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1. Pseudo-cleft sentences vn Hnglishl,

Pseudo-cleft sentences are sentences composed of a wh-relative clause
functioning as a subject or complement (Quirk 1972: 954), a copula verb — the
presence of which is a characteristic feature of these constructions — and a
constituent made prominent by its occurrence in the post-copular position.
Their pattern can be represented in the following way:

COMPLEMENT
Srei Veon SUBJECT

Two types of relative clauses can appear at the beginning of the pseudo-cleft
sentenees: the clauses with a nominal phrase containing a head-noun and
headless relative clauses, e.g.,
1) The one Nixon chose was Agnew.,
Who Nixon chose was Amew.
2) The thing that John bought was a car.
What John bought was a car,
3) The time at which I met John was 4 o’clock,
When I met John was at 4 o’elock,

A more detailed pattern is as follows:

Srel

Comp
» r
(N} Wh ral " Cop {Sﬂb] }

1 The main source of thiz article 15 Akimajan (1969),
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N =noun; why,=wh- relative pronoun; 8 =relative caluse; V  =copula verb;
Comp=complement; Subj=—subject.

The pronoun one (singular or plural} may be the head of the initial relative
clause, Due to the number agreement, a singular head must be followed
by singular forms of ; the verb in the relative clause, copula, and the element
in the focus, i.e. in the post-copular position. Person agreement is only partially
observed. Since the head-pronoun is always the third person, the varb in
the relative clause will naturally reflect this dependency by taking a third
person form too. The copula will also appear in the third person, disregarding
the form of the personal pronoun that may follow it.

4) The one who likes coffee is you.

5} The one who knows everything s me.

Moreover, all the personal pronouns that oceur in the focus are in the objec-
tive case? It isz only in the inverted pseudo-cleft sentences, in which the focus
pronoun takes the subject position, that the subjcet pronoun is marked for
nominative. The copula agrees, then, with the subject both in number and
in person; the verb of the relative clause agrees with the relative pronoun
or its subject,

6) I am the onc whe _ — this job.

do
7) 1 am the one who(m) ke wants to meet.

8) He is the one who I want to meet,

9) They are the ones who never know what to do.

Another interesting point is provided by the reflexive pronouns used
whenever an identity of reference takes place. The reflexive pronoun is either a
third person singular or plural depending on the form of the head-pronoun.
Consequently, there is no person agreement between the focus pronoun and
the reflexive.

10) The one who shaves himself with a (...) razor is not me.
11) The ones who nearly drowned themselves out in the lake are you and
me (Akmajian 1969: 7).

If, however, the personal pronoun is shifted from the focus position to the
front of the sentence and functions as a subject, the reflexive pronoun agrees
with it.

12} I am the one who cut myself.

13} I am the one who has to protect myself (Akmajian 1969: 7).

? 0. Jespersen notices that “on the whole the natural tendency has been towards a
atate in which the nominstive of pronouns is used only where it is clearly the subject)
and where this is shown by elose approximity to (...} a verb {generally before a verb)
while the objective is used everywhere else’” (quoted by Akmajian 1969 : 4).
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This is the only case in which the person agreement is permitted. The following
sentences are considered unacceptable.

14) *The one that cut myself is me.

16) *The one that cut yourself is you.

16) *T'he ones that cut ourselves are ws (Akmajian 1969: 8).

So, the form of the reflexive pronoun is essentially determined by the head
of the initial rclative clause, and may be ecither a thivd person singular or
plural.

The head pronoun, which at the same timo is the subjeet of the pseudo-clett
sentence, also determines the form of the possessive pronouns. They are third
person singular and plural, depending on the number of the head.‘

17y The one who looked after his child was me3.

18) The ones who prepared their breakfast were us.

The agreement between the possessive pronouns and the head of the pseudo-
cleft sentence appears to be subjeet to no exception. Even phrases in which
the person identity between the subject and the possessive pronoun is semantic-
ally relevant conform to this pattern when pseudo-clefted (Akmajian 1969).

19} T turned up my nose at the suggestion (Hornhy 1963: 1089).

20} The one who turned up ker nose was me,

21} *The one who turncd up my nosc at the suggestion was me.

22) We could not contain ourselves for joy.

23) The ones who could not contain themselves for joy were Jim and 1.

The above examples point to the syntactic role of the head of the initial
elause in the formation of two agreement patterns prevailing in the structure
of the pscudo-cleft sentence — number and person agrecments. First of all,
it imposes the number on the verb of the elause, on the copula and the focus
element. Secondly, it requires the person concord with the verb of the clause
and with the copula. This regularity justifies the peculiar co-ocurrence of the
first person focus pronoun with the third person possessive which refers to it.

The head position may be also filled in by such words as thing, place,
reason, way, cte,

23) The one (who) Nixon chose was Agnew.

24} The thing that John bought was a car.

25} The place where [ saw John wag Boston.

26) The time at which I met John was 4 o’clock.

3 Septences 17 and 18 are ambiguous in that the third person possessive 18 nod
necossarily coreferential with the first person pronoun in the focus. We can say:
The one who looked after my child was him,

a8 woll as
The one who lookod after kis child was me. : o
The coreferentiality will be made clear if the possessive oceurs with the adjective own:

The one who looked after his own child was me.
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27) The reason that John came was to irritate me.

28) The way John did that was by standing on a ladder (Akmajian 1969: 14).
The agreement holding within these sentences concerns the number alone
The person does not come into guestion, since the focus elements are comple-.
ments and adverbials.

Some relative clauses of the pseudo-cleft sentences seem not to admit
of any head nouns for reasons yet unknown. The following examples, for
instance, must be rejected as unacceptable;
(the thing ]
the things 1
29)y*: the one(s) that destroyed the grass was a herd of cattle?,
the stuff (Akmajian 1969 :17}
| the group |

30} *The thing I want to meet i3 a bachelor.
Corresponding headless clauses, give perfeetly grammautical sentences:

29a) What destroyed the grass was a herd of cattle.

30a) What I want mect to is a bachelor.

31) Where John went was to Boston (Akmajian 1969: 16).

The above sentences might be treated as a prodnct of the reduction process
which delctes the head-noun leaving an appropriate wh-word in its place.
There may be cases, however, in which it will be difficult to find a proper
head-form for the initial relative caluse and, consequently, the reduction
process will not apply. For this rcason Chomsky’s proposal of deriving cleft
sentences scems to have stronger grounds:

[It (Nixon chosc)} (-»who Nixon chese)

[It (John bought something)] {>what John bought)

[[t (I saw John somewhere}] {—>where I saw John)...

| (Akmajian 1969 : 15)

Indefinite elements sueh as one, somewhere, somehow, something, cte.,

arc replaced by the corresponding wh-relative pronouns which in the process

¢ Thore must be sonie idontity with respect to the nature of the head-noun and the
focus noun. All the head-nouns in 29 and 30 do not meet this reguirement and that is
why they are unacceptable. However, the sentence

The group of ansmals that destroyed tho grass was e herd of catile
cannot be rejected on the same grounds, since the relation between the group of animals
and a herd of cattle 1s that of Wdentity (the meaning of the head phrase s broader than
that of the fueus complement @ herd of eattle). Maybe the lack of identity between
the head and the focus clement makes the following sentences unaccoptable (noun=pre-
positional phrage);

*The place thal | went to was fo Boston,

*"he place to which John wont was o Boston.

*ihe place where John went was fo Boston (Alonajian 1969 : 16), but: Where I went
wag to Boslon.
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of extraposition are shifted to the mitial position of the relative clause. In case
of the eleft constructions it is placed in the subject position of the relative
clause.

Cleaving process is subject to somc restrictions as regards permissible
operations and elements that can be cleaved out. It is immaterial whether
the focus element is under the domination of NP or VP (i.e. verb phrase com-
plements). What is relevant is the faet that it is a kind of a nominal or can
function as & nominal. Thus, the focus position permits the occurrence of
noun phrages (with possible modifiers), adverbials in the form of prepositional
phrases and verbal complements, if they are either nominalized or introduced
by the head nouns such as “fact” (Akmajian 1969 : 14).

Verb complements in the form of infinitives are less acceptable, though
should not be totally rejected. Some linguists argue as to the acceptability
of sentences like 33:

32) What they condemned him to was death.

33) What they condemned him to was to die (Bowcrs 1968: 86).

34) 'What she prefers is to talk with us (Wagner 1568: 89).

In these sentences the infinitive corresponds to the abstract noun resulting
from the nominalization. Although sentences with an infinitive in the {ocus
are less grammatical than those that contain the corresponding nominalized
forms, they are still acceptable,

36} What you have got to de is to destroy this thing (...) (O.W. 216)

36) What he’s done is (to) spoil the whole thing.

37) What John did to his suit was (to) ruin it.

38) What T’'m going to do is (to) tcach him a lesson.

The cleaved part of the sentence puts on s form of an infinitival clanse
with optional to, If the verb is used in progressive tense the complement must
take the same form to match it,

39} What I'm doing is teaching him a lesson (Quirk J972: 034).

Relative clauses can also appear in the focus, e.g.

40) What I want you to do is merely what you have done before (O. W. 288)

The constraints imposed on cleaving various elements are numercus.
Thus, it is impossible to isolate any of the internal constituents of the focus
nominal expression, since they make up a whole which loses its meaning when
split up. This restriction refers to some prepositional phrases within the noun
phrasc and also to the genitive expressions.

41) He read the preface fo the editor®.

42) What he read was the preface to the editor.

43) *What he read to the editor was the preface (Lees 1963: 378).

(Quirk 1972; 954)

s The sentence can be interpreted in two ways because it is ambiguous {one cau
ascribe two different underlying structures to 1t}
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The splitting of the phrase the preface to the editor results in a change of
meaning. The prepositional phrase fo the editor modifics the preface in the
attributive sense, while in the sentence 43 it functions as a complement.

The difference in meaning caused by isolating the attribute of the noun
phrase is more evident in the following example in which the atrribute is a
non-animate noun. The aplit produces ungrammatical sentences.

44)  He read the preface to the book (Lees 1963 : 378).

45)  What he read was the prefaec to the book,

45a) *What he read to the book was the preface.

45b) *What he read the preface was to the book.

46) I am afraid of Peter’s dog.

47)  What I am afraid of is Peter’s dog.

) *

i) {Eﬁi;} dog T am afraid of is Peter’s.

47b)* What I am afraid Peter’s of is dog,

There are cascs in which the appearance of a prepositional phrase in the
focus of the pseudo-cleft sentences is grammatically acceptable, though
the corresponding eleft econstruction with the same prepositional phrase in its
foeus is perfoctly correct. Akmajian (1969: 21} gives the following possibilities,
all of which he considers ungrammatical:

48) *The one that [ spoke to was to John.

48a) *The one to whom T spoke was to John,

48b) *The one that I spoke to wag to Johmn.

48¢) *Who T spoke to was to John,

48d) *Who [ spoke wag to John.
but: It was to John that [ spoke. .

Aceording to him, there is no justification for the appearance of the pre-
position fo in the focus. Sentences 48 - 48d are being rejected on the grounds
that the head-noun one cannot correspond to the prepositional phrase to John
(noun=rpropositional phrase). The rest of the guoted examples do not reveal
the source of the preposition fo.

It scems to me that to does not need to appear in the focus of the pseudo-
cleft sentence, since it is not inherently connected with the noun Jokw or any
other noun permitted in this position. It expresses a corfain relation betwoen
the action of speaking and its receiver. The preposition fo indicates the direc-
tion of this process (speaking). For this reason it is neither attached to a verb
nor to its complement. It appears with a verb in the pseudo-cleft constraction
and with a noun in the eleft one. Thus the aceeptable variants of the discussed
pseudo-cleft sentences may be:

49) Who I spoke to was John,

49a) The one that I spoke to was John,

49b) The one to whom I spoke was John.
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The corresponding cleft sentences may express the relation between the process
of speaking and its receiver in two ways:

50) It was fo John that I spoke.

60a) It wag John {Eﬁmjﬁﬂ{fe}

The pseudo-cleft scntence draws our attention to the receiver of the action,
and the cleft sentence cmphasizes either the receiver (50a) or the direction
of the transmitted information® The instances quoted below are not rcjected
as ungrammatical, though they contain prepositional phrases in the focus,
e.g.

51y Where I saw John was in Boston.

52) When I met John was at 4 o’clock.

53) Why I did it was out of spite.

This would indicate that prepositions are not permitted in the focus of the
pscudo-cleft sentences which cleave out objects.

Some nouns are preceded by a preposition so that no article may be in-
serted between them. They become idiomatic and do net submit to cleaving.

54) I dropped it on my foot (Lees 1963: 379).

54a) What I dropped it on was my foot.
but: 55) I went there on foot.

55aY What I went there on was foot.

A similar constraint is imposed on adverbials. They can occur in the focus
but no splitting 13 admitted.

56) I called on him in the afternoon.

562) *When I called on him in was the afternoon.

Another restriction makes it impossible to cleave out an indiréct object
nominal by a mere rearrangement of nominal elements within the sentence
{Lces 1963 : 380). Direct objects can be isolated without difficulty.

57y Mary wrote John a Ietter.

574) ¥*Who Mary wrote a letter was John.

57b) What Mary wrote John was a letter.

} (Akmajian 1969; 14)

¢ Jacobs and Rosenbaurmn (1968 : 138) treat prepositions me the features of nouns
and as such uniquely associated with them, but this approach fails to account for such
phenomens as the occurrence of different prepositions with the same noun under specific
conditions, e.g., '

The day (on which) I met you.

In the days to come (Hornby 1966 : 250},

Their treatment of prepositions does not explain why they ¢anpot appear in the
focus, cither. If the prepositions had been attached to the nouns they should have
appeared together with the latter, which is not the cage with the pseudo-cleft sentences.

Tilhmore’s theory of cases rather than that approach can throw some light on &
ynore convincing interpretation of prepositions and their bshaviour m various construc-
tions.
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If, however, the source sentence contains a preposition {0 before the in-

direct object, the cleaving process meets no obstacles.
58) Mary wrote a letter to John,

58a) Who Mary wrote a letter o was John.

We cannot isolate predicate nouns in copula sentences (Lees 1963: 380),
59)  She is a teacher,

69a) *What she is is a teacher.

There are some prenominal determiners that prevent clcaving of the nom-
mals they precede, They are: no, every, neither (Lecs 1963 : 380).

60) No man helped — ¥*Who helped was no man.

61) Every man helped — *Who helped was every man.

62) Neither man helped — *Who helped was neither man.

Not all the adverbials can occur in the focus of the cleft and pseudo-cleft
sentences. Only ordinary adverbials such ag slowly, here, now can be abstracted
by means of cleaving. The adverbials closely connected with verbs (the so-
called verb particles), attributive adverbials and sentence adverbials cannot
be cleft out (Lees 1963; 381).

63) I got up early.

63a) *How I got early was up.

64) I look forward to seeing him,

64a} *How I look to sceing him is forward.

65) I know her very well.

66a) *How I know her well is very.

66} -1 came here almost at five.

66a) *How I came here at five was almost.
but: 67) I answered the question quickly.,

- 67a) How I answered the question was quickly.

Finally, certain types of sentences do not submit to the cleaving process
at all. These are existential sentences with expletive #, to mention two
(Allan 1971: 8).

There in existential sentences plays a role of the subject and yet the pseudo-
cleft version of the sentence There are many lonely people in the world is not
grammatically correct. Obviously, there as a subject has a specific status,

Expletive it is also a subject of the sentence given below and yet cannot
be abstracted either.

68) It is snowing — *What is snowing is it. *Tt is it that is snowing.

1t used at the beginning of the cleft sentence has itself an expletive character
and probably this makes it impossible to isolate it from the expletive sentence
68. The pseudo-cleft sentence being an underlying structure of the cleft
sentence does not permit the oceurrence of # in the focus as well.
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9. Polish counterparts of English pseudo-cleft sentences.

Polish does not have a distinet group of sentences which, by virtue of
their structural characteristies, might be called “pseudo-cleft”. Two type{sl
of English pseudo-cleft constructions which cleave out complements an
subjects have counterparts in Polish. In general, their pattern can be repre-
gented in the following way: '

Jan lubi frytki.
(T'0), co Jan lubi, fo frytki.
(o), Relypoy —— " 10 (Voop) Compl
Rel,,, =relative pronoun co; ktéry—in case of & human noun
S=sentence
V op=copula
Compl =complement o |
TI;le demonstrative pronouns form akind of a frame which is superimposed

on the sentence:

Togrels — , to
Due to this operation, the sentence is split mto two -Pﬂl‘ﬁﬂ. The two pmnnur;a
serve a cataphoric function in that they both pomt to the ‘:t'::ncus elemep(i
placed at the end of the sentence. The initial demonstrative fo 1s ?,ccompa.rse
by the correlated relative pronoun co {of the same shaipe as .the mtermg'a. tnre:
¢o). T'o is optional in many cases. The other demcnstmtwe_ fo is a mere pointer.
Tt may be followed by the copula but more frequently it stands on is own,
replacing the copula?, -

69) (7o), co Jan kupil, fo samochod. .

7{}; f(l"n,}ao czwdes dfmnie przez caly czas (...), to byla milogé (J. B. 161).

71) To, co pedziwiam u niego, 6 Jego wytrwalose. o 45

79) Ale czego mu osobidcie zadroszeze (...), to ezulodei, jaka potra

przepoié swdj stosunek do wlasnego dﬁmu_ (T, J. 4: T).

73) Czemu sig dziwig, fo wlasnie jego naiwuném.ﬁ. o o

74) Po, czegocheemy sig dowiedzied, toilosé sléw, ]El:-kll? Tflzyw.amy 12 COo .51'@1}.

74a) To, co cheemy wiedzied, fo ilogé stéw, jakic nzywamy na o dmfan.

The case of the relative pronoun is determined by the verb of the rclative
clause, The case of the focus element is also set by the verb. IIJE n.:m;:at cuses
in which the copula follows the second demonstrative tr_), or when it is implicit
(sentences 74 and 74a) the focus element is in the nomm.latwn.

The occurrence of the copula after the second fo 1s ac}me:wi{at obgcure.,
As has been already mentioned, it does not appear in the ma,]czurlty -Gf cras*es,
and one may treat the sentences like 69, 71, 72, 73, as constructions in which
one of the two identical verb phrases has been deleted, e.g.

" The pointer te is sufficient to make the eloment it precedes emphatic. ‘
b Tpitial relative clauses which opon with such nouns ag czlowiek, metezyzna, kobieta,
osoba are more likely to he accepted than those starting with a pronoun.
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75) Czego mu zazdroszeze, to czulogei mu zazdroszeze.

76) CUzemu sig dziwie, to jego naiwnodei sie dziwie.

The case of the cleaved elemont would support this hypothesis, as it is affected
by the rection with the main verb. On the other hand, there arc sentences
in which the copula is used. These are nsually sentences that relate some Tast
state, e.g.

70} T'o, ¢co czules do mnie prrez caly czas (...), to byla miloéé.

77} To, co podziwialam u tego czlowieka, fo byla jego ogromna cierpliwosé,
However, the same sentences may be said without the copula and again,
the case of the tu.:us element will suggest the identical verb phrase deletion
rather than the presence of the copula verb.

77a) To, co podziwialam u niego, to jego ogromng cierpliwodd.

Sentences 74 - T4a contain two different verbs in relative clauses: dowsedzied
and wiedzied, which require the complement in the dative and accusative
respectively. However in both scntences the focus elemmoent is used in the
nominative, thus implying the existence of the copula in the underlying
structure. This evidence seems to give support to the twofold nature of the
focus position in those Polish pseudo-cleft sentences which abstract comple-
ments.

If a human noun is u complement, the initial relative clawse opens with
the demonstrative ienftaftofeifte, (or more frequently with a head-noun
like czlowick, osoba, meiczyana, kobicta), depending on the gender and number
of the complement. In these cases the relative pronoun kidry is nsed.

Ten ; ; gh.5 -
T8) Cotonichl * © ktorego tak dopytywales, to wlasnie Drzewiecki.
79) (7, ktérych najbardziej zapamietalam, o bracia Rojek.

Another group of Polish sentences, which isolate the subject, have the
following pattern:

ktory
(N) ,
: Demnmn? L{:J : i (V“DD) S“b]

N — head-noun (czlowiek, osoba...)

Demygy — Demyy/ Ve,

Dem, ., =dcmonstrative personal pronoun fenfiafto in nominative; Dem
demonstrative personal pronoun in instrumental
Subj==subject (nouns or clauses)

The initial demonstrative pronoun has three genders and number. The rela-
tive pronoun that follows the head-form of the clause is chiefly the adjectival
pronoun itéryfkiéra but the substantival pronoun ce and occasionally kio
may occur ag well (Urhariczyk 1966:364). The presence of the head-pronoun

inete—
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in the sentences of this type is obligatory, since the pronoun kiéry must define
some nominal element, '

80) Ten, kidry tam stoi, fo m6j brat.

| (Ton, kotryz tam steji, je mdj brat) Polanski (1967: 79).

81) Ten, ktéry odpowiada za wezystko, fo Rowalski,

82} Ta, co tak ladnie tahiczy, to corka prezesa.

83) To, co whiéciwic najbardzie] ogranicza mnasza swobode, fo dzieclfo.

84) To, co nas lgezy w Hiszpafiskic] Ameryce, fo nasz piekny jezyk 1 nte-

nawiéé wobec Standw Zjednoczonyeh (St. 22: 8).

The constructions with the copula verb in the focus position have a pro-
nominal head in the instrumental case.

85) Tym, oo go praestraszylo, byl krayk (F.K. 14).

86) Tym, co ich zurazem zbliza i oddala jest charakter wizji przvsziego

stanu [udzkiego (K.W. 201),
87) Tym, co mmic do nicj przyciygnelo, byla jej samowystarczalnosé.
(J.B. 131)

Qentences 88 and 89 have the inverted word order of the pseudo-cleft
sentences with the snbject in the initial position. Being regular relative clauses,
they are more acceptable than 80 - 82, though the latter are also to be found
in Polish.

Since only substantive demonstrative pronouns are permitted at the begin-
ning of Polish rolative clauses, the range of the ahstracted constituents of the
scntence is restrieted to complemonts and subjects, All kinds of acdverbials
and attributes are exposed by means of lexical indicators of emphasis, e.g.
particles?, and word order variations.

88) *Gdzie mieszkalem w czasie wojny, to byla Warszawa.

§82) *Gdzie mieszkalem w czasie wojny, to w Warszawie.

Miejsce

89) { :
Miasto '

Ouly relative clause with a head-noun js acceptable when the adverbial
of place is isolated. The same formula does not, however, apply to other
adverbials, i.c. time and manner.

90} *Czas, w ktérym go spotkalam, to piata godzina.

91) *Sposdb, w jaki go pytala, to chaotycznie,

Just as in English, juxtapesitions do not permit cleaving of their internal
elements.

92)  Czego nie moglam zdoby$, to poradnika dia turysty.

92g) *Czego nic moglam zdoby¢ dla turysty, to poradnika.

" = - 1 Ar AR N
} . w ktérym mieszkalem w czasie wojny, to Warsmawa.

* Mirowicz (1971 : 149} applies this term to such words as fo, nawet, tylko, przecies,
to tilndnie, which impose the speaker’s individual interpretation on the sentence, or
emphasize one of its constituents, They are directed to the listener as a sort of comment.
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: fjb)* Dia kogo nie moglam zdoby¢ poradnika, to dla turysty.

dfa;fl nc::} 92a - 92h are grammatically correct but they express the meaning

n;ﬂ :;elnwnfﬁ that in 92. Only when the prepositional phrase is loosely con-
& noun can it wi ' : ' igi

e we cleave it without the risk of changing the original

93) Czego nie Inbie, to herbaty ze émietanka,

93a) Czego nie lubie ze dmietanka, to herbaty.

93133) Z ¢zym nie lubig herbaty, to ze dmictanka.

1{1: is 1mpossible to jsolate syntactically a predicate noun from a copula
:Eﬂ ence. The xeason 1‘:01' this is that the predicate noun does not function as
the cﬂmI'}]ement in this type of sentence, and in Polish the cleaving process
1s essentially connected with the role of the elements in the sentence: thus
only complements and subjects submit to this process. ’

94} On jest inzynierem.

96) *Czym on jest to inzynierem.

Sentences that lack subj

- jects and complement - 1
I s plements do not undergo the cleaving
96) Jest zimno od same ' i
go rana. — *0Od kiedy jest zim

rana.¥ Co jest, to zimno. e =
The individual consti .

.. onstitzents may be expoged by means of emphatic particles
3. Comparison of English pseudo-cleft sentences with their Polisk counterparts.

Out of all the English pseudo-cleft sentences only two types have syntacti
cally corresponding constructions in Polish. Thus,‘the svnt-#etiu Uc"m}’? o
of the E.kEIl‘tE-Il(EE‘S under discussion must be reduced to those two casi?ﬂ;‘iz
;Iﬂ]'_r')has]s .mnveyed b}f’ the reri}a.ining pseudo-cleft sentences is render-‘ed n

olish lexically, and will not be considered here.
. Tthe Polish cfmst-ructions which I labelled “pseudo-cleft” cleave out comple-
thznﬁi ;11::1 31;2&(;5;5 }T-hem syyta.etic pa,tlterns show certain similarities with
s ﬁn;ﬂ, Io ]é_ml!ﬂnghﬂh and Polish the foeus position of the discussed
e :t‘_n nglish, however, the presence of the copula is neccssary.
- ‘p sition appears to carry morc emphasis than any other position
e senten.ce. In Polish the demonstrative particle to alone clearly point
to the part of information we want to stress and does not need to 1t’}e a.{:en'ri }aa'lie?
by the copula. As a result, the majority of Polish pseudo-cleft s.e-nléenn:s

¢ontain only a pointer to in the
: > place taken by the copula inr English;
97) What John bought was a car. . PR

98) {Ta}, vo Jan kupil, to sameochod.

. e{;};:ﬁaibsence of f-hr-:t copula verb in Polish pseudo-cleft sentences does not
s Pq;}l::ean tha.ii;t:, never appears in the focus position. It occurs especially
> DS ense, and in & number of instances it is implicit, T J
0 ! ; . : plicit, Thus the sentence

jest X may be considered the source of the second demonstrative o, In many
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cages the focus of a peeudo-cleft sentence is formed by deleting from it the
verb phrase, identical with that of the initial rclative clause. What remains
is the demonstrative particle to and the cleaved element,

Both English and Polish sentences under discussion may open with a head-
(pro)noun, or — in English — with a wh-relative clause (headless). As has
already been pointed out, it s difficult — if not impossible — to find & proper
head_form for certain initial relative clauses of English pscudo-cleft sentences.
This fact led Chomsky (quoted by Akmajian 1969 15) to derive pseudo-cleft
sentences from the underlying structure of the type

[t (John bought something)} (— - What John bought)...
pather than view them as the products of reduction of the head-form. In this
way he is able to account for the formation of cleft sentences as well. Polish,
however, lacks headless expansive relative clauses and the sentences given
helow have to be rejected as ungrammatical:
99) Who Nixon chose was Agnew.

100) *Koge Nixon wybrad, to Agnow.

100a) *Ktérego Nixon wybral, to Agnew.

"The pronouns kogo and ktory must define some (projnouns which refer to the
elements placed in the focus. When left. alone in the initial position, devoid
of demonstrative abilities, they can neither point to anything nor define
anything. However, sentences thut cleave out complements do not require =
(pro)nominal head at the beginning of the relative clause.

There are some agreement patterns to be found in pseudo-cleft sentences
in Polish and English. English copula, for instance, is systematically the third
person. singular or plurai®, which is in accord with the form of the head
pronoun of the initial relative clause. In those Polish pseudo-clett gentences
which cleave out subjects, the copula must agree in number and person with
the ahstracted element (i.e. subject) and the head of the relative clause which
points to the focus. In scntences that cleave out objects the problem looks
different. Tn the sentences which contain the copula —- in various person forms
the third form is the most likely to be used, The part of the sentence which
follows it must have the nominative case. When the copula is not preceded
by o, the head pronoun/noun puts on the instrumental, since the whole relative
clause becomnes a predicate. It is evident when the subject is shifted to the front
position of the sentonce.

101) Nie jester tym, kto by sie nadawal do reboty.
102) Ona jost ta, ktora skrytykowano najostrze].

¥ Tt is pnot o fast and fixed Tule. Akmajian (1969) checked lus sxamples of elefl
and preudo-cleft scntences with the speakers of three different dislects, noting a number of
differences among them. The majority of the sentences he gives are taken {roin his own
dialect and cerluin regularitios existing within those sentences relor to this particular

«dialect.
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Reflexive pronomns in English psendo-cleft sentences have the third
Ee;scm forltfl (singular or plural) which agrees with the head (pminout; Tgis
= : - ] 5 3 .
isggi ;ment 18 of no significance in Polish, as the only existent reflexive pronoun
GthE:r:}gIhsh pst:'uda-cleft ﬁeirntences pjarmit the abstraction of the constituents
er than subject and object. Cleaving may be rendered by means of head]
relative clauses or those containing some kind of a head-form thoue? 1;53
!atter are more problematic. In Polish the only way of emph aaizi; a,d‘v%l:b" T
is by pllarﬂmg them at the beginning of the sentence orfand imirtin Ml?
empha,t.l'c words as wiadnie, fo wlasnie, przecies, and others Tht; . m : S-IT
be left in their original positions preceded by the a}hové-n-lentioy d&y rds,
103)  The place where T saw John was Boston, ° eebin
- 104) *Micjscem, W LS
gdzie
104a) Widzialam Jana wizénie w Bostonie.
165)  The time when I met John was 5 o’clock.
106) *Oz.as, w ktérym spotkalum Jana, to pigta godzina
106a) *Kiedy spotkalam Jana to o piate]. |
106b) Spotkalam Jana wlasnie o pigtej.
GIE.;ftThug :he range of the elements pta];"mittcd in the focus of the English pseudo-
1t sentences and the corresponding Polish constructions varies. Enelish
admits _cnf r}mmna.l phrases, adverbials and verbal complements {iI; lthn E}']-S
f}f na.::afnmar]lzations), sentences with the head-noun “fact” cu; D'L'-L'&L;ii{; 14 lllm
1nf%n.1twes_1. Polish accepts nominals, subordinate clauses a;ld E';DIH It' e
finitives (Czego nie moge 2robié, to naprsac listu), e
i tg::lgj ;3;1;;;‘31;1135 impoged on t'hez E.I'E:’:Illﬂllt.S available for cleaving are similar
L ang;;ages. Thus, it is impossible to isolate any internal constitu-
D 1 tP rase (posscssives, prepositional phrases, etc.). English
i ructions eannot be pseudo-clefted. The same holds true of some
is sente:ﬁnces that correspond to them, mainly those that lack subicot
fmd -st_a.rt with the copula verb, Sentences containing only a verb h e
implicit subject and are available for cleaving d | e
107) It is raining. *What is raining is it. :
108} Pada (deszcz/énieg). To, co pada, to deszez/énie
but: It is cold. — *What is cold is it. ¢
Jest zimno. — *(o jest zimno, to...
usaln P;‘ﬂfél Pi[‘ﬁpﬂﬁ'ltlﬂl’]&] phra},aias can appear in the focus with a simultaneous
ge of the identical preposition at the beginning of the sentence befo
& relative pronoun; prepositions may also appear initially onl ”
109) What I was speaking about, was the war. e
110) O ozgfim _mdwﬂarm, to o wojnie. To, o ¢czym méwilam, fo wojna
In English indirect objects cannot be pseudn*clefbed: unless i;areceded

widzialem Jana byt Boston.
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by the preposition fo. In Polish inflexional endings of the nouns help eliminate
ambiguity and both direct and indirect objects submit to cleaving.

111y Mary wrote John a letter.
111a) *Who Mary wrote a letter was John.

but: Who Mary wrote a letter to was John.

112) Maria napisala Janowi list.
Propominal determiners such as every, neither, no onefnone, ete. cannot

be isolated in English and Polish.

113} *Who helped me was no one.

114) *Tym, kto mi pomoégt byl niks.

114a)} *Tym, kto mi pomégh nie byl nikt,

English does not allow the abstraction of attributive adverbs and sentence
adverbials in the focus.

Finally, existential sentences do not submit to cleaving in both languages.

Pseudo-cleft sentences are not very common in spoken English! since
emphasis can be well expresscd by means of intonation and stress. In the writien
text it is more difficult to establish which part of the sentence is the most
relevant for communicating new information *2. This is the reason why syntactic
indicators of cmphasis (e.g. emphatic do, certain permissible changes in word
order, cleft and pseudo-cleft sentences) are employed. The initial part of the
pseudo-cleft sentence relates the whole to its context and signals the emphasized
element placed in the focus (final position after the copula or pointer io),
which makes the emphasis clear.

Pscudo-cleft sentences discussed here are fairly rare in Polish. Numerous
changes of word order and the use of emphatic particles render clear emphasis.
To many Poles these scntences seem awkward and outlandish.

Students who were asked to provide Polish equivalents of some chosen
English pseudo-cleft sentences (with headless initial clauses) tended to render

them by Polish relative clauses with head-nouns, e.g.,

115) Who I spoke to was John.
Osobg, = ktérg rozmawiatam byl John.

116) Where 1 saw John was in Boston, not New York.
Miejscem, w ktérym widziatam Johna byl Boston, nie Nowy Jork,
Miasto w kidrym widzialam dJohna, fo Boston, nie Nowy Jork.

*Tam, gdzie widzialam Johna, fo Boston.
117) Where the literary approach fails is in ingoring the existence of the

contemporary spoken language.

1 Trigh, however, makes a superfluous use of these sentences {cf Jespersen 18949 :
148},

2 Various linguists discuss pseudo-cleft and cleft sentoncos in terms of the fune-
tional sentonce perspective. From thia point of view “tho pseudo-cleft sentence mukes
the distingtion between givon and new parts of the communication” (Quirk 1972 : 954).
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Stabym punktem koncepeji literackiej jest ignorowanie ...
Maiejscem, gdzie literackie podejécie nie zdaje egzaminu. ..
T'ym, co zawodzi w jezyku literackim, fo ignorowanie. ..

118) What we want to know is the number of words we use in everyday
affairs

T'o, co chcemy wiedzied, fo liczba sléw, jakie uzywamy na co dzien
T'o, czego cheemy sie dowiedzied, fo ilo§é stéw, jakis...

Zasadniczg rzeczq, ktéra cheemy poznaé, to..

Liczba wyrazéw, ktérych uiywamy na eo dzien jest tym, co...

Tiodc stéw, ktéryeh uiywamy w codziennych sprawach, ofo, co
cheemy poznad.

Une may usuully encounter these types of sentences in the Polish literary
translations from English, French, or Greman, which use such syntactic
means of emphasis more frequently. Pseudo-cleft sentences can also be found
in philosophical essays (which stress similarities and diserepancies between
various theories) and in articles which deseribe distinguished people whose
qualities and achievements deserve special mention.

Due to their rare usage and basically foreign structure, their emphatic
load is comparatively greater than that of typical Polish sentences.
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Quotations are taken from:

J. B. — J. Barth, Koniec drogi. 1971. Warszawa: PIW. Thum. A. Slomianowski.
T.J. 4 — TyiJa. 1972. 4. p. 7.

0. W. — O. Wilde. 1945. The picture of Dorign Gray.

0. W., — O. Wilde. 1071, Poriret Doriana Qraya. Warszawa: PTW. Thum. N. Feldmanowa.
5t — Student. 1973. 22. 5.
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