halliday, 1967:
230).

Consider now the textual properties of ICS. According to Carlson the
dialogue rule for ICS is the following:

(92) An it-cleft sentence of the form
itbe A (Comp X-t1-Y)

answers a question of the form
1 (wh-phrasc-- X -t —Y)
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The rhematic vatue of the X element is by no means unproblematic. As T have
argued elsewhere (Sornicola, 1986). the notions of theme and rheme do not
always coincide with Given — New, Topic- Comment, or with Fecal-non-
Focal. The X is often a given element, that is an element which has alrecady
occurred in the co-text and is picked up again later (by different devices such
as repetition, sloppy identity, paraphrase, synonymy, hyperonymy. hyp-
onymy, etc.) to constitute the starting point of a new predication. It is thus
often the case that the X is merely an ‘intensification” phenomenon, which
lends emphasis and which could be paraphrased as “just X'

(93) My friends and co-workers there were peeple such as Eberhard
Bethge, Helmut Gollwitzer, members of the Bonhoefler family, and
others who resisted the Navis. Tt is these Christan Friends of mine
who insist on teaching their fellow Germans that atonement,
remorse, and the rebuilding of moral values must precede the

~ reconciliation and forgiveness God grants (7he Times. June 22
1985, p. 9. letter by Albert H. Fricdlander, Dean of the Bacck
College).

{(94) Long ago, in the 6os and jos, the undisputed keeper of the keys to
the kingdom of data processing was the Management Intormation
Services Manager, or MIS manager for short. It was he who
developed the monolithic computer systems of that departed era
(The Guardian, June 24 1985, Is in the know out of fuvour?, p. 10).

(95) Mr. Gorbachev has probably spotted two better opportunities,
which involve less risk than cither of those. His very first diplomatic
move after getting Russia’s top job was to send a friendly signal to
China. His sccond could come at the Russian-American arms tafks
in Geneva ... It is at the Geneva talk with the Americans that Mr.
Gorbachev has most to play for right now .. (The Economisi. 30
March - 5 April 1985, * The Gorbachev options’, p. 10).

In (93) and (94) the X clement seems to be nothing more than an emotionally
coloured theme. Many factors seem to *conspire” towards that: X has a Given
value, it has an Agent role and a Subject function in the S. (95) is rather
different, for the semantic role of “at the Geneva tatks with the Americans’
would normally be codificd on the rightimost slot in the lincar arrangement,
that is, according to the ordo naturalis principle.”’ In the normal case it would

{24] We are referring here to the classical rhetorical notions of erde naturalis and ordo
artificialis. The former is the order that “wird unter normalen Umstanden ... eingehaiten”
(Lausberg, 1960, 10 245; and at greater length 447 449). The fatter is an “absichtlichen
(»kunstvolien«) Abweichung vom ordo naturalis, dic dem ordo naruralis bei Vorliepen
besonderer Umstiinde vorgezogen wird” (Lausberg, 1960, 1 247). The ordo naturalis is what
we could term ‘unmarked order”, i.e. the kind of progression going from theme to rheme,

whereas the ordo artificialis can be considered as the marked order, ic. the kind of

progession going from theme to rhenie: see Sornicola (19¥5) for further detals.
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convey the maximum communicative dynamism (cf. Mr. Gorbachev has
most to play for right now at the Geneva talk with the Americans). T have
argued elsewhere that the shifting to the left of any item in the unmarked case
lowers the degree of ‘communicative dynamism’ (Sornicola, 1985, 1986).
Now the problem is: does the above mentioned phrase observe the ordo
naturalis or the ordo artificialis? In other words, is it thematic or rhematic?
This is difficult to answer, because the interplay of the Given — New effect on
the one hand, and of the semantic and syntactic effects on the other does not
give converging resulls. Furthermore, it is not clear whether in this case the
shifting to the left is due to the given property of the X item or to a focus
displacement onto it.
The following arc cases where the X element is a New one:

(96) 1 saw a notice up, ‘Studio to let’, 1 reflected that, having done a
little painting in an amateur way, I could pose as an artist all right;
so I took the studio. Also the name of Alan Beverley. My own name
is Bill Bates. I had often wondered what it would feel like to be
called by some name like Alan Beverley or Cyril Trevelyan. It was
simply the spin of the coin which decided me in favour of the
former (Wodehouse, The man upstairs).

(97) Her vanity reccived no pleasant stimulation from the fact that it
was for her sake that this storm had been let loose (Wodehouse,
Something to worry about).

(98) Jealousy, according to an eminent authority, is the “hydra of

calamities, the seven fold death”. Arthur Welsh’s was all that and

a bit over. It was a constant shadow on Maud’s happiness. No fair-

minded girl objects to a certain tinge of jealousy. Kept within proper

bounds, it is a compliment ; it makes for piquancy; it is the gin in the

ginger-beer of devotion. But it should be a condiment, not a fluid.

It was the unfairness of the thing which hurt Maud. Her
conscicnce was clear... (Wodehouse, When doctors disagree).

These seem to be real instances of ordo artificialis, that is the X element is the
sentence rheme. Another interesting case suggests that when both the X
element and the complement clause are partially Given, X can be the
rheme:

(99) The poor MIS manager, who had inveighed against the wicked
waste of indiscriminate buying of incompatible Apples and Pets and
Tandys, now found himself lumbered with loads of bulk bought,
almost new 8-bit machines, discontinued software and discontented
users. It was the MIS manager and his mania for standards and
compatibility who had got himself and his company into this mess

(The Guardian, June 24, 1985. ‘Is in the know out of favour?’, p.

10) ‘
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To sum up, then, the ICS type appears to be a syntactic strategy bringing into
focus non-verbal constituents such as WP, AdvP, but this does not mean
that they should nccessarily be thematic.

Finally, let us add a few remarks on the pragmatic nonequivalence of 1C5
and WCS and on their non-interchangeability. Let us replice the WOS by its
corresponding ICS in the text (72):

(100) At this point, Western liberals can begin talbing with farge
numbers of White South Africans. 1t s then nnpotence to carry
talk into action that frustrates them.

The communicative progression here seemns 1o be even less continuous than
the one in (72) (recall that the presupposition “something lrustrates them”
does not occur in the preceding co-text). In o sensel if s as it too much
information were condensed in the scntence. Note, however, that (100)
would.be improved by inserting b immediately before the TCS,

We could tentatively put forward the hypothesis thatin the cases where the
subject wh-clause of the WS is New (e where it docs ot oceur as 4
‘premise’ in the preceding co-text) the WCS cannot be substituted by the
corresponding 1CS. This rightly predicts that such i substitution is possible
in the environments (68). (70), where the subject wh-chause ol the WOS s
Given:

(101) By comparison, the army’s sharc of defence spending has declined
slightly, though it has more money in absolute terms than before
1981. With this, it has made some striking improvements ... It is in
the programme to preposition equipment in Furope that the army
has done less well ...

(102) ...mincrs are making it clear that they have not the heart for much
more fighting ... 1t is cash in hand and a sccure future that miners
want now.

Moreover, note that if we substitute the WCS with the corresponding 1CS in
(94) the suspensc-creating effect would be lost. On the other hand, the
substitution of a ICS by a WCS (as in the environment (o)) docs not always
give as a result an acceplable text:

(103) The talk by 1960s and 19705 was of a postwar ‘consensus’, a
political ‘centre’ variously called mixed-cconomy. Butskellite,
social market, cteetera... What the past six yecars of Ronald
Thatcher are rightly said to have broken is this conscensus,

The occurrence of the WCS in the alternative text is rather clumsy, because
of the fact that the subject wh- clausc carries too “heavy’ a load. Generally
speaking, one of the characteristics of 1CS scems to be that “heavy’
constituents are avoided. There is, however, another reason for the lower
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acceptability of the alternative text. The point is that consensus is Given, and
s0 its occurrence in the final part of the WCS seems to be ‘abnormal’. It
would be better perhaps if consensus were preceded by such a lexical item as

Just. for in this case just would rcalize a mise en relief. As a matter of fact,

it scems that in the rhematic position of WCS only new or emphatically
contrasted clements can occur.

Thus the difference in the order of the given—new, i.e. a linear property of
the structures under discussion, would seem to differentiate their textual
distribution.

S. SYNTIESIS

So far we have discussed some syntactic, semantic and pragmatic
characteristics of 1CS and WCS. Many differences have emerged, which we
will now try to organize into a more comprehensive account. In so doing we
will use a multi-factorial frame of analysis that can help to contrast the
various idiosyncratic properties of the two types in question in a more
clearcut fashion. FFrom our discussion, the following parameters emerge as
crucially involved in the discrimination of ICS and WCS. It is not claimed
here that they are all and only the parameters involved, but rather they are
some of the relevant ones: the list, in fact, is tentative and empirical.

(104) Verbal agrcement
Leftmost position
Control of reflexive pronouns
Control of co-referential pronominalization
Absolute reference

Aboutness

Deliniteness

Focus/non-focus i
Given/new

Theme/rheme

Before going on, however, a few details on some of these parameters may be
appropriate. The parameters Verbal agreement, Leftmost position, Control
of reflexive pronouns, Control of co-referential pronominalization, Absolute
reference and Aboutness are a subset of the list of subject properties which
was proposed by Keenan (1976). The list seems to succeed in capturing some
of the relevant peculiarities of ICS and WCS.* The choice of some of them

{25] Thus some properties which are peculiar at least of ‘prototypical” English subjects have
been ruled out, for they do not define any cleft candidate for subjecthood. This is the case
for the Agency property. As has already been observed, Agent is not the only semantic role
that can fill the X position in ICS when X = NP, nor is agency concerned with equativity.
Other properties (e.g. immediate dominance, selectional restrictions), because of the
debates over the way the cleft D-structure representation is generated, are difficult to
tackie.
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(i.c. leftmost position) is of special interest for the nature of the subject i
English. In applying Keenan's subject propertics, bowever, a possible
objection, among others, must be considered and discussed. As is well-
known, Kecnan's properties concern what he termed *basic sentences”.**
Now, ICS seem to be non-basic, whereas WCS show a more doubtful status.
Whatever their characterization may be as regards the basic/non basic
dichotomy, the adoption of Keenan's propertics here is guarantced by the
fact that they are used as a heuristic method of structural contrast.

Focus is understood as the peak in prominence, that is the centre of

attention.?” Note that it does not necessarily coincide with the rheme, taking
the latter as the clement carrying the highest degree of Communicative
Dynamism (CD).* Interrogative sentences can be a good example of this: in
who goes to Rome? the T'ocus is who, whereas the vheme s (o Rome.
Incidentally, ‘theme’, taking this as the clement which carries the lowest
degreg of CD, does not necessarily overlap with the Abountness parameter,
for the element carrying the lowest degree of CIY in a sentence may be
different from the onc which the sentence is “about’. No, for example, a
dummy element like iz in the 1CS type can be the theme, whereas the post-
copular phrasc is the clement which the sentence is *about . 1 should also add
that the textual property expressed by the pair Given/New s better
understood as a ‘cline’. not as a dichotomy. that is a notion of “relative
givenness®, as well as a notion of ‘relative newness’ seems to be more
useful.

We observed carlier that 1CS and WCS differ in the Aboutness as well as
in the Definitencss parameter. We can say now that they differ also in
subjecthood, if we test the candidates for subjecthood in both structures
under discussion against Keenan's properties. We will consider as candidates
both i, X = NP in 1CS and the one+wh-clanse . ], X = NP i WCS. The
admission of the Xs among the candidates to subjecthood could seem
counter-intuitive, but we will see that this choice has some foundation.

Obviously, it and the one -+ [wh-clause ...} share the parnmeter [+ Leftmost
position], whercas X = NP in 1CS, X = NP WS will be |- Lefunost
position]. On the contrary, the one +[wh- clause...], X = NP in 1CS, X = NP
in WCS share the parameter {+ Absolute referencel.

The parameters invelving co-reference control and verbal agreement are
more troublesome, as will already be clear from the discussion in scetion 2.
Let us consider co-reference control first. In the case of WCS, the one +[wh-
clause ...] has the obvious assignment of the feature [+ control of Reflexive

[26] The definition of *basic sentence” given by Keenan is far from being unproblematic, as he
himself admits: cf. Keenan (1976: 307).

{27] This notion has to do with “foregrounding ™ (cf. Pike & Pike, 10821 8)

[28} Firbas (1968: 22 23 & 29): Svoboda (1968 71 72) convincingly showed that the increase
of suprasegmental signals of prominence does not always change into thematic the streteh
of sentence on which they are distributed. This phenomenon can be considered as a “mere
prosodic intensification” of theme or of transition. On this point sce also Apozzine

(19806).
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Pronoun]. In ICS, on the other hand, according to the final hypothesis in
section 2.5., the controllers of the reflexive pronouns in S are neither it nor
X = NP in the varicty of English using It is me who/that] @ shaves himself,
and only X = NP in the variety using [t is we/us who/that /€ shave
ourselves.

The test for controlling the co-referential pronominalization shows that
X = NP in ICS. X = NP in WCS are controllers, whereas it and the
one +[wh-clause ...] arc non-controilers:

(104) Tt is John who talked to Bill. He then left
200n e

(105) The one who talked to Bill was John. He then left
h T g

As far as verbal agreement is concerned, a distinction between the agreement
of be and the agreement of Vin § is in order. We have already noticed (see
Section 2) that in WCS the one triggers both the agreement of be and the
agreement of Voin the wh-clause, whereas ICS show a more complex
situation: i controls the inflection of be, while the inflection of V in 8 is
controlied neither by ir nor by X = NP in the variety of English using It is
me who/that/@/is sick, by X = NP in the varicty using It is I who/that/@/
am sick.

As to the Focus parameter, WCS seem to have the following distribution
of prominence:

(106)  the one+{wh- clause...] be X

NON-FOCUS FOCUS
whereas ICS show the following one:
(107) It he X [g...] M
FOCUS NON-FOCUS -

Let us consider now the Given/New distribution in the two structures. We
have already scen that there are some fixed properties of ICS and WCS,as
regards this paramcter. We can sum up what we noted earlier by the
following diagram:

(108) the one [wh-clause...] be X
(a) GIVEN NEW

(or partially GIVEN) (or NEWER than the one +
[wh-clause])
(b) NEW NEWER than the one -+[wh-clause]

As can be seen, the wi-clause can be either Given or New, but the value of X
must always be Newer than that of the one +[wh- clause ...). (108a) is the case
exemplified in texts (65)-(70) and concerns what we could term the
‘continuous informational function” of WCS. (108b) is instantiated by texts
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(71) (72) and concerns what we have termed the “discontinuous in-
formational function” of WCS. I suspeet - though this should be further
investigated - that within the four possible lincar combinations of Given and
New, two are ruled out, namely:

(109) the one [wh-clause...] he X

(a) GIVEN GIVEN
(b) NEW GIVEN

(or NEWER than X)
It can be observed, however, that (1oga) is perhaps more an ideal that an
actual possibility, for even the slightest difference in givenness between the two
sections makes the situation fall into cither the new-piven case (e (1ogh)) or
into the Given-New one (i.¢. (108a)).
ICS scem to have a wider range of options:

(11@) it he X |
(a) NEW GIVEN
(or NEWER
than the
wh-clause)
(by NEW NEW
(¢) GIVEN NEW (or NEWEFR than X)

that is. the only combination that scems to be ruled out s Given-Given,
which, as we said, is rather an ideal case and thus not sipnificant.

In short, the interesting point scems to be that the X in the WCS cannot
be Given (or more Given than the wh-clause), whereas the X in the 1CS can
be either New or Given, though —as we will sce in a moment  this has an
important effect on the theme-rheme structure of 1C'S. The discussion of the
Theme/Rheme parameter, in fact, brings to light a peculiar correlation
between Given/New and Theme/Rheme in the sentence types in question.
No matter what the distribution of Given/New is in WCS, their theme-
rheme structure will be:

(111)  the one wh-clause ... be X
T Tr R
As for the ICS, in the cases of Given/New distribution (1101a), (110b) the

theme-rheme structures will be, respectively:

(112) (a) It be X fg...]

T Tr R
R T
by It be X [z...]
R R

Consider now the case (110¢), that is the case in which X is only an
‘emotionally coloured’ item. Here the theme-rheme distribution will be:
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(c) It beX [g...]
T R

While (112a), (112b) are instances of ordo artificialis, (112¢) is not; in other
words, il is quite similar to the corresponding non-cleft structure in its CD
distribution. the difference being presumably in the speaker’s attitude
involved.

We will now consider each parameter as a feature to be specified witha * -+’
or * — *value in i, X and the complement clause (5) of ICS on the one hand,
and in both X and the one + [wh- clause...] of WCS on the other hand. The
following matrices can be set up for the two structures:**

(113) It be NP S
I+ Lefumost position] [~ Leftmost position] [~ Focus]
[ 1 Be agreement] [ - Be agreement] {4 New]
[— Agreement of Vin S] [+ Agreement of V in S [+ Rheme]
[ Control of reflexive [+ Control of reflexive
pronoun} pronoun]
[ - Control of coreferential [+ Control of coreferential
pronoun] pronounj
[-- Absolute reference] [+ Absolute reference]
[-- Aboutness) {+ Aboutness]
[~ Rheme] [+ Definiteness]
[+ Focus]
[+ New]
[+ Rheme]
(114) the one +{wh-clause...] be NP
[+ Leftmost position] [— Leftmost position]
[+ Be agreenignt} [—Be agreement] 2
[+ Agreement of V in §] [— Agreement of V in §] ;
[+ Control of reflexive [— Control of reflexive
pronoun] pronoun]
[+ Control of coreferential {—Control of corerential .
pronoun] pronounj )
[+ Absolute reference] [+ Absolute reference]
[+ Aboutness] [— Aboutness]
[—Definiteness) [+ Definiteness]
[ Focus] [+ Focus}
[+ New] [+ New]
[—Rheme] [+ Rheme]

[29] The NP in the X position can be {— Definite] (i.e. non-identifiable) in both ICS and WCS:
of it was a dustman John saw yesterday, the one who John saw yesterday was a dustman.
[30] The features {Agreement of V. in Sl. [Control of reflexive pronoun] are obviously
interrelated: if [+ Agreement of V in S], then [+ Control of reflexive pronoun], if
[~ Agreement of V in 8], then [—Control of reflexive pronoun}. :
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New and Rheme have been assumed by convention as the labels of the
respective parametcers. This choice is by no mcans unproblematic as we
assumed carlier that Given/New and Theme/Rheme should be considered as
a “cline’, not a dichotomous variable. This dil"culty could be approached by
the use of cocfficients rather than plusses and minuses. A further problem
would be the introduction of a formalism making the values of the features
[New] and [Rheme] interdependent in the X and in the S of 1CS. The same
formalism would link the features [Agreement of Voin S and [Control of
reflexive pronoun}.

This representation makes it evident that the two structures differ not
only in the order of the constituents, but in the bundles of features associated
with them. It underlines that in ICS the syntactic and semantic properties of
“subjecthood ™ are split between it and the NP in X the former unites the
syntactic propertics, the latter the semantic ones (apart from the control of
reflexive pronouns, the fack of which can be justiticd with specific reasons)
Furthermore, whercas if is scarcely relevant from the pragmatic point of
view - as is obvious - the NP in X shows a wide ranpe of pragmatic
properties. Interestingly, some of these are typical of predicators, not of
subjects. The above scheme also makes clear that in WCS the one -+ wh-
clause...] absorbs most of both the syntactic and scmantic properties of
subjecthood. Here a kind of split occurs between syntactic and scmantic
properties of subjecthood, on the one hand, and such informational
properties as definiteness, focality, newness, rhematicity, on the other. the
one +[wh-clause ..} is almost subject-like, whereas the NI has the pragmatic
propertics of predicators, while retaining a semantic property which is typical
of subjects, 1.e. the control of co-referential pronominalization. However, the
major interest of the picture we have drawn lics perhaps in the complicated
intertwining of syntax. semantics and pragmatics that is thereby revealed. Tt
suggests that the interplay of these levels of analysis still remains one of the
most puzzling questions in linguistic rescarch.

Author's address: Via Pietro Castelline 141,
[ Fabbricuto CEAS,
Sa131 Napoli,
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