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1. Introduction

The subject of this thesis is the use of the cleft construction in English and Norwegian.
These languages employ a formally similar construction to focus a sentence element, but the
use of the construction is not always identical. The analysis is carried out on English and
Norwegian translations of Czech texts. The main aim of this thesis is to identify and analyse
possible types of motivation for the use of the cleft construction. The studied types of
motivation are the FSP, textual and syntactic motivation. The analysis of the FSP motivation
is based on the theory of the FSP as described by Jan Firbas (Firbas 1992). The list of textual
functions is based on the work of Jan Firbas (Firbas 1995) and Hilde Hasselgérd (Hasselgard
2004). Some types of the syntactic motivation are proposed by Libuse Duskova (Duskova
1999: 319), but the types described in this thesis result from the present analysis. In addition
to the motivation for the use of the construction, the thesis deals with Norwegian and English
counterparts of the analysed cleft sentences. These counterparts are divided into three groups:
the cleft or pseudo-cleft construction, the underlying non-cleft construction and a different
construction (cf. chapter 4.4.). The purpose of the analysis is to find where the use of the cleft
construction differs in English and Norwegian. The results may be useful for language
learning and translation because the use of the cleft construction is very similar in English and

Norwegian and this sometimes leads to linguistic interference.



2. Theory

2.1. The functional sentence perspective

In the act of communication, some sentence elements contribute more than others to
the development of communication and the most important elements signal the purpose of
communication. The functional sentence perspective (FSP) is a notion used by the Prague
linguistic school and describes the communicative purpose of a sentence. The elements which
contribute more to the development of communication constitute the rhematic part of a
sentence, and present most often new (context-independent) information. Other elements,

mostly old (context-dependent), contribute less and constitute the thematic part of a sentence.

2.1.1. The word order

According to Vilém Mathesius, there are several principles which influence the word
order in a sentence. He distinguishes the grammatical principle, the FSP principle, the
rhythmical principle and the principle of coherence of sentence elements (Firbas 1974: 11). In
the Czech word order, it is the FSP principle which outweighs the other principles. This is
possible because the syntactic function of sentence elements is determined by the grammatical
case and less by the word order. According to the FSP principle, the sequence of elements in a
sentence is theme-transition-rheme (the transition is the verbal element). The situation in
English is different. The main function of the English word order is to distinguish syntactic
function of sentence elements and the grammatical principle is therefore stronger than the
FSP principle. This applies especially to the sequence S-V-O. The FSP asserts itself more in
case of adverbials: the scene-setting adverbial which contributes less to the development of
communication is placed mitially in the sentence, whereas the specifying adverbial which
contributes more is placed in the postverbal position. Moreover, special constructions such as
the passive, the cleft construction and the existential construction are able to change the word
order to keep the rhematic information in the postverbal position.

Jan Firbas develops Mathesius’ theory and adds other three factors which influence the
FSP (Firbas 1992). In addition to linearity (word order), it is context, semantics and prosody.
The last factor can be taken into account only in spoken communication. Since this thesis is

based on written language, only the former three factors can be analysed.



2.1.2. The context and the additional irretrievable information

There are two kinds of context: situational and verbal. The situational context is more
important in spoken language and includes reference to the speaker and the hearer (or the
writer and the reader in written communication) and to the extralinguistic reality which is in
concern of both participants. As far as the verbal context is concerned, the FSP is influenced
by the immediately relevant context. It is a span of the preceding text from which a piece of
information can be retrieved by the speaker and the listener. According to Firbas, this span is
approximately seven sentences long (Firbas 1995). After this distance the retrievability
weakens. There are three different levels of context dependence. A sentence on the basic
instance level is completely context-independent. If none of the sentence elements is
dependent on the immediately relevant context, the FSP depends fully on word order and
semantics. In the case of the first instance level, some sentence elements are context-
dependent whereas others are not. This is the most usual case. A sentence on the second
instance level includes only context-dependent elements and is used to highlight one special
item which is not highlighted previously. These cases are rare. Context-dependent
information is retrievable from the immediately relevant context and is often thematic, while
context-independent information is irretrievable and usually rhematic.

There are, however, also context-dependent elements which contain additional
irretrievable information (Firbas 1995: 22). In some cases this irretrievable information
predominates and the element becomes rhematic. The relation of these elements towards the
context is labelled as selection, contrast, identification, purposeful repetition and the

summarizing effect. This kind of information is illustrated in the following examples:

(1) There are three hotels in that place: The Continental, the Grand and the
International. 1 liked the Continental and the Grand, but I did not like the
International. (Firbas 1992: 35)

The Continental and the Grand i the last sentence are context-dependent, but
represent the rheme because of the additional feature of selection. In the same way the
International is the rheme because of the feature of contrast. These textual structures are
important for this study because both selection and contrast are often attached to the cleft
construction and it is also possible that other types of additional irretrievable information will

appear in the present analysis. The following examples illustrate these types:



(2) In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was
God. (Firbas 1995: 22)

Example (2) represents identification. Although God is context-dependent, the relation
with the Word is new and represents additional irretrievable information. In the cleft
construction, the focused element is always the identifying subject complement and the ability

of this relation to add the irretrievable information is thus employed to focus this element.

(3) Once in the rain, a van turned a corner suddenly at her and she stumbled over her
boots into a ditch and then she saw herself clearly: a woman in early middle age
wearing rubber boots walking in the dark looking for a white car and now falling
into a ditch, prepared to go on walking... (Firbas 1995: 22)

(4) He then walked over Campden Hill to the Kensington Public Library, where he
could read undisturbed. Undisturbed! Refreshed after sleep, the temptation of the

night returned to torment him with a new vigour. (Firbas 1995: 23)

Example (3) illustrates the summarizing effect. This function is close to the last
function, the purposeful repetition, in example (4) because both represent the second instance
level of context dependence. The summarizing effect is related to the summative discourse
function discussed by Hilde Hasselgard in connection with the cleft construction (Hasselgard
2004: 3). Hasselgéard describes the effect of the summarizing cleft construction at the end of a
sequence of text (cf. chapter 2.3.2.), whereas Firbas describes the means by which this effect

1s achieved.

2.1.3. The semantic factor

The semantic factor encompasses both the semantic character of an element and its
semantic relation to other elements. The FSP is indicated for example by articles. The
indefinite article usually signals rhematic information and the definite article signals thematic
information. However, this assumption holds true only under certain circumstances and there
are instances where the element with the indefinite article is the theme and the element with
the definite article is the rheme. Anaphoric personal or possessive pronouns usually signal

thematic information whereas quantifiers signal rhematic information. As far as the semantic



relation between elements is concerned, the rhematic information is often presented as the
complementation of the verb (the object, the adjunct), the subject complement and the object
complement. The subject is usually thematic, but it is also sometimes rhematic, especially
with verbs signalling appearance on the scene; scene-setting adjuncts are usually thematic.

All the three factors (linear modification, contextual, semantic) contribute to the FSP
in written language. The prominence of individual elements within the FSP structure
determines their degree of communicative dynamism (CD). The element with the highest
degree of CD represents the rheme proper. The gradual increase of CD in a sentence is called

the basic distribution of CD.

2.2. The interaction of the FSP and syntax — variation among languages

Robert Van Valin presents in his study a typology of languages based on the
interaction of focus structure (the FSP) and syntax (Valin 1999). He is concerned with rigidity
vs. flexibility in syntax and focus structure and divides languages into four groups according
to these two variables. He claims that English is a language with rigid syntax and flexible
focus structure. This is demonstrated by putting the contrastive stress successively on all
sentence elements. English belongs to this category because there are no constraints which
would not allow putting focus on any element. According to this test, Norwegian would
probably belong to the same type as English, whereas Czech would belong to the same group
as Polish, with flexible syntax and flexible focus structure. Valin admits that Polish shows a
strong topic-comment tendency, but like in English, the contrastive stress is possible also on
the mitial element, which seems to be the case of Czech too.

Jeanette K. Gundel proposes in her study of English and Norwegian cleft constructions
that Norwegian differs from English in “a stronger tendency to keep focal material out of
surface subject” (Gundel 2002: 126). Hilde Hasselgard describes this difference as well:
“English is more tolerant of new information in the Theme, while Norwegian has a stronger
preference for “light” Themes; either a constituent conveying given information or an empty
Theme.” (Hasselgard 2004: 208). These two remarks imply that there might be some
difference between the importance of FSP in English and Norwegian and this could influence

also the use of the cleft construction.

2.3. The cleft construction



2.3.1. The cleft construction in English

The cleft construction is a focusing device which enables the division of a sentence

mto two FSP subfields:

(5) Her shyness makes her diffident.
(6) It’s her shyness that makes her diffident.
(7) What makes her diffident is her shyness. (Duskova 1999: 318)

Example (5) is a simple sentence with one communicative field. Linearity and
semantics gives the highest degree of CD to the object complement. To focus the subject, a
contrastive stress would have to be used. Example (6) represents the cleft sentence proper
with two possible elements in focus: The first one is shyness, which functions as the subject
complement in the main clause, and the second one is diffident in the cleft clause. The subject
complement of the main clause will be called in this thesis the focused element, the
subordinate clause will be called the cleft clause. Example (7) represents a pseudo-cleft, a
construction which uses a nominal relative clause to divide the communicative field. There
are also other focusing constructions which some linguists include in the category of clefts.
These are focusing constructions beginning the thing (that), the person (which), something,
all etc. The thesis confines itself to the cleft sentence proper and this construction will be

referred to as the cleft construction.

The cleft construction consists of the main clause with the pattern S-V,,-Cs and the
subordinate clause, the cleft clause, which resembles a relative clause. The subject of the main
clause is a non-anaphoric pronoun it¢, the verb is be and the subject complement is the focused
element. The cleft clause begins most often with pronouns that, who or zero pronoun; which,
whom and whose are rare (Quirk 1985: 1387). There has been a large discussion about the
syntactic function of the cleft clause. Lambrecht, for instance, stresses the relation between
the focused element and the cleft clause, defining the cleft construction as “a sentence
structure consisting of a matrix clause headed by a copula and a relative or relative-like clause
whose relativised argument is coindexed with the predicative argument of the copula.”
(Lambrecht 2001: 4) Huddleston, on the other hand, highlights the connection of the subject it
and the cleft clause: “The it in subject function can be thought of as a place-holder for the

variable, which is defined in a relative clause that is not syntactically part of the subject.”

10



(Huddleston 2002: 1416) The main formal difference between relative clauses and cleft
clauses is that the antecedent of a relative clause cannot be a proper name or an adjunct,
whereas focusing of these elements is possible by the cleft construction. Moreover, the set of
pronouns used in clefts is slightly different: wh-pronouns are rare and it is possible to omit the

pronoun even in cases where the pronoun functions as the subject in the cleft clause:

(8) It was the president himself spoke to me (Quirk 1985: 1387)

Libuse Duskova also points out that there is formal similarity between cleft clauses
and extraposed nominal subject clauses (DuSkova 1999: 319). However, the extraposed
nominal subject clause is a part of the subject, unlike the cleft clause.

Almost all syntactic elements can be focused by means of the cleft construction: the
subject, the direct and indirect object, the adjunct and the object complement. There are
restrictions concerning the subject complement (cf. Quirk 1985: 1385) and the verbal element

cannot be focused at all.

The cleft construction contains always an existential presupposition. The presupposed
part is contained in the cleft clause. This fact is given by the structure itself and not by
familiarity of the information in the cleft clause. The presence of the presupposition can be

proved by changing the polarity or the intentional modality, as can be shown on example (6):

(6°) It isn’t her shyness that makes her diffident.
(6”°) Is it her shyness that makes her diffident?

The example (6) contains presupposition “something makes her diffident”. This
presupposition changes neither in a negative (6’) nor an interrogative (6°’) sentence. As
Huddleston points out, the information which is presupposed is always presented as “‘shared
or uncontroversial”’, no matter whether it is familiar or not (Huddleston 2002: 1424). In
addition, the focused element contains the implicature of exhaustiveness. Illustrated on

example (6), her shyness is the only thing which makes her diffident.

Special attention should be given to the FSP of the cleft construction. The

construction contains two communicative subfields, which makes it possible to place focus on

11



two places. If the focused element contains context-independent information and the cleft
clause contains context-dependent information, the highest degree of CD is on the focused
element, which is the only focus of the sentence. If the cleft clause contains context-
independent information, the CD is distributed more evenly between the two parts and the
sentence represents divided focus. Prince uses the term stressed-focus it-clefts (SF) for the
first type and informative-presupposition it-clefts (IP) for the second type (Duskova 1999:
326). The stressed-focus type is often referred to as the “prototypical” cleft. Firbas points out
“the conspicuous deviation from the basic distribution of CD” which is given by the fact that
the rhematic element is placed before the thematic cleft clause (DuSkova 2005: 13).

Collins divides the IP it-clefts (“marked” clefts in his terminology) into two other
groups according to newness/giveness of the focused element (Collins 1991). He thus
distinguishes three types of clefts: Type 1 is the “unmarked” (in Prince’s terms SF) cleft,
where the focused element carries new or contrastive information and the cleft clause carries
given or inferrable information. Type 2 has given or inferrable information in focus and new
or contrastive information in the cleft clause. The focused element is often an anaphoric or a
deictic pronoun and the clause is longer and informative. Type 3 has new or contrastive
information in both parts. According to his analysis, this type proves to be more common in
non-interactive, technical and formal genres. His results show that the unmarked type
represents only 36% of all clefts. This is surprising since the SF type is considered as the
prototypical. Nevertheless, other analyses show that the SF type in slightly more common
than the IP type (Dvotfakova’s results show 54.8% of the SF type, cf. Duskova 1999: 26).

The main function of the SF type is to give prominence to an element which would
otherwise carry a low degree of CD. The focused element functions therefore often as the
subject or an adjunct in the underlying non-cleft construction. These elements are especially

focused by means of the cleft construction if they are context-dependent.

The cleft construction is sometimes used as a stylistic or textual device. These cases
employ some of the properties of the cleft construction to achieve a special stylistic or textual
effect. These properties are either the existential presupposition present inherently in the
construction, or the ability of the construction to present one proposition in two FSP fields
and divide the focus.

A scene-setting adjunct is often focused in journalistic style (Quirk 1985: 1384n.).

These constructions are often type 3 in Collin’s terminology:

12



(9) It was late night that a group of terrorists attacked an army post. (Quirk 1985:
1384n.)

In example (9), the scene-setting adjunct, although context-independent, would carry a
low degree of CD in an underlying non-cleft and it is focused to highlight the scene-setting

function, even though the most dynamic part of the sentence is presented as presupposed.

A special use of clefts can be seen in historical narrative. The presupposition is
employed as a stylistic device which enables presenting information as if it were familiar to

the reader. This can be illustrated by a sentence from the beginning of a mystery novel:

(10) It was jealousy that kept David from sleeping, drove him from tousled bed out of
the dark and silent boarding house to walk the streets. (Johansson 2001: 553)

The whole sentence contains only context-independent information and the
presupposition serves to draw the reader into the story and, at the same time, lets the reader

interpret the information in the cleft clause as backgrounded.

Another stylistic reason for using the cleft construction instead of a simple proposition

concerns cases with several adverbials in the postverbal section:

(11) It was not by chance that Mrs. S. arrived in town so early that morning.
(Duskova 1999: 15)

(11°) Mrs.S did not arrive in town so early that morning by chance.
A simple proposition (11°) would have four adverbials in postverbal section, which is
not desirable from the stylistic point of view. The cleft construction solves the problem

because it gives even higher prominence to the rheme proper, by chance, while keeping the

other adverbials in their neutral position after the verb.

2.3.2. Discourse functions of the cleft construction
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Hilde Hasselgard makes an interesting classification of the cleft constructions with an
adverbial element in focus based on their discourse function (Hasselgard 2004). She claims
that the information structure of these clefts differs from that of clefts with nominal elements
in focus in the fact that they much more often carry new information in the cleft clause. The
discourse functions she describes are thematization, contrast, topic-launching, topic-linking
and summative function.

Thematization is Hasselgard’s notion for the basic FSP function of stressed-focus it-
clefts: to give prominence to the focused element. As she mentions, this function is present in
most clefts, no matter which other discourse function they have (cf. example (12)).

Contrast is a function mentioned often in connection with the cleft construction. Both
adverbial and nominal elements can be contrastive. If the relative clause carries given
information, the construction is typical for the stressed-focus type since a contrastive element
carries, in Firbas’ terms, additional irretrievable information which prevails over the context-
dependent part of information. A cleft sentence can combine the function of contrast with
other discourse functions (cf. e.g. example (55) where the function of contrast is combined
with the topic launching function).

Topic launching is also a function performed mainly by the SF type. The focused
element is either new or inferrable, but it always develops as a topic in the subsequent

discourse:

(12) 1t is to those men and women serving our country in the Middle East <,> that my

thoughts go out most tonight # and to all of their families here at home <,> To you

I know this is not a distant war . It is a close and ever present anxiety <,> I was
privileged to meet many of our servicemen and women in the Gulf last week <

(Hasselgard 2004: 6)

In example (12), the discourse function of the cleft construction is topic launching. In
addition, there is the function of thematization (the FSP function) because the focused
element achieves higher degree of CD than it would achieve in an underlying non-cleft
construction.

Topic linking, or transition, is on the other hand performed by the IP type. The focused
element contains the current discourse topic and the cleft clause introduces a new discourse
topic. The term transition is used to highlight the function of this type of the cleft construction

as a bridge between two sections of a text.
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(13) However there are worrying signs for the Republicans in the contests for state
governors. Because of the shift in population to the warmer parts of the country
states like Florida Texas and California are to be given extra seats in Congress.
The governors of those states will have a big say in redrawing the boundaries. And

it's here that the Democrats have made significant headway. They have won the

elections for governor in both Florida and Texas from the Republicans although
Mr Bush's party appears to have held on to the biggest prize of all California.
(Hasselgard 2004: 3)

A cleft sentence with summative function occurs at the end of a text or of its section
and functions as a conclusion. The focused element is inferrable. If we assume that these
sentences have summarizing effect (in Firbas’ terms), the degree of CD of this element will be

higher that the degree of CD of the cleft clause.

(14) The purpose of war is to enforce international law. It is to uphold the rights of

nations to be independent and of people to live without fear. It is in that spirit <,>

that the men and women of our forces and our allies are going to win the war <,>

And it is in that spirit that we must build the peace that follows . (Hasselgéard 2004:
7)

The functions described by Hasselgard are based on various aspects of the text. Topic
linking, topic launching and summative function are based on larger parts of the text (topics),
and contrast is based on smaller elements (sentence elements, clauses). Thematization
describes the function of the sentence from the point of view of FSP and it is included in all
other types.

In addition to the cleft construction which is described in this chapter, there is a
construction which resembles the cleft construction and which is used in proverbial clefts and

stylistic clichés:
(15) It is never a bad day that has a good night.

(16) It was a very troubled wife that greeted Henry on his return that night. (DuSkova
2005: 15)

15



Whereas the cleft construction represents an identifying copular predication, the
construction illustrated in examples (15) and (16) ascribes a quality to the subject of the

underlying simple proposition and in this thesis it is not dealt with.

2.3.3. The cleft construction in Norwegian

In Norwegian, the cleft construction has the same syntactic structure as in English.

The construction also divides a simple sentence into two FSP subfields:

(17)  Nils fann pengane. [lit. Nils found the money]
(18) Det var Nils som fann pengane. [lit. It was Nils who found the money] (Faarlund
1997: 1088)

The FSP structure is also the same as in English. In example (17), a simple
proposition, Nils carries a low degree of CD, whereas pengane “the money” is the rheme
proper with the highest degree of CD. Example (18) represents the cleft construction with two
possible foci: on the focused element Nils and at the end of the cleft clause, on pengane. The
actual focus of the cleft construction is given by the context: if Nils is context-independent
and pengane 1s context-dependent, the highest degree of CD is on Nils. On the other hand, if
Nils is context-dependent, the main focus may be in the cleft clause (cf. example (25)). The
construction of English pseudo-clefts can be also used in Norwegian, but to a much lesser

extent than in English.

The construction consists of a main clause with the patter S-V.q,-Cs and a cleft clause
introduced by the pronoun som (“who”, “which”), the same pronoun which introduces also
relative clauses, or zero pronoun. Som is obligatory in constructions where the pronoun
functions as the subject of the cleft clause. If the focused element is an adverbial, the cleft

clause is introduced by conjunction at (“that”) or zero conjunction.

(19) Det var i gdr (at) du sa det. [lit. It was yesterday (that) you said it.] (Faarlund
1997: 1090)

In case of obligatory adverbials, the conjunction is always omitted. Unlike in English,

it is possible to focus the subject complement (cf. example (20)) and the verb (cf. example
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(21)). The conjunction is always omitted in these cases. In sentences with a finite verb in

focus, there is always a proform verb gjore “do” in the cleft clause (cf. example (22)):

(20)  Det er ondskapsfull han er. [lit. It is evil he is.]

(21)  Det er liggje i telt eg ikkje vil. [lit. It is lie in tent I not want.]

(22) Det var stele/stal han gjorde. [lit. It was steal/stole he did] (Faarlund 1997:
1091)

The content of the cleft clause is presupposed in the same way as in English. The FSP
is similar to the FSP of English clefts: if the focused element contains context-independent
information and the cleft clause contains context-dependent information, the degree of CD of
the focused element is much higher than the degree of CD of the other elements. If the cleft
clause contains context-independent information, the focus is divided and the context
dependence of the focused element and semantics decide which of the two parts carries higher
degree of CD.

Although both the syntactic and the FSP description of the Norwegian cleft
construction is very similar to the English counterpart, it seems that the actual use is

somewhat different. In Norwegian, the construction appears very often in questions:

(23)  Var det Rudolf som ropte? [lit. Was it Rudolf that shouted?]
(24)  Kven var det som ropte? [lit. Who was it that shouted?] (Faarlund 1997: 1091)

Gundel’s study has suggested that this type of question is more common in Norwegian
than in English (Gundel 2002: 120). A possible motivation for this use is that wh-questions
presuppose the whole content of the clause except for the interrogative pronoun. The use of
the construction in yes-no questions is influenced by another typological feature which is
probably more prominent in Norwegian than in English. This difference between English and
Norwegian is commented upon by Faarlund who points out that it is not natural to have a
context-independent subject in pre-verbal position and that the cleft construction makes it
possible to place this subject in the postverbal position. He suggests that sometimes this could
be the main function of the construction, not the focusing function (Faarlund 1997: 1092).

This can be illustrated by a Norwegian example which would not be so natural in English:
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(25) -Korfor er det sa kaldt her? -Det er Ola som har opna glaset. [lit. Why is it so
cold here? It is Ola who has opened the window.] (Faarlund 1997: 1092)

The journalistic use of the construction is similar to English:

(26) Det var i gar kveld at ein jury i Washington fann dei tre skuldige i a... [lit. It was
yesterday evening that a jury in Washington found the three (persons) guilty of...]
(Faarlund 1997: 1092)

The focused adverbial of example (26) would be placed finally in the most natural
simple sentence, or initially, but with SV inversion. The reason for this use suggested by
Faarlund is the position of the context-independent subject, but it might be also that the
speaker wants to focus the scene-setting function of the adverbial as Quirk suggests for the
corresponding English use. It seems also possible that the Norwegian use of the construction
in this context is influenced by English.

The Norwegian cleft construction is formally similar to a special type of existential
construction with a relative clause. This construction is used when the situation requires a

verb which does not normally imply the appearance on scene:

(27) Det var mange ting som gjorde inntrykk pa oss. [lit. There were many things that

made impression on us.] (Faarlund, 1093)

The resemblance is caused by the fact that the existential construction in Norwegian
employs the same formal subject det “it”, as the cleft construction. The subordinate clause in
this case is a relative clause and has a higher degree of CD than its antecedent.! However, the
difference between cleft and this construction is not always clear. Example (25) is described
as cleft because the focused element Ola cannot function as an antecedent for a relative
clause. However, the cleft clause has higher degree of CD than the focused element and the
main function of this construction is not to give more prominence to Ola in relation to the rest

of the clause, but rather to move new information from its canonical position, which is similar

' This construction is described in Norwegian grammars as a combination of cleft and existential construction
(e.g. Faarlund, 1093). However, the function of this construction is to present a new phenomenon rather than to

highlight an element and therefore it is not dealt with in this thesis.
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to the existential construction. If the proper name in the subject were substituted with noen
“somebody”, the construction would become formally ambiguous and the distinction could
only be based on semantic criteria (i.e. whether the situation can be described as appearance

on scene or not).

2.4. Norwegian as a V2 language

Several remarks should be made about the Norwegian syntax. Norwegian is similar to
English in the morphological structure of nouns and verbs and the syntactic function of an
element is therefore decided by word order. The unmarked sequence of syntactic elements is
SVO. However, unlike English, Norwegian is a V2 language, which means that the finite verb
always comes in the second place. If an element other than the subject is placed in the initial
position, the verb must precede the subject. Conjunctions and elements which are not a
syntactic part of the sentence do not change the SV sequence. Of the syntactic elements, it is
especially the adverbial that appears often in the initial position. With an initial adverbial, the
sequence of constitutive elements changes to VSO. It is possible that the need of inversion in

these cases sometimes motivates the use of the cleft construction.

2.5. Previous comparative studies

A comparison of the English and Norwegian cleft construction is presented in Jeanette
K. Gundel’s paper (Gundel 2002). She compares Norwegian original text of the novel Sofies
verden with its English translation and examines the discourse distribution and information
structure of the construction. The construction is more frequent in Norwegian than in English;
the Norwegian text contains 32 clefts in the given section, whereas the English translation
contains only 11 clefts. Almost all clefts translated as clefts into English contain given
information in the cleft clause, whereas the majority of Norwegian clefts contain new
information in the cleft clause and represent divided focus. The results also show that
Norwegian uses the cleft construction very often in questions. All Norwegian cleft
constructions could be translated as clefts into English, which shows that there are probably
no differences in absolute constraints on the use of the construction in the two languages
(except for the syntactic differences mentioned in chapter 2.3.3.) The difference Gundel
suggests concerns the importance the two languages give to the information structural

functions performed by the construction. The two functions performed in Norwegian are
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separating the given or presupposed material from the new information and keeping the new
information in the postverbal position. However, it must be taken into account that the paper
investigates a relatively short text translated by one person, and that the direction of

translation can influence the results.

Mats Johansson offers a larger study which compares English and Swedish cleft
constructions (Johansson 2001). Norwegian and Swedish are typologically close and therefore
it can be assumed the results of this study will be relevant also for the comparison of
Norwegian and English. He compares it-clefts, pseudo-clefts and inverted pseudo-clefts
between English and Swedish original texts, between English original and Swedish translation
and between Swedish original and English translation. The analysis is carried out on examples
from The English-Swedish Parallel Corpus which contains approximately 2 million words.
The method used compares statistical results of the three types of comparison according to the
Translation mirror principle which is defined by Johansson: “Statistical similarities and
differences in a comparison of a corpus of original texts from L1 and L2 represent genuine
similarities and differences between L1 and L2 if they are mirrored, to a significant extent, in
translations from L1 into L2 and from L2 into L1.” (Johansson 2001: 551). The results
concerning the cleft construction show that Swedish original texts contain more than twice as
many cleft constructions as English original texts. The pseudo-clefts and reversed pseudo-
clefts seem to be much less common in Swedish than in English. The translation mirror
principle shows the same tendencies in the other two analyses. An interesting result concerns
the focused subject in Swedish original. From the 290 cases, 119 were translated as iz-cleft
and 91 as a simple proposition with subject in its canonical place (the rest of the cases used
another focusing device or restructured the sentence). Johansson proposes that “Swedish it
clefts are not felt by translators to carry a particularly heavy functional load” (Johansson
2001: 569) Johansson also notices that Swedish cleft construction commonly focus anaphoric
elements (personal and demonstrative pronouns and conjuncts like ddrfor “therefore”). The

comparison of the two types of information structure (SF and IP iz-clefts) is not given.
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3. Methodology

Contrastive studies have usually been based on original texts in two languages or on
an original text and its translation into another language. The main advantage of the
comparison of original texts is that they represent the most natural language, not influenced
by the process of translation. The disadvantage, on the other hand, is that the texts can never
be absolutely comparable. As far as the study of the cleft construction is concerned, it is
necessary to study the FSP based on the immediately relevant context. The context, however,
can never be identical if two different texts are studied. An original text compared with its
translation into another language allows this comparison of the construction in identical
context. The disadvantage of this method is that the translator may be influenced by the
original language. This is very likely in the translation of close languages with parallel
syntactic structures. The translation effects are described by Stig Johansson (Johansson 2007:
228). He points out that in some cases the translation leads to overuse or underuse of some
feature depending on the use of this feature in the original language.

A combination of these two methods is used by Mats Johansson (Johansson 2001). He
compares results based on original texts with results based on original and its translation. This
enables him both to study the most natural language and to directly compare parallel
structures.

This thesis proposes even another method. The comparison is made between English
and Norwegian translations of the Czech original. The advantage of this method is that it is
possible to study parallel structures in the parallel context, but without the possibility that the
close languages will influence each other.

Czech is convenient as the original language because the word order in Czech is based
on a different principle than in English and Norwegian. The sequence of sentence elements is
given primarily by the FSP and the grammatical principle is less important. This is possible
because the syntactic function is indicated by inflection. The focus on a particular element is
expressed very often by the word order alone. Sometimes, the rheme is also indicated by
focusing particles (e.g. pouze “only”, pravé “just”) or temporal adverbs (teprve “only”, uz
“already*). The cleft construction is used in Czech only marginally and therefore the
possibility that the construction would influence the translators into English and Norwegian,
is very low.

The main disadvantage of this method is the same as with all studies of translated text;

the language may be influenced by the original language and the results may differ from
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original texts. In case of languages studied in this thesis, it is possible that the translation will
contain fewer cleft constructions than original texts, because the Czech original tends to use
other focusing devices. It is also necessary to consider whether the translated sentence
corresponds to the original. There is a higher probability that the translation will not
correspond to the original because each example contains two translated sentences.

The analysis is carried out on 100 English cleft constructions and 100 Norwegian cleft
constructions translated from ten Czech texts.” Ten examples of Norwegian and ten examples
of English cleft constructions were taken from each text’ Each of the examples is
supplemented with the corresponding sentence from the other language. The Czech original
serves only as a background which shows whether the translation has the appropriate FSP and
it will not be analysed further (the exception is made for Czech sentences which include some
focusing device because this focusing device may influence the translator). From the syntactic
point of view, the analysis examines the syntactic function of the focused element in the
underlying non-cleft construction and potential syntactic motivation for the use of the
construction (e.g. sentences with multiple postverbal adverbials). From the FSP point of view,
the example is studied in the immediately relevant context and the degree of CD is
determined for the focused element and the cleft clause. The degree of CD is based on context
dependence, semantic factor and linearity (the latter factor will assert itself only to a lesser
degree since the word order is partly given by the studied construction). Based on the degree
of CD, the examples are labelled as the SF or IP type (cf. chapter 2.3.1.). The main part of the
analysis focuses on textual functions’ of the cleft construction. The set of possible textual
functions is based on Hasselgard’s discourse functions (cf. chapter 2.3.2.) and Firbas’s
account of additional irretrievable information (cf. chapter 2.1.2.). These two accounts partly
overlap; therefore the final set includes contrast, selection, identification, purposeful
repetition, summarizing effect, topic launching and topic linking. Hasselgdrd’s last function,
thematization, which is in fact the FSP function, is considered separately. The FSP function is
of course present in all other types of motivation (e.g. contrasted elements have a high degree
of CD because the contrast represents new information; the topic launching function presents

a new topic, which must also have a high degree of CD etc.). The main purpose of this

? Different genres are represented: 8 of the texts are works of fiction, 1 text is a correspondence and 1 text is an
interview.

* The exception is made for one shorter text by Hrabal which only contained 9 cleft constructions; 11 examples
were therefore excerpted from another text by the same author.

* The term textual function covers here both relations between clause elements and clauses, such as contrast, and
relations between topics, such as topic linking.
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classification is to find out whether some of the functions are more closely connected with the
cleft construction than others and how English and Norwegian differ in this aspect.

Finally, the type of syntactic construction in the other studied language will be
compared with the given example (a Norwegian equivalent for the English example and vice

versa).

3.1. Expected results

Expectation based on similar studies for Norwegian and Swedish (Johansson 2001,
Gundel 2002), but also on informal observations, is that the Norwegian cleft will be more
common than the English cleft. It means that a cleft in English translation is more likely to be
translated as cleft also in Norwegian, whereas a sentence translated by the cleft construction
into Norwegian will more often have a non-cleft equivalent in English. It could also be
expected that both languages will have both SF and IP clefts. It will be interesting to see
whether Gundel’s result that IP clefts are more common in Norwegian will be confirmed. As
far as the syntactic function of the focused element is concerned, the studies found a higher
number of focused adverbials in Norwegian than in English. On the other hand, Norwegian
tends to place more often than English adverbials in preverbal position and may thus use a
non-cleft with initial adverb where English uses cleft. The previous studies have also shown
that absolute constraints in the two languages are almost identical and it is therefore possible
that some other factors influence the use of the cleft construction in English and Norwegian.
The fact that the examples are taken from translated texts may influence the results especially
because the variation between cleft and non-cleft is possible in both languages and the

translation is likely to use clefts only if there is a strong motivation for their use.
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4. The analysis

All 200 analysed examples are attached in the appendix. Each example contains three
parts: Czech original with English and Norwegian translations. Examples 1 — 100 represent
English clefts with their Norwegian counterparts; examples 101 — 200 represent Norwegian
clefts with their English counterparts. The analysed example is marked with letter a; the
counterpart in the other language is marked with letter 4. First ten examples were taken from
each text. If both languages use the cleft construction, and both constructions are among the
first ten instances, the same sentence is included in both parts of the analysis.

The part of the analysis which compares syntactic, FSP and textual properties of the
cleft construction includes all examples which have the same or similar meaning and FSP as
the Czech original, no matter whether their counterpart (in Norwegian or English)
corresponds. The English part of the analysis includes ninety-six examples which are
analysed. Four examples are not included because the FSP or the meaning of the English
translation differed significantly from the original. The Nowegian part of the analysis includes
ninety-four such examples; Six Norwegian examples did not correspond to the original. The
part which compares clefts and their counterparts includes only examples which correspond to

each other (eighty-nine English clefts and ninety-two Norwegian clefts are analysed).

4.1. The frequency of the cleft construction

The analysis shows that the cleft construction is more frequent in Norwegian than in
English. These results are similar to the results of Gundel’s study (Gundel 2002).

Table 1 shows the frequency of the cleft construction in the two languages. The
number of the words is counted in the Czech original texts to achieve comparable results. The
number of words needed for one cleft construction is always higher in English, but the results
vary from text to text. In average, the cleft construction is almost twice as frequent in the

Norwegian texts as in English texts.

> E.g. la is an English cleft with its Norwegian counterpart /b, whereas 101a is a Norwegian cleft with its
English counterpart /01b.
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Text words per 1 English cleftiwords per 1 Norwegian cleft
EBc 7130 541
IKc 3908 2563
BHVc 2628 959
BHKc 3705 901
JSc 4197 2627
MKZc 2287 1025
Alc 3298 3262
VHc 4456 3908
KCc 2456 556
MKVe 1788 1518
All texts 3585 1786

Table 1: The frequency of the cleft construction in comparison to the Czech text.

4.2. The FSP of the cleft construction

Although the thesis describes different kinds of motivation for the use of clefts, the
FSP aspect is to some degree present in all of them. All clefts belong either to the SF type,
which has much higher degree of CD on the focused element than on the final element, or to
the IP type, which has two foci. The analysis rendered higher percentage of the IP type in

English than in Norwegian.

English clefts
Adjunct Object

FSP type Subject Time Place Other Direct Prepositional |Total
33%) PQ%) |1 (1%) |6(6%) 4 (4%)

SF 28 (29%) |6 (6%) 10 (10%) 44 (46%)
16 (17%) |4 4%) |12 (13%) |1 (1%) 1 (1%)

P 18 (19%) |32 (33%) 2 (2%) 52 (54%)
19 (20%) |6 (6%) |13 (14%) |7 (7%) 5 (5%)

Total 46 (48%) 38 (40%) 12 (13%) 96 (100%)

Table 2: English clefts: FSP type and syntactic function of the focused element in the

underlying non-cleft.
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[Norwegian clefts
Adjunct Object Subject

FSP type |Subject  [Time Place Other |Direct Prepositional  |complement |Total
2 (2%) 0(0%) |7 (7%) |13 (14%) |6 (6%)

SF 36 (38%) 19 (10%) 19 (20%) 1 (1%) 65 (69%)
5(5%) 1(1%) 1 (1%) |1 (1%) |1 (1%)

1P 20 (21%) (7 (7%) 2 (2%) 0 (0%) 29 (31%)
7 (7%) 1 (1%)  18(9%) |14 (15%) |7 (7%)

Total 56 (60%) {16 (17%) 21 (22%) 1 (1%) 94 (100%)

Table 3: Norwegian clefts: FSP type and syntactic function of the focused element in the

underlying non-cleft.

This result is surprising because the study by Gundel (Gundel 2002) found more IP
clefts in Norwegian than in English. Johansson’s analysis (Johansson 2001) showed that also
in Swedish the IP type is more frequent than the SF type. To study the FSP of the analysed
clefts, it is useful to look more closely at the syntactic function of the focused element in the
underlying non-cleft. The analysed examples focused the subject, the adjunct, the direct and
the prepositional object and the subject complement in case of Norwegian. None of the

examples focused the indirect object.

4.2.1 The subject

The subject is the most common focused element in both languages. This is an
expected result because subject is normally placed mitially. In case of rhematic subjects, there
is a conflict between the normal word order and the end-focus tendency. Nevertheless, there
are some differences between English and Norwegian. In Norwegian, the focused subject is
even more common than in English (60% focused subjects in Norwegian vs. 48% in English)
and the difference between the first and second most frequent focused element is significant.
In English, the distribution is more balanced. The ratio of the SF to the IP type is similar in
the languages. Although the subject is more frequently focused in Norwegian than in English,

the main differences concern other syntactic elements.
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4.2.2 The object

None of the analysed sentences focused the indirect object. The direct or prepositional
object is more frequently focused in Norwegian than in English (22% of focused objects in
Norwegian vs. 13% in English). This means that nominal syntactic elements are focused
much more often in Norwegian (82% of all focused elements are nominal as opposed to 61%
of nominal elements in English). In English, the object is on the third place after the adjunct.
The large majority of these clefts are the SF type (i.e. mostly with a context-independent
object), which holds true for both languages. The normal position of the object is after the
verb and in case of rhematic objects it is both position and context independence that
contribute to the high degree of CD. Two conclusions could be drawn from the results.
Firstly, English might attach greater importance to the word order than Norwegian in case of a
context-independent object because English non-cleft constructions sometimes correspond to
Norwegian cleft constructions. It appears, therefore, that Norwegian can focus the object to
stress it even more than by the end-focus. Secondly, the use of the cleft construction which
focuses the object is motivated by some other factors. One of these factors could be the high
frequency of the construction in Norwegian which makes the construction less marked and
the impact on the FSP is therefore not so strong as in English. The Norwegian clefts with the
focused object include, for example, a large number of questions with the wh-word
substituting the object. We will come back to these assumptions later; the comparison of
clefts with their counterparts in the other language may support the first assumption and the

second problem will be dealt with in chapter 4.3.3.2.

4.2.3. The Adjunct

The adjuncts were more frequent in English. Tables 2 and 3 divide the adjuncts into
three groups: adjuncts of time, place and others. This division is made because the adjunct of
time and place may have two different functions: scene-setting and specification. If the focus
is placed on the scene-setting adjunct, it may focus its scene-setting function, but the highest
degree of CD remains in the cleft clause (Quirk 1985: 1384n.). The specification adjunct
carries higher degree of CD and the cleft construction is therefore likely to be of the SF type.
The English cleft constructions with adjuncts include a high number of the IP clefts (84% of

all clefts with focused adjuncts). In case of time adjuncts, this could be explained by their
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scene-setting function. However, the number of the examples of the two other types does not
support this explanation because the adjuncts of place are only infrequent and are distributed
between the two types. Other adjuncts, which are not likely to be scene-setting, are on the
other hand almost all IP type (92%). A closer examination of the given examples shows that a
great majority of adjuncts of time (68%) and several cases from the group of other adjuncts

(30%) are negative or modified by only:

(28) It wasn’t until last month that, for no apparent reason, he suddenly invited me
inside and showed me his work. (14a)

(28°) Az minuly mésic mé z niceho nic pozval dovniti a predvedl mi svoje dilo. (14)

(28°’) Men i forrige mdned inviterte han meg plutselig inn og foreviste meg verket.

[lit. But last month invited he me suddenly in and showed med the work] (14b)

Example (28) illustrates this use of the cleft construction. Negated adjuncts placed
initially usually require an S-V inversion and, therefore, the use of clefts could be motivated
syntactically. This problem will be further analysed in the chapter 4.3.3.1.

Norwegian examples with focused adjuncts are less frequent (40% of English vs. 17%
of Norwegian adjuncts). In addition, time and place adjuncts show the same tendency towards
the IP type, whereas other adjuncts are mostly the SF type. A majority of Norwegian clefts
can be characterized in terms of the textual function (62%). Some textual functions, such as
ontrast, tend to represent the specification from the FSP point of view, whereas others, such as
topic linking, may correlate with the scene-setting function. This concerns partly also the
group of other adjuncts in English. From these differences between the two languages, it may
be assumed that the high number of English IP clefts may be caused by motivation other than
the FSP. The preference for the cleft construction in these cases could be for example caused
by interference with Czech, because an adjunct with low degree of CD is always placed
initially in Czech. If this is true, than the higher number of IP in English in overall results
could be explained by this interference (17% of all adjuncts are negative adjuncts or adjuncts
modified by only).

One construction among Norwegian clefts focused the subject complement. This
example illustrates that although the syntactic restrictions are almost identical in the two

languages, there are nevertheless some differences:
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(29) Jeg sa at det var sveert sa galant han var blitt. [lit. I said that it was very much

gallant he has become.] (162a)
(29°) Zeptala jsem se ho, odkdy je tak galantni? (162)
(29”°) I asked him why he was being so polite. (162b)

The literal meaning of the Norwegian cleft does not correspond to the original, which
contains an indirect question (29), but the discourse function of the two sentences is the same
because the question is used to express some attitude rather than a request for information.
The focus on the subject complement may in fact have the same function, to express attitude.
English translation follows more literary the Czech original. This type of the cleft
construction would be impossible in Standard English, because the focused element is the
subject complement realized by an adjective phrase.

In this chapter, we have examined the analysed cleft constructions from the point of
view of the FSP. Surprisingly, the analysis shows significant differences between English and
Norwegian although the languages are very close. Norwegian shows a strong preference for
focusing nominal elements. The SF type appears more often than in English. English clefts,
on the other hand, focused more often adjuncts and represented more often the IP type.
Similarities can be seen in the examples which focus the subject, which is the most frequent
focused element in both languages. Some aspects of the FSP will be also treated in the next

chapters (4.3. and 4..4).

4.3. Types of motivation for the use of the cleft construction

The main motivation for the use of the cleft construction is the change in the
distribution of CD. The analysis examined ten types of motivation: the FSP, the textual
motivation (contrast, selection, identification, purposeful repetition, summarizing function,
topic launching, topic linking) and the syntactic motivation (negative adjunct, question).
Especially the textual motivation is closely interrelated with the FSP. Some clefts in the
analysis had more different kinds of possible motivation. These clefts are included in several
categories. No example was found of the purposeful repetition. The reason is probably that it
is a special stylistic device which is not very common. The tables below show the distribution
of different types of motivation in the analysed examples. eighteen English examples out of

the ninety-six analysed and nineteen Norwegian examples out of the ninety-four analysed
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were included in more categories. Tables 4 and 5 show the distribution between the analysed

types of motivation.

English clefts
Types of motivation (total 115)
FSP Textual Syntactic
FSP |No foc.| Foc. Topic | Topic Negative
type | device | device |Contrast| Selection |Identification| Summarizing |launching| linking | Question | Adjunct
5 9 26 2 2 1 2 2 5 3
SF | (4%) | (8%) | (23%) | (2%) (2%) (1%) (2%) (2%) (4%) (3%)
3 12 2 3 0 1 7 10 3 17
IP | (3%) [(10%)| (2%) (3%) (0%) (1%) (6%) (9%) (3%) (15%)
8 21 28 5 2 2 9 12 8 20
Total| (7%) |(18%)| (24%) | (4%) (2%) (2%) &%) | (10%) | (7%) (17%)
Table 4: Types of motivation in English clefts
Norwegian clefts
Types of motivation (total 113)
FSP Textual Syntactic
FSP | No foc. | Foc. Topic | Topic
type | device | device | Contrast | Selection |Identification| Summarizing |launching| linking | Question
12 15 21 4 2 5 1 3 16
SF | (11%) | (13%) (19%) (4%) (2%) (4%) (1%) (3%) | (14%)
6 7 5 4 2 2 1 3 4
1P (5%) (6%) (4%) (4%) (2%) (2%) (1%) (3%) (4%)
18 22 26 8 4 7 2 6 20
Total | (16%) | (19%) (23%) (7%) (4%) (6%) (2%) (5%) | (18%)
Table 5: Types of motivation in Norwegian clefts
English examples
with several possible types of motivation (of 96 analysed examples)
INeg. adjunct + FSP with foc. device 5 (5%)
Question + FSP with foc. device 4 (4%)
Topic launching + contrast 2 (2%)
Topic linking + contrast 2 (2%)
Topic linking + neg. adjunct 1 (1%)
Identification + FSP with foc. device 1 (1%)
Contrast + FSP with foc. device 1 (1%)
Contrast + neg. adjunct 1 (1%)
Topic launching + Contrast + FSP with foc. device 1 (1%)
Total 18 (19%)

Table 6: English examples with several possible types of motivation.
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INorwegian examples

with several possible types of motivation (of 94 analysed examples)

Question + FSP with foc. device

6 (6%)

Topic linking + contrast

3 (3%)

Contrast + FSP with foc. device

3 (3%)

Topic linking + FSP with foc. device

1 (1%)

Selection + FSP with foc. device

1 (1%)

Identification + FSP without any foc. device

1 (1%)

Summarizing effect + FSP with foc. device

1 (1%)

Summarizing effect + contrast

1 (1%)

Question + selection

1 (1%)

Question + FSP without any foc. device

1(1%)

Total

19 (20%)

Table 7: Norwegian examples with several possible types of motivation.

4.3.1. The FSP motivation

The FSP as one of the given types of motivation subsumes in this analysis two types of

sentences. The first type includes sentences which have no other motivation from the given

list (textual, syntactic). Their function is to focus an element, but this element is not a part of

any structure and neither summarizes nor introduces a topic (cf. example (30)). The second

type includes sentences which may or may not belong to some of the other categories, but

they always have some special focusing device in Czech, most often a focusing adverb (cf.

example (36)). These examples were included in both the FSP and the other (textual or

syntactic) type. The first category contains the most prototypical cleft sentences, with context-

dependent information in the cleft clause and context-independent focused element:

(30) That’s nonsense! I exclaimed. It was that idiot schoolteacher who made you

believe that. (44a)

(30%) To je nesmysl, vykrikl jsem. To vam namluvil ten pitomec, ten ucitel. (44)

(30”) Dette er vanvidd, utbrot jeg. Dette er det den idioten av en lcerer som har satt i

hodet pa Dem. [lit. This is crazy, shouted 1. This is it the idiot teacher who has put

into your head.] (145a)

The English example (30) and its Norwegian counterpart (30°°) are both cleft

sentences. The focused element carrying the new information is the subject in both languages,

and such a combination of FSP and syntax is probably the strongest motivation for the use of

the cleft construction, as it often appears in both languages (50% of all examples in this group
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for both languages). These constructions are usually the SF type, with very strong focus on
the focused element. The Norwegian example (30°’) uses fronting in addition to cleaving: the
object dette “this” is placed initially. The fronted element achieves some focus as well, and
the Norwegian sentence has therefore slightly different FSP than the English one.

Another type very close to the previous one contains context-dependent information in

both parts.

(31) ... and the next moment the locomotive of the close-surveillance transport was
running alongside the shot-up train on line number five. I swivelled my eyes round

to see what these two would say to that, and they were staring back at me as

though it was I who had shot up the train. (24a)
(31°) ... lokomotivet okte farten langsomt, mens det toffet forbi det sonderskutte toget
pda spor fem, jeg kikket forsiktig pa de to SS-mennene for d se hvordan de oppfattet

det hele, da sd de pa meg og det sa ut akkurat som om de trodde at det var jeg som

hadde skutt istykker toget. [lit. ... that it was [ who had shot up the train.] (125a)

(31”’) ... a potom lokomotiva ostie sledovaného transportu se rozjizdéla podle toho
rozstrileného viaku na paté koleji, otocil jsem oci, abych vidél, co tomu vikaji ti

dva, a oni se na mé divali tak, jako bych ja ten viak rozstrilel. (24)

In example (31), the subject / is context-dependent. The example illustrates the same
function of the cleft construction as example (30): to focus an element which would otherwise
be thematic. In example (30), the subject would be thematic in a non-cleft sentence because of
the word order. Example (31) would have very low degree of CD on the subject because of
the word order and the context dependence. In addition, the anaphoric pronoun carries even
lower degree of CD than a noun. The cleft construction is used in both languages for the
same reason.

Apart from the SF clefts, the FSP is the main motivation for the IP clefts with two
stressed elements. This use is not so frequent as the previous use, especially in Norwegian.
There are 3 English examples of this type and 5 Norwegian examples. The focused elements
are often adjuncts (3 English examples and 3 Norwegian examples) which tend to carry low
degree of CD. It is nevertheless not the adjuncts that carry the highest degree of CD in such
clefts; it is some context-independent element from the cleft clause, usually placed sentence-

finally.
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(32) By three o’clock in the morning [...] he had eaten and drunk enough for five men

[...] It was around three in the morning that he really started to get drunk and he

pulled out his service pistol and shot at a glass standing on a windowsill,... (34a)

(32°) ... vetri snédl uz a vypil toho generdal tolik, Ze by to bylo pro spolecnost péti lidi
[...] a tak ve tFi hodiny k ranu zacal byt opily a vytahl sluzebni pistoli a sestrelil
sklenku stojici na okné... (43)

(32’) ...og ved tretiden om morgenen begynte han a bli full og trakk frem
tjenestepistolen og skjot ned et drammeglass i slepent krystall som stod i vinduet,...
[lit. and around three in the morning started he to be drunk and pulled out the
service pistol and shot down a crystal brandy glass that was standing in the

window.] (43b)

Example (32) has a scene-setting adjunct in focus. The reason for the use of the cleft
construction is probably a recurring structure starting by the same time adjunct (three
subsequent sentences start in this way; two of them are shown in the example). The cleft
construction highlights, therefore, the scene-setting function of the adjunct and at the same
time the structure as a stylistic device. The Norwegian counterpart uses a non-cleft with an
initial adjunct. This is a special case which appears only once in the analysis.

The next example illustrates focusing of the specification adjunct.

(33) Today politics and the modern state comprise all branches of social
administration, and so in practical ways they are striving for what philosophy

does theoretically. It is in this sense that Plato’s demand should be understood

that philosophers should be rulers. (89a)

(33°) Dnes politika a moderni stat zabira vSecky obory spolecenské spravy a usiluje

tedy prakticky o to, oc filosofie usiluje teoreticky. Vtom smyslu je rozumét

pozadavku Platonovu, aby filosofové byli viadci. (89)

(33°) Det er slik en ma oppfatte Platons krav om at filosofene skal styre staten. [lit. It

is like this one must understand Plato’s demand that philosophers should rule the

state.] (89b)

The manner adjunct focused in the given example is context-dependent and contains

an anaphoric pronoun. If the adjunct were placed finally in the sentence, it would carry a very
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low degree of CD. The cleft clause in this sentence contains context-independent information,
which is uncontroversial and could be known to the reader. The manner adjunct refers to the
information which is presented by the author and is not supposed to be known. Nevertheless,
the information contained in the cleft clause has the highest degree of CD because of its
context independence. It is also possible that the cleft is used because of the extraposed
subordinate clause (end weight tendency). The given examples show that the IP cleft used
without any other motivation than the FSP is not very common. In fact, most of the IP clefts
have some additional motivation.

The results of the analysis indicate that there is a difference in frequency between
English and Norwegian concerning the FSP motivation. Norwegian clefts with no other
motivation are more frequent (16% Norwegian clefts vs. 7% English clefts). Looking closely
at these examples, we will discover that Norwegian clefts are common in direct speech or
they represent a single sentence with no apparent reason for the use except for the distribution

of CD within this sentence. The next two examples will illustrate such use.

(34) “den tyske representanten Danko, det er hans underskrift dere ser her, han sa i

Hradec at han ikke ville nole et sekund ... [”] [lit. ... the German representative
Danko, it is his signature you see here, he said in Hradec that he wouldn’t hesitate

a second ...] (128a)

(34°) Znovu vam rikam, pravil a otocil se a prstem ukdzal na podpis vyhlasky, sam
tenhle rissky zmocnenec Danko prohlasil v Hradci, Ze nebude ani na chvilinku
vahat! (128)

(34”’) 1 tell you again, he said and turned and pointed his finger at the signature on

the proclamation. ‘“that Reich Plenipotentiary Danko himself announced in

Hradec that he wouldn 't hesitate for an instant ... (128b)

Neither the Czech original nor the English translation of example (34) contains the
equivalent of the cleft sentence. It could be said that the translation does not correspond to the
original, but a similar use of the cleft construction is observed in example (29) and it appears
that the cleft construction is more common in spoken language in Norwegian. The cleft in
spoken Norwegian will be further discussed in connection with questions as a type of

syntactic motivation (cf. chapter 4.3.3.2).
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(35) Det ma ha veert en storartet forestilling bestefar Umberto oppforte ... [lit. It must

have been a great performance grandfather Umberto made ...] (110a)

(35’) Byl to patrné velkolepy vvkon dédy Humberta ... (110)

(35”’) Evidently Grandpa Umberto put up a magnificent performance (110b)

Example (35) shows that Norwegian uses often the cleft construction to focus the
object which in English stands in its canonical position (cf. Table 3). The object has a high
degree of CD, especially if it is context-independent, and in English the word order is often
enough to show the FSP of the object if there is no other motivation for cleft (four Norwegian
examples which focus the object and have the FSP motivation correspond to non-clefts or
different constructions in English; English focuses only one prepositional object in this way).

The second group of clefts with the FSP motivation are clefts corresponding to a
focusing device in Czech. This device is a focusing adverb (e.g. pravé), a temporal adverb
with focusing function (teprve, az) or some other device with similar function. This category
includes also examples with Czech clefts (5% of all examples). The clefts included in this
category sometimes have another motivation (textual or syntactic). However, the analysed
examples are translations and it is presumable that a focusing device in the original influenced
the translation. 18% of English examples of this type should in fact include also 17%
examples with negative adjuncts because these adjuncts translate Czech temporal adverbs
teprve and az. These examples are, however, treated separately because of the syntactic
impact the negative adjuncts have on the word order if they stand initially.

As far as the SF clefts are concerned, the number is lower in English (8% English
clefts vs. 13% Norwegian clefts, cf. Tables 4 and 5). The lower number may be explained by
the fact that English has also the pseudo-cleft construction which can be used, and, indeed,

some of the Norwegian clefts correspond to pseudo-clefts or similar constructions in English:

(36) ... for du tenker for mye pd at det ikke er bare meg som leser det. (176a) [lit. ...

because you think too much on that it not is only me who reads it.]

(36°) ... protoze prilis myslis na to, zZe to nectu sam. (176)

(36’) ... that I'm not the only one who reads them. (176b)

Example (36) is a cleft construction which corresponds to the Czech sentence (36’)
with focusing pronoun sam. The English example (36°’) is a construction included by Collins

(Collins 1991) into the category of pseudo-clefts (¢4-clefts).
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The most typical example of the SF type contains context-dependent information in
both parts and the focused element corresponds to a sentence element which is highlighted by

some focusing device in the original.

(37) That is the whole thing: what we know we know without doubt; and with
certainty, at least with all the certainty attainable at the time. As Aristotle said:

man desires knowledge of Nature — yes; but it is just that certain and sure

knowledge that he desires. (82a)

(37°) ... men det er nettopp klar og sikker erkjennelse det streber etter. [lit. ... it is

precisely evident and certain knowledge he desires.] (183a)
(37’) To je to celé: to co vime, védet bezpecné a s jistotou, aspon s veskerou jistotou
té doby dosazitelnou. Jak to rekl Aristoteles: clovek od prirody bazi po poznani —

ano ale bazi pravé po poznani jistém a bezpecném. (82)

In example (37), both parts are context-dependent. The focused element is the
prepositional object in Czech and Norwegian, and the direct object in English. Both English
and Norwegian translations are clefts. In addition, both languages use a focusing adverb (just,

nettopp “just”).

The number of IP clefts is higher in English (cf. Tables 2 and 3). This is caused by
the higher number of focused adjuncts in this category (33% of all analysed clefts in English
are the IP type which focuses the adjunct vs. 7% of Norwegian examples of this type). The

adjuncts are focused by other means in the Norwegian examples.

(38) It was then that I noticed, at the level crossing we were approaching, a yellow

and white automobile with the widely ridiculed letters on it. (18a)

(38°) A ja si teprve vsiml, Ze u prejezdu, k nemuz se blizime, stoji zlutobile Zihany

viz se znamymi a obecné vysmivanymi pismeny. (18)

(387°) Forst nd la jeg merke til at ved den jernbaneovergangen vi ncermet o0ss, sto det

en gulhvit bil med de kjente og alment forhanende bokstavene pa. [lit. Only now

noticed I that at the level crossing we approached, stayed there a yellow-white car

with the well-known and widely ridiculed letters on.] (18b)
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Example (38) illustrates the IP type with a temporal adverb in Czech. In English, the
cleft construction substitutes the focusing device of the Czech original, whereas the
Norwegian translation keeps the temporal pronoun and the non-cleft construction with initial
adjunct.

To summarize the results of this part, the FSP motivation was recognized in two
groups of clefts in this analysis. The first group includes sentences with no other motivation.
These sentences are not a part of a larger textual structure and the syntactic behaviour plays
no role in their use. This group is larger in Norwegian (cf. Table 4 and 5), which can be
explained by a higher number of clefts in spoken language and by a higher number of context-
independent objects focused by this means. The second group includes clefts which translate a
Czech sentence with some focusing device. The number of these clefts is higher in English,
especially if we include the clefts with focused negative adjuncts. The reason for this
difference between the two languages is that Norwegian often prefers an initial adjunct

without cleaving where English uses the cleft construction.

4.3.2. The textual functions

The textual functions are closely connected with the FSP. The appropriate distribution
of CD is a necessary prerequisite for the expression of some kind of relation between sentence
elements, clauses or topics. The analysis shows that some of the textual functions are very
common and similar in both languages (contrast), some of them are more common in English
(topic launching, topic linking) and some of them are more common in Norwegian

(summarizing function, selection). Tables 8 and 9 show the data concerning the textual

functions.
The textual functions of English clefts
FSP
type Contrast Selection Identification Summarizing | Topic launching |Topic linking
SF 26 (23%) 2 (2%) 2 (2%) 1 (1%) 2 (2%) 2 (2%)
P 2 (2%) 3 (3%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 7 (6%) 10 (9%)
Total 28 (24%) 5 (4%) 2 (2%) 2 (2%) 9 (8%) 12 (10%)

Table 8: The textual functions of English clefts (cf. Table 4).
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The textual functions of Norwegian clefts
FSP Topic
type Contrast Selection Identification Summarizing |Topic launching| linking
SF 21(19%) 4 (4%) 2 (2%) 5 (4%) 1 (1%) 3 (3%)
P 5 (4%) 4 (4%) 2 (2%) 2 (2%) 1 (1%) 3 (3%)
Total 26 (23%) 8 (7%) 4 (4%) 7(6%) 2 (2%) 6 (5%)

Table 9: The textual functions of Norwegian clefts (ct. Table 5).

4.3.2.1. Contrast

The expression of contrast is the most common function in both languages (cf. Tables
8 and 9). The contrastive function of the cleft construction is mentioned for example by
Huddelston: “The it-cleft is characteristically used when the foregrounded element is
contrastive.” (Huddleston et al.: 1426) In this thesis, the contrastive function of the
construction is recognized in examples which explicitly contrast two elements. If the contrast
is only implicit, the example is treated as having only the FSP motivation. This is because the
properties of the cleft construction imply some degree of contrast almost always, and the
classification of these borderline cases would be difficult. The presence of contrast in the cleft
construction is given by the structure: the cleft clause is presupposed and the focused element
contrasts with the presupposition. The contrast is also logically connected to the FSP: one of
the two contrasted elements is often context-dependent and the second element is new and
carries the highest degree of CD (cf. example (41)).

In this analysis, the number of contrastive clefts was almost the same for both
languages (24% English vs. 23% Norwegian). This means that this textual function is very
frequent and the only difference between English and Norwegian consists of a slightly higher
ratio of the IP clefts to the SF clefts in Norwegian (cf. Tables 8 and 9). Of the 28 English
examples expressing the contrast, 36% correspond to the cleft construction in the Norwegian
translation, while of the 26 Norwegian examples 23% are translated as clefts also in English.
This appears to be a high number of corresponding clefts given that the original language
does not employ the cleft construction in these cases.

The typical example of the contrastive function has a context-independent focused

element and a context-dependent cleft clause. It represents, therefore, the SF type.
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(39) Old Mr. Kana was standing in front of the church with the onion-shaped tower,

watching me (another time, two years earlier, it had been old Mr. Viadyka who

had stood there and he had watched me too... (46a)

(39°) To ar tidligere hadde det veert herr Viadyka som hadde statt der ... [lit. Two
years earlier had it been Mr. Vladyka who had stood there...] (46b)

(39’) U banatého kostela stal také pan Kana, hledel na mé (jindy, pred dvéma léty,
tam stal pan Viadvka a taky na mé hledél ... (46)

Example (39) is a contrastive cleft which contrasts two persons. The focused element
is context-independent and the cleft clause is context-dependent. Both languages employ the
cleft construction.

The contrast is very often based on polarity: one of the two contrasted items is negated
and the other one is not. There are two types of such clefts. The first type has positive polarity

in the cleft construction and negative polarity in the second part of the contrast.

(40) Mennesker som taler pd vegne av en nasjon eller av tiden, gir det utseende av at

det bare er de selv som har den riktice forstaelse av nasjonen, fedrelandet, tiden.

De andre og scerlig da de mer kritiske, har, etter deres pastand, ikke denne sanne
forstaelse ... [lit. People who speak in the name of a nation or of the times, give the
impression that it only is they themselves who has the right understanding of the
nation, fatherland, the times. The others and especially the more critical, have, in
their opinion, not this true understanding ...] (187a)

(40°) Lidé, kteri mluvi jménem ndroda nebo doby, pricitaji sobé samym ten jediné

spravny cit a smysl pro ndrod, vlast, dobu: ti druzi, hlavné ti kritictejsi, podle nich

toho pravého citu a smyslu nemaji ... (187)
(40”°) People who speak in the name of the nation, or of the times, attribute to

themselves the only proper feeling and understanding for the nation, fatherland,

the times; others, chiefly the more critical ones, according to them do not possess

the proper feeling and understanding ... (187)

Example (40) has positive polarity in the cleft sentence and a contrastive item in the
subject of the subsequent clause which has negative polarity (the negative particle is

underlined in the Norwegian example). In this example, we can say that the contrast is
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between elements but also between clauses. The informative value of the second sentence is
in fact rather low, because the cleft construction already implies its contents. The highest
degree of CD in the second clause is on the contrasted element. The English counterpart of
the cleft sentence is a non-cleft with the structure corresponding to the Czech original.

The second type has a negative item in the cleft clause and a positive item outside. The
second part of the contrast is often only a part of a multiple sentence element, not the whole

sentence.

(41) When dealing with women, bring your whip,” he cited Nietzsche, a philosopher
whose other utterances were totally unknown to him.

“My dear fellow.” sighed Klima, “unfortunately it’s not I who has the whip hand,

but that woman.” (92a)
(41°) ”Ndr du gar til en kvinne, ta pisken med,” siterte han fra Nietzsche, med den
eneste setningen av ham han kjente.

"Kjcere deg,” sukket Klima, “pisken er det hun som kommer til meg med.”[lit.

”When you go to a women, take the whip,” cited he from Nietzsche, with the only
sentence of him he knew. “Dear,” sighed Klima, “the whip is it she who comes to
me with.”’] (191a)

(417°) ,,Kdyz jdes k zZené, vezmi si bic, “ citoval Nietzscheho, z jehoz dila znal praveé jen
tuto vetu.

., Hochu drahej, ““ povzdechl si Klima, ,, bi¢ si na mé vzala ona. “ (92)

The English example has the element with the highest degree of CD placed sentence-
finally as the Czech original. The Norwegian example (41°) employs the cleft and fronting,
and the distribution of CD is, therefore, slightly different because the fronted element
achieves a higher degree of CD than the same element in its canonical position.

Another type of contrast in not based on the same or similar grammatical structure; the
connection between the two contrastive items is looser. It is based on semantic relations or on

the adversative relation between sentences.

(42) I was wearing that beautiful white tie with the blue dots again, but it was my hair

she was looking at, as blond as straw ... (38a)
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(42°) ... ja jsem mél na sobé zase tu krasnou bilou kravatu s modrymi puntiky, ale

ona se mi divala na moje viasy svétlé jako slamu ... (38)

(42°’) ... men hun sd pd haret mitt ... [lit. ... but she looked at my hair ...] (38b)

Example (42) is a cleft in which the focused element my hair contrasts with that
beautiful tie from the previous clause. The contrast is expressed by the adversative relation
between the two clauses, but the relation between the two parts is only indirect: the
information based on the first clause, she should be looking at that beautiful tie, is only
inferred. The Norwegian counterpart is a non-cleft with the object in its canonical position.

Apart from these common types of contrast, there is a group of examples in the
analysis which are contrastive because they include a pair of a negative and a positive item,

but the relation between elements is based on addition:

(43) ... after all it is not only professors who are philosophers, every thinking man

has some philosophy of his own ... (81a)

(43°) Det er jo ikke bare professorer som er filosofer, hvert tenkende menneske har

sin_filosofi ... [lit. It is indeed not only professors who are philosophers, every
thinking man has his philosophy.] (181a)
(43”’) ... prece nejsou filozofy jen profesori, kazdy myslici ¢lovek ma néjakou svou

filozofii ... (81)

Structures like example (43) are included in the category of contrast because of the
polar relation between two elements, but their textual function is different (there are 5%
English and 4% Norwegian examples of this type in the analysis).

The IP type is represented more often in Norwegian (4% Norwegian vs. 2% English
clefts of this type, cf. Tables 8 and 9). The connection between the two elements is even

looser, and the cleft clause becomes, therefore, informative.

(44) Now it was I who served the brokers every Thursday, because Karel never came

back. Like all rich people, the brokers were as cheerful and playful as puppies ...
(36a)

(44°) A tak kazdy ctvrtek jsem ted obsluhoval burziany ja. Karel uz neprisel. A tak

Jjako vsichni bohati lidé, tak i ti burziani byli hravi a veseli jako Sténatka ... (36)
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(44°°) Na fikk jeg varte opp borsspekulantene hver torsdag. Karel kom ikke mer. [lit.

Now could I serve the brokers every Thursday. Karel came no more.] (36b)

The contrast between the two elements / and Karel is based on the knowledge from
the previous context that Karel served the brokers every Thursday (the information appeared
several pages earlier and cannot be considered context-dependent). The brokers is the most
dynamic element in the cleft sentence and the subsequent clause has this element as the
theme. The distribution of CD is, nevertheless, very balanced because the contrastive item
carries also a high degree of CD.

To summarize the contrastive function, it is by far the most frequent textual function
of the cleft construction (cf. Tables 8 and 9). The contrastive clefts can be described by the
degree of explicitness of the contrast, from contrastive pairs with similar structure and
opposite polarity, to implicit contrastive features based on the presupposition of the cleft
clause. Contrast is also sometimes combined with other textual functions, especially topic

linking, which will be described later.

4.3.2.2. Selection

The textual function marked as selection is not as frequent in this analysis as contrast
(4% of English examples and 7% of Norwegian examples, cf. Tables 8 and 9). The function
of selection is represented by two parts in the text. The first part is represented by a set of
items. This part does not have to be explicitly listed in the text if some other element signals
the selection. The second part selects one of these items and in our case it is the cleft sentence.
It means that the focused element is context-dependent (provided the set of items to select
from is listed in the text). The cleft clause is context-dependent if the nature of selection is
known from the previous context, or context-independent if it is presented for the first time.
Therefore, the cleft sentence may be either the SF type or the IP type, which both appear
among the analysed examples. The function of selection is more frequent among the
Norwegian examples (8% of Norwegian vs. 5% English clefts). The two FSP types are
distributed similarly in the two languages. The function of selection is, as with contrast,
closely connected to the FSP. An item selected from a list carries always additional
irretrievable information, and the degree of CD of this element is therefore always high, even
in the IP clefts. The use of the cleft construction for this type of textual relation is also

convenient because of the presupposition of the cleft clause: the nature of selection (why, or
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in what respect the item is selected) is often known from the previous context and can be
included in the cleft clause.

The prototypical case lists the items prior to the selection:

(45) ... et par barnlose ektefolk pd omlag de tredve, han teknisk tegner ved et
planleggingskontor og hun ansatt i Statistisk Sentralbyrd, den famcelte
fabrikkformannen, jyplingen, sjefen for klesbutikken med frue, lcereren og jeg. Vi

lekte en lek. Det var den tekniske tegneren og hans kone som foreslo den ... [lit. a

couple of childless husband and wife in their thirties, he technical draftsman at a
planning office and she employed in the State Statistical agency, the taciturn
factory foreman, the youngster, the manager of a clothing store with wife, the
teacher and me. We played a game. It was the technical draftsman and his wife
who proposed it ...] (148a)

(45°) ... par asi tricetiletych bezdetnych manzelu, on technicky urednik projekcni
kancelare, ona urednice Statniho uradu statistického, zamlkly tovarni mistr, pasek,
vedouci odévni prodejny, jeho manzelka, ja a ucitel. A hrala se hra. Navrhl ji
projekcni urednik a jeho manzelka ... (148)

(45°’) It was the idea of the draftsman and his wife. (148b)

All information in the cleft construction in example (45) is context-dependent. The
focused element is selected from a set of persons listed in the text. The only context-
independent information is the additional irretrievable information of selection. The cleft is,
therefore, of the SF type. The English counterpart does not employ the cleft construction, but
the FSP is distributed similarly by means of word order.

The list of items to select from is sometimes not included in the text. Instead, a general
term is used, or the selection is implied by some other means. The focused element can be

context-independent in these cases:

(46) Everyone praised Karas’s skill, but it was Arr-Shehir who showed the greatest

excitement when he noticed the head of Bingo. (7a)

(46°) Alle kom med lovord om Karas’ ferdighet, men Arr-Shehir var den som viste

storst betatthet da han fikk se Bingos hode. [lit. Everyone came with words of
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praise about Karas’s skill, but Arr-Shehir was he who showed greatest excitement
when he noticed Bingo’s head] (7b)
(46>") Vsichni chvalili Karasovu zrucnost a nejvice byl uchvacen Arr-Sehir, kdyz

spatril Bingovu podobu. (7)

Example (46) illustrates the use of a general term: everyone includes, among other
people, also Arr-Shehir who is then selected by the cleft construction. Because of this general
term, Arr-Shehir is not context-dependent. The cleft clause includes context-dependent
information and the cleft sentence is therefore the SF type. The Norwegian counterpart is not
a cleft but a pseudo-cleft construction, which is much less common in Norwegian than in
English.

The function of selection is sometimes combined with contrast. The contrast is
represented by a positive and a negative structure, and the selection is represented by a set of

more than two items:

(47) Det er ikke av feighet jeg unnviker dette spillet, hvis man nd kan vurdere seg

selv, og overhodet ikke av egennytte. Jeg har rett og slett hverken krefter, tid eller
evner til a spille dette spillet. [lit. It is not out of cowardice I avoid this game, if
one can judge himself, and not at all out of calculation. I have simply neither
powers, time or abilities to play this game.] (119a)

(47°) Nestranim se, pokud miize clovek sam sebe posoudit, ze zbabélosti, rozhodné uz ne

z vypocitavosti, nemam prosté uz k té hre dosti sil, casu ani schopnosti. (119)

(47°°) Idon't take sides. Not out of cowardice or calculation; it’s just that I have neither the

strength nor the time, nor the capacity for the game. (119b)

Example (47) represents actually a contrast of two negative items on the one side and
one positive item on the other side. The Norwegian cleft construction is convenient in this
case because the Czech original is ambiguous depending on the scope of negation (either is
the whole sentence negated or just the adjunct of reason). Because of this ambiguity, the
motivation for the use of the cleft construction could also be syntactic. The function of
selection is used differently in this sentence: the clefted item is negated and the selected item
is contained in the next sentence. The connection between the listed items is not so explicit
because two of the set are in the form of adjuncts of reason and the third one is in the form of

a sentence (with the same semantic relation of reason to the cleft clause).
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To summarize, the function of selection is slightly more common in Norwegian than
in English. Both SF and IP types are included in this category. The function is very close to
contrast in cases where the opposite polarity between the selected element and the rest of the

items is explicitly expressed.

4.3.2.3. Identification

According to Firbas’s description of the additional irretrievable information of
identification (cf. chapter 2.1.2.), a context-dependent element is identified with another
context-dependent element, and the relation between these two elements represents new
information. The identification is to a certain degree contained in all cleft constructions
because of the syntactic structure of the construction (the cleft construction is an identifying
predicative construction). The textual function of identification, however, is to put two
context-dependent elements into a new relation. The identification of two context dependent
pieces of information represents the SF type. However, the identification of two elements
both of which are context-dependent is very rare and the analysed sentences represent a
slightly different type of identification. The focused element is context-dependent, and is
typically expressed by an anaphoric expression. The cleft clause contains some information
which either appears in the text before (although not within the retrievability span) or is
uncontroversial and can be inferred from other information. In such cases, the cleft
construction is of the IP type because of the context-independent information in the cleft
clause. The main function is, nevertheless, the same: to put two pieces of information into a
new relation. This textual function is only marginal in both languages (2% English vs. 4%
Norwegian clefts).

Identification in most cases gives an explanation for the previous sentence. This can be
illustrated by the next example in which this relation between the cleft and the previous

sentence is expressed by the conjunction:

(48) Vasek would sit happily, three yards above the ground, and dreamt of leading
the sacred elephant to Sonarpur on the Ganges, the great trading centre for

elephants of which Arr-Shehir has told him so often, for it was there that his father

purchased Bingo many years ago. (9a)

(48°) Der satt Vasek lykkelig, tre meter over jorden, og dromte om d fore hellige
elefanter til Sonapur ved Ganges, det storste markedet for elefanter, det som Arr-

Shehir hadde fortalt ham sa ofte om, for det var der hans far hadde kjopt Bingo
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for mange, mange dr siden. [lit. There sat Vasek happily, three meters above the

ground, and dreamt of leading the sacred elephant to Sonapur on the Ganges, the
largest marketplace for elephants, which Arr-Shehir had told him so often about;
for it was there his father had bought Bingo for many, many years ago] (9b)

(48) A VasSek sedd blazen nahore, tFi metry nad zemi, a sni o tom, Ze vede
posvatného slona tam nékde v Sonepuru na Gangu, vtom velkém stredisku

obchodu se slony, o némz mu tak casto vypravel Arr-Sehir, Ze tam jeho otec koupil

pred lety Binga. (9)

Example (48) has a context-dependent focused element expressed by an anaphoric
adverb there. The information contained in the cleft clause is context-independent, but it is
uncontroversial and can be presupposed because of the knowledge of the elephant from the
previous context. The cleft construction functions as a kind of explanation for the previous
sentence: expresses the reason why Arr-Shehir has told him often about the place. The adjunct
of place is probably more common than other elements in this function. The Norwegian
translation is also the cleft construction with the same structure. The Czech original, however,
has a different structure and the relation of identification is not highlighted.

Norwegian examples contain slightly more cleft constructions with the identification
function. Of the four examples, three correspond to pseudo-clefts in English. It is, therefore,
possible, that this function is expressed more often by pseudo-clefts (especially by reversed

pseudo-clefts) in English:

(49) ... uten a behove d la seg plage med alskens prover, det var forresten nettopp

derfor hovmesteren var, som virkelig ikke hadde noen tid a miste,_bestemte seg for

d fd laget det nye slippkjolen sin nettopp hos dette firmaet ... [lit. ... without having

to bother with fitting, it was by the way precisely therefore our headwaiter, who
really not had any time to miss, decided to have the new suit done precisely at this
company ...] (139a)

(49°) ... na Zadnou zkouSku nemusi, proto si viastné nechal u tyhle firmy Sit frak ...

(139)

(49°°) He didn’t have to go for a fitting, which was why he’d had his company tailor

his coat in the first place ... (139b)
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Example (49) highlights the adjunct of reason, which is expressed by an anaphoric
adverb. The information in the cleft clause is context-dependent and the highest degree of CD
is on the focused element. The English example is a reversed pseudo-cleft. The Czech original
has often very low degree of CD on the anaphoric expression because it is context-dependent
and in sentence-initial position. In some cases, including example (49°), there is a focusing
adverb vlastné which highlights the element.

The textual function of identification is not very frequently attached to the cleft
construction. Norwegian examples contained this function more often, whereas English
examples seem to prefer the pseudo-cleft construction for this function. The focused element
tends to be anaphoric and it is most often an adjunct. The cleft clause is either context-

dependent or at least deducible from the previous context.

4.3.2.4. Summarizing function

The summarizing function is the first of the functions which are related to the topic’
rather than to single elements. It is probably the most interesting function from the point of
view of the FSP. The cleft construction with summarizing function contains a context-
dependent focused element and a context-dependent cleft clause. If the cleft construction
summarizes a larger stretch of the text (e.g. a chapter), some information may be context-
independent (outside the retrievability span). The FSP is interesting especially when both
parts are context-dependent because the cleft construction does not bring any new
information, only the summarizing effect. This is reflected also in the distribution of CD:
most instances of these clefts represent divided focus with only little difference in CD
between the focused element and the cleft clause. The summarizing sentence is typically the
last sentence of a paragraph or of a chapter, or it at least stands towards the end of some unit.
The summarizing function of the cleft construction is more typical for Norwegian clefts,
whereas English prefers other devices, especially the reversed pseudo-cleft (the analysis
contained two English clefts with this function and seven Norwegian clefts; of which four
correspond to pseudo-clefts in English). Almost all clefts with the summarizing function
contain an anaphoric expression (a proform) as the focused element, which makes this
function similar to the identifying function. A typical example contains context-dependent

information in both parts:

% In this analysis, the term topic is used for a sequence of several sentences or a longer piece of text which
generally treats one problem, event etc.
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(50) Jeg var ikke for kommet til hotellet Den Gyldne Byen Praha for sjefen tok meg i
venstre ore, trakk meg til side og sa: ”"Nd da du er pikkolo her hos oss, er det noe
du md huske pd: [...] Stum av forbloffelse gjentok jeg altsa at jeg heretter skulle se

alt som skjedde og hore alt som foregikk. Det var sann jeg gjorde min debut. [lit.

When 1 first came to The Golden Prague Hotel, the boss took my left ear, pulled
me aside and said: “Now when you are a busboy her at us, is there something you
must remember: [...] Mute of astonishment repeated I that I hereafter would see
everything that happened and hear everything that was going on. It was like that |
did my debut.] (132a)

(50°) Kdyz jsem prisel do hotelu Praha, tak mne vzal $éf za levy ucho a zatahal mé
za neéj a povida: , Jses tady pikolik, tak si pamatuj! [...]A tak jsem udiven
opakoval, Ze vSechno budu videt a vsecko slyset. A tak jsem zacal. (132)

(50”) That’s how I began. (132b)

The text in example (50) is shortened: the whole dialogue is longer and the cleft
construction summarizes the topic: the focused element is anaphoric and summarizes the
whole situation and conversation; the cleft clause is context-dependent because the situation
describes the first day of the busboy at the new work. The next part of the text describes
everyday activities at work and represents, therefore, a new topic. The construction is the SF
type, but the informativeness is rather low and the degree of CD is, therefore, very similar on
both parts. The English counterpart is a pseudo-cleft sentence with the same summarizing
function. It 1s, however, questionable whether the Czech original sentence actually performs
this function, because tak has very low degree of CD and should be probably analysed as a
scene-setting adjunct.

The cleft construction can also summarize the whole chapter:

(51) So it was that Antonin Karas, mason from Horni Sneznd, entered the circus in
the spring of 1862. (1a)

(51°) Slik var det det gikk til at Antonin Karas, murer fra Horni Snezna, kom til

sirkuset varen 1862. [lit. So was it it happened that Antonin Karas, mason from

Horni Snezna, came to the circus spring 1862.] (107a)
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(51”°) Tak prisel Antonin Karas, zednik z Horni Snézné, v podjari roku 1862
k cirkusu. (1)

Example (51) is the penultimate sentence of the whole chapter (the last sentence is
another cleft which summarizes the chapter from a different point of view). The whole
chapter deals with Antonin Karas who starts working at the circus. This is summarized in this
cleft construction. The focused element is anaphoric and refers to the whole set of events
which was described in the chapter. Both English and Norwegian constructions are clefts with
the focused element fronted, which is unusual. The fronting highlights the adjunct even more
and it is possible that the cleft construction highlights precisely the summarizing function of
the focused element. The cleft is of the IP type because the information in the cleft clause
appears much earlier in the chapter and cannot be considered context-dependent.

Summarizing function can also be combined with contrast:

(52) Sjelen har kort og godt behov for VERDEN — uten den “gadr den pd tomgang”.
Medfangene betrakter meg som en introvert type som bare leser, grubler eller

skriver pd noe, men jeg er i bunn og grunn overhodet ikke slik. Det er erfaringer

av verden som inspirerer meg, ikke mitt eget indre. [lit. The soul has simply a good

need for the world — without it “runs it idle”. Fellow prisoners consider me an
introvert type who only reads, ponders or writes something, but I am in reality not
like this. It is the experience of the world that inspires me, not my own inner
being.] (175a)

(52°) Duse potiebuje zkritka SVET — bez néj , jede naprdzdno*. Spoluvézitim se
jevim jako introvertni typ, ktery jen cte, hlouba nebo si néco pise, ale ja v podstaté

takovy viibec nejsem. Inspiruje mé zkusenost sveta, nikoli viastni nitro. (175)

(52”°) What inspires me_are experiences of the world, not of my own inner being.

(175b)

Example (52) illustrates a slightly different instance of summarizing. The sequence of text
describes author’s inspiration for writing and the contrast between the inner inspiration and
the inspiration from the world outside. The contrast between the inner and the outer world is
contained in each of the previous sentences (the sequence is longer, only several sentences are

used for illustration). The cleft sentence is in fact a new reformulation of the whole idea. It is
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the penultimate sentence of the whole paragraph and concludes the topic. The last formulation
is simpler in comparison to the previous sentences, and this gives the summarizing effect. The
construction is the SF type and the high degree of CD is given also by the combination of
summarizing function and contrast. In addition, this example is different because the focused
element is not expressed by a proform but by a full lexical element. The English counterpart
is again a pseudo-cleft sentence with the same function.

Summarizing function is, unlike the previous textual functions, not so closely
connected to the FSP: the sentence has low informativeness and communicative dynamism is
often distributed quite evenly between the focused element and the cleft clause. The function
is more frequently represented by clefts in Norwegian; English seems to prefer pseudo-cleft

construction in these cases.

4.3.2.5. Topic launching

The cleft sentences with topic launching function, as described by Hasselgéard
(Hasselgard 2004, cf. chapter 2.3.2.), consist of the context-independent focused element and
the context-independent cleft clause. The cleft is of the IP type and the focused element
together with the cleft clause introduce a new topic. In the analysis, this function is found
more frequently in English clefts (8% English vs. 2% Norwegian clefts). Of the nine English
examples, four appear in one text, an essayistic interview’. This fact could point to a
stylistically restricted use of the cleft construction for this function, or it could only show the
preference of the translator for this use. The extent of this analysis is too small to answer this
question. The focused element is almost always the subject (all English examples and one of
the two Norwegian examples focus the subject). The relation of topic launching function to
the FSP is close: the new rhematic element, context-independent, has a high degree of CD and
becomes the context-dependent theme in the following text. The typical topic launching cleft

begins a new paragraph or a new chapter. This can be illustrated by the next example:

(53) It was Plato who combined epistemological mysticism with rationalism, that is

with radical rationalism, and after him came others. According to Plato the senses

do not apprehend, only reason does that ... (85a)

" Hovory s TGM by Karel Capek.
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(53°) Noetickou mystiku s racionalismem, a to s racionalismem radikdlnim, spojil

Platon _a po ném jini. Podle Platona smyslové nepoznavaji, jen rozum, ne

zkusenost ... (85)

(53”’) Noetisk mystikk forent med rasjonalisme, og til og med radikal rasjonalisme, er

karakteristisk for Platon og andre etter ham. [lit. Epistemological mysticism

united with rationalism, and even radical rationalism, is characteristic for Plato and

others after him.] (85b)

The sentence in example (53) opens a new chapter. Both parts of the cleft sentence are
context-independent and Plato’s philosophy is further developed as the first topic of the
chapter. The cleft sentence is of the IP type. The information in the cleft clause can be
presented as presupposed for the reader because the name of the section is epistemology and
the name of the chapter is rationalism; however, epistemological mysticism is not directly
retrievable from the immediately relevant context. Moreover, the apposition carries a context-
independent modifier. A similar distribution of CD is achieved in the Norwegian translation
by the word order (by means of a different construction).

A SF cleft in this function appears only three times in the analysis. These instances

contain context-dependent information in the cleft clause:

(54) "Hele to maneder lot du ikke hore fra deg, og jeg skrev til deg to ganger.”
"Veer ikke sint pa meg.” sa trompetisten. “Det var ikke med hensikt at jeg ikke lot
hore fra meg. Jeg ville ikke. Jeg var forskrekket over det som foregikk inne i meg.

[lit. ”Whole two months did you not let hear from you, and I wrote to you twice.”

“Don’t be angry at me.” said the trumpeter. “It was not intentionally that I not let
hear from myself.” I didn’t want to. I was scared of what was going on inside me.]
(197)

(54°) ,,Celé dva mésice ses vitbec neozval a ja jsem ti dvakrat napsala. *

., Nezlob se na mé,* rekl trumpetista. ,,Schvalné jsem se ti neozyval. Nechtél

jsem. Badl jsem se toho, co se ve mné deje. (197)

(54°’) I didn’t answer you on purpose. (197b)
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Example (54) does not begin a new paragraph, but it begins a new topic: the
explanation of the speaker why he had not written any letter to the woman. The focused
element is context-independent and carries the highest degree of CD. It is further elaborated
by the following sentences (the sequence is longer, only a part is used here for illustration).
This example is different from the typical IP type because the new topic is contained only in
the first part of the cleft. The English counterpart is a non-cleft with the adjunct in its
canonical position.

The topic launching function can be also combined with contrast:

(55) Primitive races have no knowledge of the fear of death. People in the Middle

Ages were not afraid of it — it is only modern man who is frightened of it. Above all
things he is more afraid of pain that the men of old [...] And secondly — many a
modern man is afraid of death because he is too self-indulgent — life is not for him
a big drama, all he wants from it is food and pleasure; he is an unbeliever ... (86a)

(55°) Primitivové neznaji strachu ze smrti, stiedovék se ji nebal — teprve moderni

clovek z ni ma strach. Predné se vic nez nékdejsi clovek boji bolesti [...] A druhé —

mnohy moderni clovek se boji smrti, Ze je prilis pozivacny — zZivot mu neni velkym
dramatem, chce na ném jen jidlo a pozitek, je neveérici,... (86)
(55”’) forst det moderne menneske har dodsredslen i seg. [lit. First the modern man

has fear of death in himself.] (86b)

Example (55) has also context-dependent information in the cleft clause and, in
addition, contrasts with the previous sentence and contains a focusing adverb, which makes
the degree of CD of the focused element very high. The Norwegian counterpart employs only
a focusing adverb.

The topic launching function seems to be more common in English. The focused
element is often the subject, which is typical for all clefts. The function is closely connected
to the FSP because a rhematic element from the cleft sentence becomes thematic in the

subsequent sentences.
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4.3.2.6. Topic linking

The typical example contains, according to Hasselgard (Hasselgard 2004, cf. chapter
2.3.2.), a context-dependent focused element and a context-independent cleft clause.
Therefore, it is of the IP type. The focused element is anaphoric and refers to the previous
topic; the cleft clause introduces a new topic. As far as the relation to the FSP is concerned, it
seems that these clefts conform to the rules of the basic distribution of CD: the anaphoric
focused element stands initially and the new element stands finally in the sentence. The
analysis shows that there is one more type of the cleft construction which may link two topics;
it is a SF type with a contrastive element. The topic linking function is much more frequent
among English examples; it usually concerns the typical IP clefts. English examples contain
13 topic linking clefts, of which 10 are of the IP type. Norwegian examples contain 6
instances, of which 3 are of the IP type. Topic linking function can be illustrated by this

example:

(56) He practiced most often with the light-grey gelding Ajax. His back was
somewhat lower and broader that those of the other horses, he was calm and

reliable, and he paced the ring with a perfectly even step. It was for this quality

that Berwitz had picked him for Helen's further training. In Hamburg Helen had
been excused from her circus lessons, but now that the ballet school was over she
went back each morning to practice vaulting. (10a)

(56°) Nejcasteji se mu naskyta sedéplavy valach Ajax. Je o néco nizsi nez prumeér
ostatnich, klidny a spolehlivy, ma pomérné Siroky hibet a padi manézi v dokonale

vyrovnaném pohybu. Pro tyto vlastnosti jej Berwitz vybral k dalsimu vycviku

Helencinu. V Hamburku méla Helenka volno, ale ted, kdyz se s baletni skolou
skoncilo, vraci se Helenka kazdé rano k voltizi. (10)

(56°’) Det var derfor Berwitz hadde valt den til Helens videre trening. [lit. It was

therefore Berwitz had chosen it [the horse] to Helen’s further training.] (10b)

In the first part of the text, the main topic is Vasek’s training on horses and the
qualities of the horse. The cleft construction introduces a new topic, Helenka’s riding. The

focused element is anaphoric and refers back to the qualities of the horse. The cleft clause is
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context-independent and introduces a new topic. The Norwegian counterpart is also a cleft
sentence with the same function.

The focused element is always anaphoric in this type of the cleft construction and it is
often expressed by a proform, which is similar to the summarizing function. A majority of

English examples focus an adjunct, often a scene-setting adjunct:

(57) Idid [turn my back], and headed for the alleyway to the street. And it was then [

first set eyes on Lucie. She was coming in my direction, in the direction of the

courtyard ... (59a)
(57°) Udeélal jsem to a odchazel z dvora zpét na petrkovickou ulici.
A tehdy jsem poprvé spatiil Lucii. Sla pravé proti mné; vchadzela na dviir biografu

- (59)

(57’) Da sa jeg for forste gang Lucie. [lit. Then saw I for the first time Lucie.] (59b)

In example (57) the cleft sentence connects a sequence of text where the main
character stands in front of the cinema and contemplates with a sequence describing a sudden
meeting with a girl. The focused element is a scene-setting adjunct. This is a recurring
structure in the studied examples: one paragraph describes the scene and the next paragraph
describes some event which happens on the scene. It is probable that this structure is
especially preferred in works of fiction. The Norwegian counterpart has only an initial adverb,
which connects the two parts.

The second kind of the topic linking construction is the SF type. This function is
always connected with contrast and has a negative element in focus. Both parts of the cleft
construction are context-dependent and refer to the previous topic. The only context-
independent element is the negation. The second part of the contrast, outside the cleft

construction, is context-independent and introduces a new topic:

(58) "Hvis De ikke gir fra Dem noklene, ma De pent bli med oss!”” Stemmen slo over

igjen. Det var ikke noklene jeg brod meg om. Jeg hadde for lengst innsett at man

ikke ma binde seg til gjenstander, dersom man ikke vil bli deres slave. Men

hvordan var det med rettighetene? [lit. ”’If you not hand in the keys, must you go

',’

with us!” The voice faltered again. It was not the keys I cared for. I have for a long
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time understood that one not must bind himself to objects if one not wants to be
their slave. But how is it with rights?] (120a)
(58°) ,,Kdyz klicky nevydate, budete muset s nami!““ hlas mu znovu preskocil.

Neslo mi o klicky. Uz davno jsem pochopil, ze clovek nesmi Ipét na vécech,

nechce-li se stdt jejich otrokem. Ale jak je tomu s prdvy? (120)

(58°) Ididn’t care about the keys. (120b)

Example (58) illustrates this use. The previous section is a dialogue with the police
about handing in noklene “the keys”, which the character refuses. The cleft construction
negates this topic and the contrastive element, i.e. rettighetene ‘“the rights”, is the newly
established topic. The English counterpart is a non-cleft with similar distribution of CD. This
may be expected because the focused element is an object and we have mentioned earlier that
the object is often focused in Norwegian, unlike in English (cf. chapter 4.2.2.).

To summarize, the topic linking function is the last of the textual functions. It is more
frequent among the English examples. The focused element is often a proform. There are two
types of clefts with this function: in the first case, the topics are both combined in the cleft
construction; in the other case, the function is based on contrast between the previous and the
subsequent topic.

From the last three functions which describe the relation between topics in text, it
seems that English prefers the cleft construction which is oriented towards the next topic.
Norwegian, on the other hand seems to employ the construction more often for summarizing.
This function is oriented to the previous topic and it seems that English prefers the pseudo-

cleft for this purpose.

4.3.3. Syntactic motivation

Syntactic motivation as described by Duskova appears in cleft sentences with multiple
adjuncts (Duskova 1999; cf. chapter 2.3.1). The analysed examples did not contain such
instances. However, the analysis contains a large number of English examples with a similar
syntactic structure (cf. Table 10); the focused element is a negative or restrictive adjunct
(especially containing only) and the adjunct is placed initially in the Czech original. A non-
cleft sentence with an initial negative or restrictive adjunct usually requires inversion in
English, but the structure with inversion is rather formal. The cleft construction makes it
possible to place such adjuncts initially and at the same time avoid inversion; therefore, this
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type of the cleft construction is marked here as motivated syntactically. The second type of
syntactic motivation concerns Norwegian. A large number of Norwegian clefts are wh-
questions. The use of the cleft construction in questions is of course motivated also by the
FSP (the wh-word has a very high degree of CD in questions, usually it is the rheme proper).
Nevertheless, from the analysis it appears that the use of the cleft construction is so frequent

in questions that the FSP function is rather weak (cf. Table 10).

FSP type English clefts Norwegian clefts
Question Negative Adjunct Question

SF 5 (4%) 3 (3%) 16 (14%)

1P 3 (3%) 17 (15%) 4 (4%)

Total 8 (7%) 20 (17%) 20 (18%)

Table 10: Syntactic motivation in English and Norwegian.

4.3.3.1. Negative and restrictive adjuncts

This category concerns only the English examples. Negative adjuncts (esp. not until +
adjunct of time) and restrictive adjuncts (esp. only + adjunct of time) appear often among the
analysed examples. The most common semantic role of these adjuncts is time and they
typically translate Czech expressions containing temporal adverbs teprve and aZ. These
expressions often carry a lower degree of CD than the information in the cleft clause. The
motivation for the use of the cleft construction appears to be due the fact that they are
thematic and their initial position in the non-cleft requires an S-V inversion. Both negative
and restrictive adjuncts are included in one category in this analysis; the English examples
contain 21 instances. This type is not analysed in the Norwegian clefts because Norwegian
has always an S-V inversion when a sentence element, other than the subject, is placed
initially. The inversion is, therefore, not marked stylistically. In fact, the cleft construction of
this type appears only once in Norwegian (but the cleft clause of this example contains
context-dependent information and the motivation is the FSP, cf. example (61)).

The connection of this motivation with the FSP is not as apparent as it is in case of
textual functions. Nevertheless, the motivation is not purely syntactic: the expressions not
until or only function also as focusing devices because of their meaning and it is possible that
the FSP plays some role in the preference for this construction. The Norwegian counterparts
generally employ initial adjunct in a non-cleft construction. A large majority of these

examples are the IP type:
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(59) ... smaller than the saxophone that I was now holding upright, the bend of the

corpus resting on the worn carpet (it was only then that I noticed that the carpet

worn a woven design of a city emblem... (47a)

(59°) ... byl mensi nez saxofon, ktery jsem stale drzel zprima, ohbim korpusu na
proslapaném koberci (teprve ted jsem si vSiml, Ze na ném byl vytkan méstsky

znak,... (47)

(59’) Forst nd la jeg merke til at teppe var vevd med byvdpenet ... [lit. First now

noticed I that the carpet was woven with the city emblem ...] (47b)

Example (59) illustrates this use of the cleft construction. The focused element is
context-dependent and has a low degree of CD. The cleft clause is context-independent and
contains the most dynamic elements. The adjunct of time is by far the most typical semantic
type focused by these negative clefts (13% of all analysed English examples). The FSP
function is mostly the scene-setting function. The Norwegian counterpart contains a temporal
adverb forst, which gives prominence to the adverbial element. The initial position is also
slightly more dynamic in Norwegian than the canonical sentence final position.

Other semantic types of adjuncts are not so frequent in negative clefts; there are seven
instances in the analysis, but six of these in one text, which probably signals some
idiosyncrasy. An adjunct of manner and other adjuncts do not function as scene-setting
adjuncts and their initial position is not so common. The next example shows one of these

instances, which also combines the negative adjunct with contrastive function:

(60) And write as concretely as possible, even about things that seem meaningless. It

is only from a mosaic of apparently meaningless things that one can create an

approximate picture of the situation and atmosphere around you outside;

generalities don’t say so much. (74a)
(60°) A pis hodné konkrétnich veci, i takovych, které Ti pripadaji bezvyznamné — jen

z mozaiky zdanlivych bezvyznamnosti si tu muze clovek vytvaret jakys takys obraz

o situaci a atmostére venku kolem Tebe,; vseobecnosti toho cloveku moc nereknou.

(74)

(60°’) ...her kan mann bare danne seg en slags bilde av situasjnen og atmosferen ute

omkring deg ut fra en mosaikk, sammnesatt av tilsynelatende betyndingslose

smdting; generaliseringer sier oss ikke mye. [lit. ...here can one only form a kind
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of picture of the situation and the atmosphere outside around you from a mosaic
made up of apparently meaningless little things; generalisations tell us not much.]

(74b)

The focused element in example (60) is an adjunct of viewpoint. It is a context-
dependent element; the cleft clause is includes context-independent information and the final
element has the highest degree of CD. The degree of CD of the focused element is, however,
also quite high because of the contrastive element generalities. Another reason why the cleft
construction is convenient in this case is the length of both the adjunct and the direct object;
in a non-cleft they would both be placed after the verb and this part of the sentence would be
too weighty. The Norwegian counterpart has this structure.

The SF type is not very common among the examples (3% of all English examples).
These instances have context-dependent information in the cleft clause and a temporal adverb
with focusing function; the FSP motivation is, therefore, much stronger. This can be

illustrated by the next example:

(61) At that time we were still living outside the town, it was only afterwards that we

moved into it ... (22a)
(61°) Ten cas jsme jeste bydleli za méstem, aZz potom jsme se prestéhovali do mésta

.. (22)

(61°°) Pa den tiden bodde vi fremdeles pd landet, det var forst senere at vi flyttet inn

til byen ... [lit. At that time lived we still on the country, it was first later that we

moved into the town.] (121a)

Example (61) contains context-dependent information in the cleft clause and a
context-independent adjunct in focus. The Norwegian counterpart is also a cleft sentence
because of the FSP motivation.

To summarize, negative and restrictive adjunct placed initially would require an S-V
inversion.

The cleft construction is a convenient and frequently used device which avoids it. These cleft
sentences are generally the IP type and the clefted adjunct has often the scene-setting

function.
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4.3.3.2. Questions

The use of the cleft construction in questions® is possible in both languages. There are,
however, significant differences in their frequency and use. English examples contain 7%
(eight examples) of clefts with the direct or indirect question; four of these correspond to
sentences with some focusing device in Czech. Norwegian examples contain 18% (twenty
examples) of the direct or indirect question and eight of these have some focusing device in
Czech. In addition, almost all Norwegian questions having some focusing device in Czech
correspond to English non-clefts. It appears, therefore, that a focusing adverb in Czech is not
such a strong motivation for the cleft construction in English as it is in Norwegian. Twelve
Norwegian clefts correspond to an original sentence with no focusing device. The fact that
Norwegian grammars mention the frequent use of the construction in questions supports also
the idea that the use in questions is not motivated only by the focusing function of the cleft
construction.

A large majority of the cleft questions are wh-questions (only three Norwegian
examples are yes/no questions, the rest of the examples are wh-questions. The most typical
instance in both languages is all context-dependent, except for the interrogative pronoun. This

1s sometimes expressed by some focusing device in Czech:

(62) “What is it you've got, and what’s this about an elephant? (3a)

(62°) ,,Tak co jste to tedy prinesl a co to ma s tim slonem? *“ (3)

(62°°) “Hva er det for slags arbeid de har fatt, og hva er dette med elefanten for

noe?” [lit. What is it kind of work you have got, and what is this with the elephant?]
(3b)

Example (62) has a focusing adverb in Czech. From the previous context it is evident
that the main character has found some work. Therefore, the cleft clause contains only
context-dependent information. The cleft construction is used in both languages.

The FSP influences the use of the cleft construction also in cases when the Czech

original has no focusing device. This is, however, much more common in Norwegian:

¥ We include also dependent interrogative clauses in the category of questions.
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(63) "Sa de ikke hvem det er som er pd vei hit i dresinen?” [Said they not who it is

that is on the way here in the trolley?] (130a)
(63°) “Kdo jede v ty dreziné, nerikali? “ (130)
(63”) “Who’s travelling in that trolley, didn’t they say?” (130b)

Example (63) is a typical Norwegian example. The information in the cleft clause is
context-dependent, but in many cases it is only inferred from the context-dependent
information. Here, for instance, the previous context supplies information about an arriving
trolley. The fact that somebody is travelling in it is inferrable, but not directly context-
dependent. These instances are much more frequent among Norwegian examples, although
English contains some as well.

The cleft question is sometimes used in Norwegian in place of a different, non-

interrogative construction. This appears especially in spoken language:

(64) "Men sd skal du ogsd huske pd at du md se alt som skjer og hore alt som

foregdr! Sd, hva var det jeg sa? [lit. “But then must you also remember that you

must see everything that happens and hear everything that is going on! So, what
was it I said?] (131a)
(64°) ,,pamatuj si ale taky, Ze vSechno musis videt a vSechno slyset! Opakuj to! (131)
(64°) Repeat after me. (131b)

Example (64) is a cleft interrogative sentence used instead of an imperative sentence
of the Czech original and English translation. The FSP is the same as in the previous example;
the information in the cleft clause is context-dependent. However, this example shows that
the motivation does not have to be so strong in Norwegian. In many cases, including
examples (63) and (64), the cleft construction reflects the FSP instead of contributing to some
additional focus.

To summarize the syntactic motivation, the two types presented here were clefts with
negative or restrictive adjuncts and clefts in questions. Both of these types have some
connection to the FSP. It appears, however, that the motivation is not purely based on the

FSP. The use of the construction with negative and restrictive adjuncts avoids S-V inversion
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in English and the function of the cleft construction in Norwegian questions is often to reflect

the FSP rather than to give additional focus.

4.4. Contrastive analysis

This part of the analysis uses eighty-nine English clefts and ninety-two Norwegian
clefts. To be included, the example must have the same meaning and at least similar
distribution of CD. The examples are divided into three groups: clefts, non-clefts and different
construction’ (including pseudo-clefts). The group of the cleft construction which corresponds
to the cleft construction in Norwegian is compared to the data from the whole English sample
to find similar and different tendencies in the two languages. The categories of non-clefts and
different constructions are then examined for the possible focusing devices which are

employed.

4.4.1. Norwegian counterparts of English clefts

Focusing device
Cleft/ Cleft + Initial
Type of Pseudo |Cleft +| foc. | Word | Initial Active/ |Focusing| temporal |Focusing
construction | cleft |fronting|adverb| order | adverb |Fronting| Passive | adverb adverb |pronoun| None Total
29 3 2 34
Cleft (33%) | 3%) | (2%) (38%)
Different 14 2 1 3 3 23
construction (16%) | (2%) (1%) (3%) (3%) (26%)
5 5 1 8 8 1 3 31
Non-cleft (6%) | (6%) (1%) (9%) (9%) (1%) (3%) (35%)
1 1
Pseudo-cleft | (1%) (1%)
30 3 2 19 7 1 1 11 11 1
Total (34%) | 3%) | (2%) | (21%)] (8%) (1%) (1%) | (12%) (12%) (1%) 89 (100%)

Table 11: Norwegian counterparts of English clefts

Table 11 shows the Norwegian counterparts of English clefts. There are ninety-five
examples because some of the sentences have two focusing devices (e.g. the cleft construction
also mvolves fronting). The three examples with no focusing device were included because
the FSP was very similar to the English translation (they corresponded to clefts with negative
adjuncts and to an interrogative cleft)

The number of English clefts with corresponding Norwegian clefts is rather high (the

analysis contains thirty-four such instances). By comparison of these data with the data from

’ A different construction is here a sentence or non-sentential expression which attributes to the same elements
different syntactic functions than the underlying non-cleft of the cleft construction.
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the whole analysis, we can find some similarities between the languages. The distribution of
the SF and IP types is approximately the same as in the whole English part (53% SF vs. 47%
IP). As far as the syntactic function of the focused element is concerned, twenty-one of these
clefts focus the subject (62%). It is more than in the whole English analysis. It indicates that
the use of the cleft construction for the subject is similar in the languages, whereas focusing
of the other sentence elements differs: the object is focused in 15%, which is more than in the
English but much less than in the Norwegian part; the adjunct is focused in 23%, which is
more than in Norwegian but much less than in English.

As far as the FSP, textual and syntactic motivation is concerned, the difference
between the data from this part and the whole analysis show some differences. As expected,
there are only 3% of focused negative adjuncts (1 instance) as opposed to 21% in the whole
English part. This result indicates that the negative adjuncts are focused much more in
English than in Norwegian. The other differences are not so significant. The number of
instances with FSP motivation (without any focusing device in Czech) is slightly higher (12%
in this group vs. 8% in the whole English part) and the number of instances with FSP
motivation including some focusing device in Czech is also slightly higher (26% in this group
vs. 21% in the whole English part). The higher number of FSP clefts without any focusing
device in Czech could suggest that the FSP motivation is indeed the strongest motivation for
the use of the cleft construction. The number of examples with some focusing device in Czech
probably indicates that the translators use the cleft construction to substitute some other
focusing device from the Czech original. The rest of the functions display similar results or
the number of examples is low and no conclusion can be made.

A large number of English clefts correspond to non-clefts'® in Norwegian (35% of all
English examples). In comparison to the whole English part, this group includes more
adjuncts (63%) and fewer subjects (24%). This may be expected because focused subjects
have a higher degree of CD than subjects in their canonical position, and the difference in the
FSP would be significant. The examples with focused adjuncts belong mostly to the category
of negative and restrictive adjuncts. They are not usually focused in Norwegian. The focused
subjects in SF clefts which correspond non-cleft without any focusing device are not included
in the data because of the difference in the FSP. Some focused subjects were parts of IP clefts
and the difference in the FSP was not so significant. Other clefts correspond to non-clefts with

some focusing device:

' Non-clefts are here all sentences with the syntactic structure same or similar to the structure of the underlying
non-cleft to the cleft construction in the example, i.e. it keeps the same element in the subject and in the object.
The type of government and the structure of the verb do not play any role.

62



(65) ... it was I who was guilty of the non-resemblance ... (57a)

(65°) ... nybrz ze nepodobnosti jsem vinen jd ... (57)

(65°) .. at jeg selv var skyld i ulikheten ... [lit. that I myself was guilty of the non-
resemblance ...] (57b)

Example (65) illustrates this type. The Norwegian translation has a focusing pronoun
selv. The FSP is, therefore, the same as in the English and Czech examples.

The examples with focused objects are only five and correspond to Norwegian non-
clefts with similar FSP achieved by means of the word order or by means of some focusing
device.

The examples with focused adjuncts are twenty-three and fourteen of these focus a

negative adjunct. These correspond most often to non-clefts with initial adjunct:

(66) ... it wasn’t until years later that something similar came into style ... (50a)

(66°) ... teprve o mnoho let pozdéji prislo néco podobného do mody jako chrapldk ...

(50)

(66°) Forst lenge etterpd kom noe lignende pd mote ... [lit. First long after that came

something similar into style ...] (50b)

The FSP of the Norwegian translation (66°”) is the same because the temporal adverb
forst focus the element.

The last type is a cleft construction which corresponds to a different construction'' in
Norwegian. This is the most heterogeneous category. It includes twenty-one examples which
correspond in the meaning and are at least similar in the FSP. Most of them focus the subject
(71%). This is not surprising because a different syntactic construction is a way of avoiding a
rhematic subject. Almost all of these examples have the right FSP because of the word order.
The right word order can be achieved by means of extraposition, different types of verbs,

general human agent or by a non-sentential equivalent:

(67) ... it was love that mattered more to them. (23a)
(67°) ... spis jim Slo o tu lasku (23)
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(67’) ... nd gjaldt det bare d smiske mot stasjonmesteren ... [lit. now mattered it only

to make up to him.] (23b)
(68) ... it wasn’t hate that made me do what I did, it was love ... (54a)

(68°) ... proto jsem prisnd na jiné, ne z nenavisti k nim, ale z lasky ... (54)

(68’) ... ikke fordi jeg hatet dem, men av kjeerlighet ... [lit. ... not because I hated
them, but out of love ...] (54b)
(69) ... it’s always_the one-acters that seem to get performed everywhere ... (73a)

(69°) ... Ze vSude hraji porad jen ty aktovky ... (73)

(69”’) ... at man overalt stadig spiller bare disse enakterne ... [lit. one everywhere

always plays only these one-acters ...] (73b)

(70) And it was certainly I who was to blame ... (26a)

(70°) A zavinil jsem to jistojisté jd ... (26)

(70°) Og det var ganske riktig min feil alt sammen ...[lit. And it was certainly my
fault all together] (26b)

Example (67) illustrates the extraposition. The Norwegian example, in addition,
includes a non-final clause which has a slightly different meaning. Example (68) includes a
causative verb make in English, whose subject expresses the state. The Norwegian counterpart
contains a subordinate clause with a lexical verb expressing the same state. Example (69)
substitutes the subject with the general human agent. The change includes a switch between
active and passive voice. Example (70) has a non-sentential equivalent to the cleft
construction. Min “my”, substituting the focused subject, has a high degree of CD because it

is contrastive and because feil “fault” is context-dependent.

4.4.2. English counterparts of Norwegian clefts

As table 12 shows, 21% of Norwegian clefts correspond to English clefts. The lower
number in this group compared to the other part is expected because Norwegian clefts are
more frequent and their counterparts are more often non-clefts or different constructions. The
ratio of the SF to the IP type is also similar to the whole Norwegian part (63% SF vs. 37%
IP). The number of focused subjects is higher (68% in this group vs. 58% in the whole
Norwegian part). This result supports the assumption made in the previous part that the
subject 1s most likely to be focused in both languages. The number of objects focused in both

languages is similar to the previous part (16%) but the number of adjuncts is slightly lower
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(23%). This result corresponds to the lower number of focused adjuncts in the whole
Norwegian part. The number of cleft questions is much lower in this group (5% vs. 24% in
the whole Norwegian part). This indicates that the cleft question is indeed much more

common in Norwegian.

Focusing device
Cleft/ Repetition
Type of Pseudo | Word | Initial | Focusing | of the Two
construction cleft order |adverb | adverb | subject |sentences| None Total
19 19
Cleft (21%) (21%)
Different 14 1 3 1 19
construction (15%) | (1%) (3%) (1%) (21%)
12 3 3 1 1 20 20
Non-cleft (13%) | (3%) (3%) (1%) 1%) (22%) (22%)
11 3 11
Pseudo-cleft | (12%) (3%) (1%)
30 26 4 6 1 2 23 92
Total (33%) | (28%) | (4%) (7%) (1%) (2%) | (25%) (100%)

Table 12: English counterparts of Norwegian clefts.

The cleft construction corresponding to the underlying non-cleft in English is slightly
more common than it is vice versa. The largest differences are, however, in the distribution
between the syntactic elements. Norwegian clefts with the subject in focus correspond in
many cases to non-clefts in English (50% of all non-clefts). This result is surprising, but if we
look closer at the examples, we will find many wh-questions with the interrogative pronoun
functioning as the subject. The FSP of these examples is, therefore similar or the same as of
their English counterparts. The rest of the examples have often the function of contrast or

selection and the Norwegian cleft is the IP type:

(71) ... dessuten_var det de som oppforte seg som narrer, ikke jeg. [lit. ... besides was it they

who behaved like clowns, not I.] (118a)

(71°) ... kromé toho jako saskové se chovali oni — nikoliv ja. (118)

(717°) ... besides, they were behaving like clowns, not me. (118b)

Example (71”’) illustrates this way of use. The contrast increases the degree of CD on
the subject even though it is not focused. The highest degree of CD is the sentence final

element, because it is context-independent.
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The category of different constructions in English contains a large group of pseudo-
clefts'? (eleven examples). In fact, the number of English clefts and pseudo-clefts
corresponding to Norwegian clefts is almost the same as the number of Norwegian clefts and
pseudo-clefts corresponding to English clefts. There is only one pseudo-cleft among the
Norwegian counterparts of the English clefts, but there is eleven pseudo-clefts among the
English counterparts. This suggests that Norwegian clefts correspond to a certain degree to
both clefts and pseudo-clefts (this has been already mentioned in connection to the
summarizing and identifying function, cf. chapters 4.2.2.3 and 4.2.2.4.). The rest of the
different constructions (twenty-one examples) correspond to clefts which focus mainly the
subject (68%). The most common motivation in this group is the FSP motivation without any
focusing device in Czech. Some of the employed devices are passive, the use of a different

type of verb and non-sentential counterpart.

(72) ... i_stor utstrekning er det vdr redelighet, vdrt alvor, var intellektuelle cerlighet

som gir sikkerhet for riktig erkjennelse. [lit. ... to a great extent is it our integrity,

our seriousness, our intellectual honesty that gives certainty to the right
knowledge.] (186)

(72°) ... spravnost naSeho poznavadni je do znacné miry zarucena nasi pravdivosti,

opravdovosti, intelektuadlni poctivost ...; (186)

(72>°) ... the correctness of our knowledge is guaranteed by our truthfulness,

seriousness, intellectual honesty ... (186b)

(73) ... det var forgjengeren min som hadde vist meg hvordan jeg skulle gjore det...

[Lit. ... it was my predecessor who had showed me how I should do it ...] (133a)
(73°) ... naucil mé to ten pikolik (133)
(73”’) ... I learned it from the busboy... (133b)
(74) Piken spurte hva det var som hadde hendt ham. [lit. The girl asked what is was
that had happened to him.] (196)

(74°) Divka se ho zeptala, co se mu stalo ...(196)
(74°°) She asked him to explain ... (196b)

Example (72) illustrates the shift between an active and passive voice. In fact, this type

appears only sporadically in both parts of the analysis. The interesting point is that Norwegian

12 pseudo-clefts are here all focusing constructions belonging to this category according to Collins (including the
th-clefts).
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has a cleft construction with the thematic subject in focus although the passive of the original
sentence would be possible. The same holds true for example (73). Here the different FSP is
caused by the selection of the verb. Example (74) illustrates the non-sentential counterpart.
The Norwegian cleft is a question corresponding to the Czech original non-cleft. The English
counterpart is a non-finite clause with the same communicative function.

This chapter compared the analysed cleft constructions with their counterparts in the
other language. The result showed that Norwegian cleft is more common and sometimes
corresponds to English pseudo-cleft. The largest differences between the two languages were
found in the aspects mentioned earlier in connection with the FSP, syntactic function of the
focused element and with the textual and syntactic motivation. These differences included the
preference for the cleft construction in English for initial negative and restrictive adjuncts; in
Norwegian the cleft construction is preferred for questions, and it more often focuses the
object. The comparison of clefts corresponding to different constructions showed that the set

of possible constructions is approximately the same.
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Focused Corresponding construction in the other language
Type of motivation element Cleft/ pseudo-cleft Non-cleft Different construction
E-to-N Total N-to-E Total E-to-N Total N-to-E Total E-to-N [ Total N-to-E Total
FSP Foc. device S 5 (5%) 9 (9%) 8 (7%) |12 (11%) ] 0(0%) 6 (6%) 202%) | 5(5%) | 3(3%) | 5(5%) | 1 (1%) 2 (2%)
A 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 5 (5%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%)
O 3 (3%) 3 (3%) 1 (1%) 3 (3%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%)
No foc. device S 3 (3%) 4 (4%) 3(3%) | 4(4%) | 0(0%) 2 (2%) 1(1%) | 7(7%) | 0(0%) |1 (1%) | 5(5%) 6 (6%)
A 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 4 (4%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%)
O 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 2 (2%) 0 (0%) C,1 (1%)
Textual Contrast S 7(7%) | 10 (10%) | 6 (6%) | 8 (7%) | 2 (2%) 6(6%) | 6(6%) |11 (10%)| 8 (8%) | 9 (9%) | 6 (6%) 6 (6%)
A 2 (2%) 0 (0%) 3 (3%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
(0] 1 (1%) 2 (2%) 1 (1%) 4 (4%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%)
Selection S 3 (3%) 3 (3%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 11%) | 33B%) | 55%) | 1(1%) | 1(1%) | 1(1%) 2 (2%)
A 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
O 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%)
Identification S 1 (1%) 2 (2%) 0(0%) | 3(3%) | 0(0%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) | 0(0%) | 0(0%) | 0(0%) | 0 (0%) 1 (1%)
A 1 (1%) 2 (2%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
O 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%)
Summ. effect S 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 1(1%) | 5(5%) | 0(0%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) | 0(0%) | 1 (1%) | 1 (1%) | 2 (2%) 2 (2%)
A 1 (1%) 3 (3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
O 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
topic launching S 3 (3%) 3 (3%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 0(0%) | 1(1%) | 4(4%) |4 (4%) | 0(0%) 0 (0%)
A 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
O 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
topic linking S 2 (2%) 5 (5%) 1(1%) | 2(2%) 1 (1%) 4 (4%) 0(0%) | 3(3%) | 1(1%) |2(2%) | 1 (1%) 1 (1%)
A 3 (3%) 1 (1%) 3 (3%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%)
O 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (2%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Syntactic question S 1 (1%) 3 (3%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 3(3%) | 9(8%) [14 (13%)| 1 (1%) | 2 (2%) | 2 (2%) 4 (4%)
A 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%)
O 2 (2%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 4 (4%) 0 (0%) 2 (2%)
neg. adjunct S 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 0(0%) | 15 (14%) 0(0%) | 1(1%)
A 1 (1%) 15 (14%) 1 (1%)
O 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Total all motivations S 25(24%) | 41 (39%) [22 (21%) 37 (35%) | 6 (6%) | 38 (36%) |21 (20%)]46 (44%) [19 (18%)|26 (25%)| 18 (17%)| 24 (22%)
A 10 (10%) 8 (7%) 28 (27%) 9 (8%) 5 (5%) Cs 1 (1%)
O 6 (6%) 7 (7%) 4 (4%) 16 (15%) 2 (2%) 5 (5%)

Total English

105 (100%)

Total Norwegian

107 (100%)

Table 13: Corresponding constructions in both languages with respect to possible motivation.




5. Conclusion

Table 13 summarizes the results of the two parts of the thesis. It combines the data
from the analysis of possible motivation with the data from the part comparing the analysed
examples with their counterparts. The number of English examples is 105 and the number of
Norwegian examples is 107 because of the clefts with several textual functions. The
categories where the difference between the English and the Norwegian results was at least
4% are in bold.

The analysis suggests that there are indeed some differences in the use of the cleft
construction in English and Norwegian. These differences concern the frequency, syntactic
function of the focused element and to a certain degree all three types of motivation. On the
other hand, the set of possible constructions which correspond to the cleft construction in the
other language is very similar.

As far as the frequency is concerned, the Norwegian cleft construction was
approximately twice as frequent as the English cleft construction (cf. Table 1). As Table 13
shows, 44% of these clefts correspond to their non-cleft counterparts in English. In the other
direction it is only 36% and it can therefore be assumed that Norwegian clefts are sometimes
used in contexts where the most natural English choice is a non-cleft. The other type of
construction which corresponds to the Norwegian cleft in English is the pseudo-cleft, the
reversed pseudo-cleft or some similar focusing construction included in the category of
pseudo-clefts by Collins (Collins 1991). The analysis included eleven examples of Norwegian
clefts which correspond to these constructions in English, but only one English cleft which
corresponds to a Norwegian pseudo-cleft.

The most prominent difference in the syntactic function was represented by a high
number of focused adjuncts in English. This result is not in accordance with the previous
studies by Johansson and Gundel (Johansson 2001 and Gundel 2002), where the number of
focused adjuncts was higher in Swedish and Norwegian. The present analysis showed a strong
preference for focusing nominal elements in Norwegian (cf. Table 3). The Norwegian
counterparts of the cleft constructions with focused adjuncts were often non-clefts with initial
adjuncts (cf. Table 13). This result is caused mainly by the high number of negative and
restrictive adjuncts focused in English. It is possible that this use of the cleft construction is

partly influenced by the Czech original where these adjuncts are placed sentence-initially. It
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would be interesting to compare the number of these negative and restrictive adjuncts in the
translations from Czech and in the original English texts.

As far as the FSP is concerned, the results differed from those of Gundel (Gundel
2002) with respect to the distribution of SF and IP clefts. The present analysis contained more
IP clefts in English than in Norwegian (cf. Table 2). These IP clefts are represented more
significantly in two categories: negative and restrictive adjuncts (seventeen examples) and
topic linking (ten examples). The first group is not analysed in the Norwegian sample at all
(there is only one focused negative adjunct) and the second group contains only three
Norwegian examples.

The FSP motivation without any focusing device is more frequent in Norwegian (cf.
Table 13). Norwegian clefts more often correspond to non-clefts or different constructions in
English. These clefts are several times contained in the direct or indirect speech (cf. examples
(34) and (29)) and they do not have a strong focusing function. This use indicates that the
cleft construction in Norwegian probably is not so marked as its English counterpart. This
assumption is supported by the fact that the cleft construction in Norwegian is sometimes
combined with fronting of some element from the cleft clause. This element achieves then
higher degree of CD than the focused element.

As far as the textual functions are concerned, the languages show similarities in the
expression of contrast by the cleft construction. It is the most frequent textual function in both
of them. Identification and the summarizing function are more frequent in Norwegian. These
functions contain context-dependent information and they focus often a proform or another
anaphoric expression. They are therefore oriented backwards in the text. These constructions
correspond often to the reversed pseudo-clefts in English (cf. chapters 4.3.2.3 and 4.3.2.4.).
On the other hand, topic launching and topic linking functions are more frequent in English
(cf. chapters 4.3.2.5. and 4.3.2.6.). These functions are oriented forwards in the text (i.e. they
introduce a new topic).

The syntactic motivation shows largest differences between English and Norwegian.
The English sample included many sentences which focused negative or restrictive adjuncts.
These examples correspond to Czech sentences with sentence-initial adjuncts and this could
influence the translation. Sentence-initial negative or restrictive adjuncts would require an S-
V inversion. The sentence would be stylistically marked and the cleft construction makes it
possible to avoid this inversion. This is not necessary in Norwegian, because an S-V inversion
is very common and unmarked. Norwegian, on the other hand, shows strong preference for

the cleft construction in wh-questions. This is probably caused by the tendency to avoid
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rhematic elements in the sentence-initial position or by the presupposition contained in all wh-
question (i.e. all information except for the wh-word is presupposed). Both types of syntactic
motivation have one feature in common: the focusing effect of the cleft construction is not
very strong. The assumption made in chapter 2.4., that the obligatory S-V inversion in
Norwegian will lead to the use of the cleft construction to avoid this inversion was not
confirmed by the analysis; the inversion is so common that it is stylistically neutral.

The Norwegian counterparts of English clefts and the English counterparts of
Norwegian clefts showed many similarities. The main focusing devices which correspond to
the cleft construction in the other language are the same for both languages: the cleft
construction, the word order, the focusing or temporal particles.

The function which was most often expressed by the cleft construction in both
languages is contrast (cf. Table 13). Some counterparts of English and Norwegian examples
employed the word order. The sentence-final position of the element with the highest degree
of CD was achieved by shifting between active and passive voice, by the selection of a
different verb, by the division of a sentence into two etc. Norwegian clefts with the focused
object often corresponded to English non-clefts with the object in its canonical sentence-final
position. However, the subject of corresponding constructions was treated only marginally in
this thesis and more data would be needed to find some tendencies in the two languages.

The analysis showed that the function of the cleft construction is slightly different in
English and Norwegian. Because of the translation from Czech, the statistical data may differ
from the data obtained from original texts. It would be therefore interesting to compare the

present data with the English-Norwegian analysis of original texts.
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7. Resumé

Tato diplomova prace se zabyva srovnadnim anglické a norské vytykaci
konstrukce. Srovnani je provedeno z hlediska syntaktického, aktualnéclenského a
textového. Analyza byla provedena na 100 anglickych a 100 norskych vytykacich
vétach, které byly prelozeny z ¢eskych originali. Pro ucely této prace byly véty
excerpovany z deseti dél ceskych autorti prelozenych do anglictiny a norStiny. Diky
tomuto postupu byly k dispozici srovnatelné véty ve srovnatelném kontextu. Cestina
obsahuje v vzhledem ke zkoumanym jazyklim pouze malé mnoZzstvi vytykacich vét,
protozZe pouziva ke zdlraznéni primarné jiné prostiedky (slovosled, lexikalni
prostiedky apod.). U zkoumanych vét byl identifikovan slovni druh vytéeného vétného
¢lenu v odpovidajici nevytykaci véte, typ konstrukce z hlediska aktualnéclenského,
mozna motivace pro pouziti vytykaci konstrukce a také byl analyzovan typ konstrukce
pouzité v druhém jazyce (norsky protéjSek anglické vytykaci véty a naopak).

Analyza ukazala, ze je vytykaci konstrukce ptiblizné¢ dvakrat ¢asté;si
v norsting (viz kapitola 4.1.: na jednu anglickou konstrukei bylo tfeba 3585 slov
¢eského originalu, zatimco na jednu norskou konstrukei bylo tfeba jen 1786 slov).
Podobné vysledky méla 1 studie Jeanette K. Gundelové (Gundel 2002) provedend na
romanu Josteina Gaardera Sofiin svet.

Z hlediska aktualnéClenského byly analyzované véty rozdéleny do dvou typt
(viz kapitola 2.3.1.): prvni typ mé kontextove nezavisly vytéeny ¢len a kontextové
zavislé Cleny ve vedlejsi vEte, tento typ se vyznacuje silnym diirazem na vytéeném
¢lenu (typ SF). Druhy typ ma kontextoveé nezavislé Cleny ve vedlejsi véte. Posledni
¢len ve vedlejsi véte nese Cast dlrazu a tento typ ma proto dveé informacni ohniska (typ
IP). Anglické véty obsahovaly vétsi podil typu IP nez norské véty (54% proti 31%).

Z hlediska syntaktického obsahovaly anglické vytykaci véty vice piiklada,
kde byl vytCeny ¢len piislovecné urceni (40% proti 17%). Tyto véty byly Casto typu
IP, cozZ vysvétluje zvySeny pocet typu IP v anglictin€ (viz kapitola 4.2). Studie
Johanssona, ktera srovnavala anglické a Svédské vytykaci konstrukce a studie
Gundelové pfitom vykazovaly vice konstrukci typu IP ve skandinavskych jazycich nez
v angli¢tin€ (Johansson 2001, Gundel 2002). Tento nesoulad by mohl byt dan vysSim
podilem vytykacich vét, kde vytéeny Clen je ptislove¢né urceni s negativnim nebo
restriktivnim modifikatorem v anglictin€. Tato piislove¢na urceni jsou ¢asto malo

dynamicka a v ¢estin€ se vyskytuji na pocatku véty. Pokud ma byt tato pozice
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v angli¢tin¢ zachovana, je tfeba inverze podmétu a ptisudku. Ta je ale pfili§ formalni a
vytykaci konstrukce umoziuje umistit tato prislove¢na urceni blize k pocatku véty,
aniz by bylo tfeba inverze. Je proto mozné, ze je zvyseny podil vét s vytCenym
ptislove¢nym uréenim zpiisoben interakci s jazykem origindlu.

Préace dale sledovala moznou motivaci pro pouziti vytykaci konstrukce.
Motivace muze byt bud’ aktualnéclenska (viz kapitola 4.3.1.), textova (viz kapitola
4.3.2.) nebo syntaktickd (viz kapitola 4.3.3.). Rozbor motivace pro pouziti konstrukce
tvofi hlavni ¢ast diplomové prace.

Aktualnéclenskd motivace je typickd pro vSechny vytykaci konstrukce,
protoze je soucasti i jinych moznych motivaci (hlavné textovych). Vyskytovala se ve
dvou typech vytykacich vét. Prvni typ neobsahoval zddnou jinou textovou nebo
syntaktickou motivaci. Diivod pro vytceni €lenu byl v tomto ptipadé pouze zvySeni
stupné komunikaéniho dynamismu. Tento typ byl obvyklejsi v norské ¢asti analyzy
(7% anglickych vét proti 16% norskych vét). Na zakladé analyzy se zd4, ze norStina
pouziva Castéji vytykaci véty v pfimé a nepiimé feci, tedy v hovorovém jazyce. Druhy
typ aktudlnéClenské motivace zahrnuje véty, které odpovidaji Ceskym originalim
s n€jakym explicitnim prostfedkem pro zdliraznéni (nejcastéji vytykaci Castice, Casova
adverbia nebo vytykaci konstrukce). Pouze v tomto bod¢ byly analyzovany ceskeé
originaly. Diivodem byl fakt, Ze se jedna o pteklad a originalni text mohl ovlivnit
piekladatele. V této kategorii byly celkoveé vysledky velmi podobné pro oba jazyky
(18% anglickych vét proti 19% norskych vét).

Seznam moznych textovych funkci byl zaloZen na dvou studiich: studii Jana
Firbase, ktera se zabyva specialnimi typy kontextové nezavislosti (Firbas 1995) a na
studii Hilde Hasselgérdové, ktera se zabyva diskurznimi funkcemi vytykaci
konstrukce (Hasselgard 2004). Seznam typii textové motivace obsahuje vyjadieni
kontrastu, vybéru, identifikace, shrnujici funkce, ivod nového tématu a spojeni dvou
témat.

Vyjéadieni kontrastu je velmi Casto spojené s vytykaci konstrukei v obou
jazycich (24% anglickych ptikladu proti 23% norskych piikladd, viz kapitola 4.3.2.1.).
Kontrastovat mohou celé struktury (dvé véty s opacnou polaritou) nebo dva vétné
Cleny. Kontrast je nékdy kombinovan také s jinymi textovymi funkcemi, napft.
spojenim dvou témat. Nekteré vytykaci véty zafazené do této kategorie byly zaloZeny
spiSe na aditivnim vztahu (nejen — ale 1). Naprosta vétSina kontrastivnich konstrukei je

typu SF (23% SF proti 2% IP v anglictin€¢ a 19% SF proti 4% IP v norstin¢)
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Druhé textova funkce je vybér (viz kapitola 4.3.2.2.). Tato funkce je trochu
Cast¢jsi v norsting, ale neni ani zdaleka tak Casta jako kontrast (4% anglickych
piikladu proti 7% norskych). Véty zahrnuté do této kategorie obvykle obsahuji seznam
¢lentl, z kterych nasledné vytykaci konstrukce jeden vybere. Textova funkce
vyjadiujici vybér je blizka kontrastivni funkei, pokud je explicitné vyjadiena polarita
mezi vybranym ¢lenem a zbytkem seznamu. Tato funkce je pfedstavovana obéma typy
konstrukci, SF 1 IP.

Treti typ textového vztahu, identifikace (viz kapitola 4.3.2.3.), uvadi
kontextové zavislé informace (nebo informace odvoditelné z ptedchoziho textu) do
nového vztahu. Tento zpusob pouziti vytykaci konstrukce neni ptili§ Casty (2%
anglickych a 4% norskych piiklada), ale vykazuje urcité formalni rysy. Vytéeny Clen
je anaforicky vyraz, nejcastéji proforma a vedlejsi véta obsahuje kontextove zavislé
nebo odvoditelné informace. Norské ptiklady ¢asto odpovidaji anglickym
identifika¢nim strukturam (reversed pseudo-clefts a podobné¢ struktury).

Vytykaci konstrukce muize byt v nékterych piipadech pouzita se shrnujici
funkci na konci néjakého tiseku textu nebo 1 celé kapitoly (viz kapitola 4.3.2.4.). Toto
pouziti je zajimavé predevsim proto, Ze vytykaci konstrukce neptinasi zadné nové
informace kromé shrnujiciho efektu. Podobné jako funkce identifikace je i1 shrnujici
funkce orientovana smérem zpét. Pouziti vytykaci konstrukce pro shrnuti je stejné jako
u identifikace Cast€jsi v norstin€ (2% anglickych ptikladi proti 7% norskych). Norské
ptiklady také ¢asto odpovidaji anglickym identifikacnim strukturdm. Je mozné, ze
orientace smeérem zpét v textu je v norstin€ vyjadiena vytykaci konstrukci zatimco
anglictina preferuje identifikacni struktury, ale bylo by tfeba provést rozsahlejsi
vyzkum, aby se tato domnénka ovéfila.

Pata textova funkce, tvod nového tématu (viz kapitola 4.3.2.5.), je Cast&jsi
v angli¢ting (8% anglickych ptikladl proti 2% norskych). Vytéeny ¢len byl témér ve
vSech ptipadech podmét. Vytéeny Clen 1 vedlejsi véta jsou obvykle kontextove
nezapojené a vyznacuji se tim, Ze predstavuji nové téma pro nasledujici tisek textu.

Posledni textova funkce je propojeni dvou témat (viz kapitola 4.3.2.6.). I tato
funkce je Cast&jsi v anglictin€ (10% anglickych ptikladl proti 5% norskych). Vytykaci
konstrukce zatfazené do této kategorie maji kontextoveé zapojeny vytéeny Clen, ktery je
Casto vyjadien proformou, a kontextoveé nezapojené Cleny ve vedlejsi véte, které
predstavuji téma pro nasledujici usek textu. Jiny zptisob spojeni dvou témat pomoci

vytykaci konstrukce je reprezentovan piipady, kdy negativni vytykaci konstrukce
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obsahuje pfedchozi téma a s ni kontrastuje nasledujici kladna véta, kterd uvadi noveé
téma.

Kromé textové motivace se v analyze vyskytly dvé velké skupiny vét
s podobnou syntaktickou strukturou. Tyto typy byly zahrnuty do syntaktické motivace.
Prvni z nich se tyka pouze angli¢tiny a zahrnuje véty s negativnim nebo restriktivnim
ptislove€nym uréenim na pozici vytéeného ¢lenu (viz kapitola 4.3.3.1.). Tato
piislovecna urceni by na poc¢atku nevytykaci konstrukce vyzadovala inverzi podmétu a
prisudku. Tato konstrukce je ale pfili§ formalni, a proto je vytykaci konstrukce
ptihodna. 17% vSech anglickym ptikladi obsahovalo negativni nebo restriktivni
ptislovecna urceni, vyjadiujici ptedevSim Casové vztahy (napt. not until last month,
only now atd.).

Druhé skupina, skupina tdzacich vét se tyka predevs§im norStiny, pfestoze 1
angli¢tina obsahuje n¢kolik piiklada (viz kapitola 4.3.3.2.). 18% vSech norskych
vytykacich konstrukei byly otdzky, z nichZ naprosta vétSina byly otazky dopliovaci.
Uziti vytykaci konstrukce v otazce je v norstin€ velmi Casté a zminuji ho 1 gramatiky
(napt. Faarlund 1997: 1091). Zdtraznovaci funkce vytykaci konstrukce je v téchto
piipadech pomérné¢ mala a zda se, ze konstrukce spiSe jen pomaha pfesunout
rématickou informaci dale od pocatku véty.

Posledni ¢ast prace zkouma norské proté&jsky anglickych vytykacich
konstrukci a anglické protéjsky norskych vytykacich konstrukei (viz kapitola 4.4.).
Kapitola rozd¢€luje tyto prot&jsky vytykacich konstrukci do tfech kategorii: vytykaci a
identifikacni struktury (clefts, pseudo-clefts), nevytykaci konstrukce odpovidajici
analyzovanym vytykacim vétam a jiné konstrukce.

Co se tyce vytykacich a identifikacnich struktur, analyza ukézala, ze
nejcastéji si odpovidaji vytykaci konstrukce s podmétem jako vytcenym ¢Clenem.

V norstiné konstrukce s vyt¢enym pifedmétem odpovidala spiSe anglické nevytykaci
konstrukci s predmétem ve své kanonické pozici. Anglicka vytykaci konstrukce

s ptislovecnym urcenim jako vyt¢enym Clenem zase ¢asto odpovidala norské
nevytykaci konstrukei s ptislove¢nym ur¢enim na pocatku véty. Norské vytykaci
konstrukce odpovidaly pomérné ¢asto anglickym identifikacnim strukturam (12%
norskych piikladit).

Zajimava je kategorie jinych konstrukci. Tyto konstrukce byly velmi

podobné v obou jazycich. Spravna distribuce komunika¢niho dynamismu je dosaZena

77



piedevsim slovosledem (rod Cinny se zméni v trpny a naopak, vybér jiného slovesa

apod.) nebo riznymi vytykacimi a temporalnimi ¢asticemi.
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8. Appendix

1. Tak ptiSel Antonin Karas, zednik z Horni Snézné, v podjaii roku 1862 k cirkusu. (EBc: 20)
la. So it was that Antonin Karas, mason from Horni Sneznd, entered the circus in the spring
of 1862. (EBe: 17)

1b. Slik var det det gikk til at Antonin Karas, murer fra Horni Snezna, kom til sirkuset varen
1862. (EBn: 20) (lit. So was it it happened that Antonin Karas, mason from Horni Snezna,
came to the circus spring 1862.)

1. Adjunct (manner).

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context dependent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: summarizing function.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.

2. Ale zdalo se to vysilujici putovani Malou Asii byt bez konce a v nékterych vozech se uz i
ozvalo reptani, Ze vSecko jesté cestou zahyne, jen aby si patron dovezl plukovnické gat¢.
Nejvice energie méli v téch dnech AneZka a slon Bingo. Anezka, vSecka vyhubla vedry a
namahou, objizdéla na svém Pompovi celou karavanu, pomahala u kazdého zavazlého vozu
[...] Slon Bingo Sel vytrvalym klidnym chodem uprostted karavany ... (EBc: 41)

2a. But this exhausting journey across Asia Minor seemed to have no end, and in some of the
wagons they began to grumble that they would all perish on the way, “and all just because the
director had wanted his Persian colonel’s uniform.” During these days it was Anna and the
elephant Bingo who had the most energy. Anna, wasted from the heat and exertion, rode back
and forth on her Pompon along the whole caravan, helped at each bogged-down wagon [...]
The elephant Bingo walked with his steady, peaceful gait in the middle of the caravan; ...
(EBe: 42)

2b. I denne tiden var det Anna og elefanten Bingo som hadde mest energi. (lit. In this time
was it Anna and the elephant Bingo who had most energy.) (EBn: 41)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
independent. Fronted adjunct. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: topic launching.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.

3. ,,Tak co, poftidil, potidil? ptala se pani Langermannova. ,,Pofidil [...] ,,Tak co jste to tedy
piinesl a co to ma s tim slonem?* (EBc: 49-50)

3a. “I found it. [...] “What is it you’ve got, and what’s this about an elephant? (EBe: 52)
3b.”Hva er det for slags arbeid de har fatt, og hva er dette med elefanten for noe?” (lit. What
is it kind of work you have got, and what is this with the elephant?) (EBn: 49)

1. Object.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question, FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.

4. Jarni hry do dilku vynesly mu vzdy nejvétsi zasobu vyhranych fazoli a kuli¢ek. Prvni véd¢l
o mladych tuhycich v trni a o vosich hnizdech na polni mezi. Vasek si mezi ostatnimi
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vymyslil, jak se ptes ramena druh¢ho dostat do previslych vétvi farské zahrady a od humen
sklizet tak prvni tfe$n€ a hrusky. (EBc: 59)

4a. The spring games in the hollows always brought him the biggest stock of beans and
marbles. He first knew of the young magpies in the thornbushes, and of the wasps’ nests in
the fields. It was Vasek who, among all the others, discovered how they could climb up on
each other’s shoulders and get into the priest’s garden to pick the first cherries and pears.
(EBe: 63-64)

4b. Det var Vasek som blant alle de andre oppdaget hvordan de kunne klatre opp pa skuldrene
til hverandre og komme inn 1 prestens hage og plukke de forste kirsebarene og parene.

(EBn: 59) (lit. It was Vasek who among all the others discovered how they could climb up on
the shoulders of each other and come in the priest’s garden and pick the first cherries and
pears.)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: selection.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.

5. Na koukani vSak nebylo kdy. Zvifectvo kolem dokola se dovolavalo snidané. Karas se
vratil do staji, kon€ mu byli pfece jen ze vSeho nejblizsi a nejmilejSi. Pomahal je krmit a
vynaset o nich hniij, pak se ucil spravné kon¢ vykartaovat a Cistit jim kopyta. (EBc: 64)

5a. But there was no time for dawdling. All round him the animals were impatient for their
breakfast. Karas turned back to the stables; it was the horses, after all, that were nearest and
dearest to him. He helped to feed them and carried away manure. Then someone named Hans
taught him how to curry a horse correctly and clean its hoofs. (EBe: 69)

5b. ... nér alt kom til alt, var det hestene som var narest og kjerest for ham. (EBn: 63) (lit. ...
after all, was it the horses that were nearest and dearest for him.)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: topic launching.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.

6. Byly to véci, o kterych se vypravély celé legendy; jedna z nich se tykala 1 Cirkusu
Humberto, jeZ si nadporucik baron Schonstein objednal ze Lvova ke zvlastnimu vyjezdu do
Kolomyje a tam jej Ctyfi dny se v§im vSudy napajel a hostil.

Pak prtiSla ta nehoda v Mezdhegyesi: pii skoku na irské lavici padl pod nim hiebec Kolibri a
zlomil si patet a Schonstein byl potlucen tak, Ze ho osm ned¢l flastrovali a sadrovali ve
Spitale. (EBc: 123)

6a. There were events about which whole legends were told; one of them even concerned
Umberto’s Circus, which Second Lieutenant Baron von Schonstein had hired in Lwow for a
special trip to Kolomea, there to regale it for four days with food and drink.

It was after this event that the mishap in Mezdhegyes occurred. During a jump over an Irish
bench the stallion Kolibri fell under him and broke its spine, and Schonstein was so badly
crushed that for eight weeks they bandaged and plastered him in hospital. (EBe: 137)

6b. Det var etter denne begivenheten at ulykken 1 Mez6hegyes hendte. (EBn: 121) (lit. It was
after this event that the accident in Mezéhegyes happened.
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Adjunct (time).

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.

7. Viichni chvalili Karasovu zruénost a nejvice byl uchvacen Arr-Sehir, kdyz spatfil Bingovu
podobu. (EBc: 130)

7a. Everyone praised Karas’s skill, but it was Arr-Shehir who showed the greatest excitement
when he noticed the head of Bingo. (EBe: 146)

7b. Alle kom med lovord om Karas’ ferdighet, men Arr-Shehir var den som viste storst
betatthet da han fikk se Bingos hode. (EBn: 128) (lit. Everyone came with words of praise
about Karas’s skill, but Arr-Shehir was the one who showed greatest excitement when he
noticed Bingo’s head)

1. Subject

2. Focused element: context-independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context-
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: selection

4. Norwegian counterpart: pseudo-cleft (th-cleft).

8. Zkratka, Vasku, bi¢ musi za tebe mluvit, I say, a musi za tebe poveédét konickiim, co chces:
rychleji, pomaleji, neskékat nebo skocit ... (EBc: 157)

8a. “In a word, Vasek, the whip must speak for you, I might say, must tell the horses for you
what is it you want from them: faster, slower, jump or don’t jump ... (EBe: 175)

8b. ... skal fortelle hestene hva det er du vil ha dem til ... (EBn: 154) (lit. ... must tell the
horses what is it you want them to do ...)

1. Object.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.

9. Arr-Sehir rad vypravi; nau¢il se béhem let slusné némecky ... (EBc: 189)
9a. Vasek would sit happily, three yards above the ground, and dreamt of leading the sacred
elephant to Sonarpur on the Ganges, the great trading centre for elephants of which Arr-
Shehir has told him so often; for it was there that his father purchased Bingo many years ago.
Arr-Shehir loved to tell tales; in the course of the years he had learned to speak German fairly
.. (EBe: 208)
9b. ... for det var der hans far hadde kjopt Bingo for mange, mange ar siden. (EBn: 181) (lit.
for it was there his father had bought Bingo for many, many years ago.)

1. Adjunct (place).

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

Possible motivation: textual: identification.

Norwegian counterpart: cleft.

W
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10. Nejcastéji se mu naskyta Sedéplavy valach Ajax. Je o néco nizsi nez priomér ostatnich,
klidny a spolehlivy, ma pomérné Siroky hibet a padi manéZi v dokonale vyrovnaném pohybu.
Pro tyto vlastnosti jej Berwitz vybral k dalSimu vycviku Helen¢inu. V Hamburku méla
Helenka volno, ale ted’, kdyz se s baletni Skolou skoncilo, vraci se Helenka kazdé rano

k voltizi. (EBc: 219)

10a. He practiced most often with the light-grey gelding Ajax. His back was somewhat lower
and broader that those of the other horses, he was calm and reliable, and he paced the ring
with a perfectly even step. It was for this quality that Berwitz had picked him for Helen’s
further training. In Hamburg Helen had been excused from her circus lessons, but now that
the ballet school was over she went back each morning to practice vaulting. (EBe: 240)

10b. Det var derfor Berwitz hadde valt den til Helens videre trening. (EBn: 198) (lit. It was
therefore Berwitz had chosen him for Helen’s further training.)

1. Adjunct (reason).

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.

11. Za vélky jsem nesmél chodit do Skoly, a nedostalo se mi tedy pouceni o z&dném oboru
lidské ¢innosti s vyjimkou Zalafnictvi a masového vrazdéni. A to mé potkalo praveé v dobe,
kdy je ¢lovék s to nejvic pochytit, kdy vSude, kam pohlédne, nachazi n&jaké tajemstvi anebo
zéhadu. Nicméné prave tehdy za valky navzdory internaci se mi dostalo vzacnych ¢tvrtek
papiru a jesté vzacnéjSich vodovych barev. Barvy byly ty nejlacingj$i — jen dvanéct odstinti

v plechové krabicce. Ale brzy jsem pfisel na to, Ze se barvy daji navzajem michat. (IKc: 6)
11a. During the war I wasn’t allowed to do to school; the only branches of human activity |
learned anything about were penal servitude and mass murder. And this happened to me at the
most impressionable age, when one finds mystery wherever one looks. Nevertheless it was
during the war, when I was interned by the Nazis, that quartos of paper and a set of
watercolour paints first came into my possession. The watercolour were the cheapest kind —
twelve different shades in a little tin tray — but I soon discovered that the colours could be
mixed to make new ones. (IKe: 44)

11b. Men nettopp midt under krigen fikk jeg, tross interneringen, dyrebare papirark og enda
mer dyrebare vannfarver 1 hdnden. (IKn: 10) (lit. But right in the middle of the war got I, in
spite of the internment, precious sheets of paper and even more precious watercolours into the
hands.)

1. Adjunct (time).

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: topic linking.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, focusing adverb.

12. Jesté po valce jsem véfil, Ze se stanu malifem, tentokrate vice neZ domy — kaséarna se

z mého Zivota vytratila — mé zaujaly tvare mych spoluzacek. V nudnych hodinach obCanské
vychovy anebo zpévu [...] jsem pod lavici usiloval vystihnout podobu téch néznych stvoteni
[...] Portrétovani me¢ piivadelo do blizkosti bytosti, po nichz jsem nejvic touzil ... (IKc: 6)
12a. After the war, I still believed I would become a painter. The barracks had vanished from
my life, and it was more than buildings that attracted me now; it was the faces of girls in my
school. In social studies classes or during singing lessons [...] I tried, under my desk, to
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capture the appearance of those graceful creatures [...] Portraiture thus brought me close to the
beings for whom I longed ... (IKe: 44-45)

12b. Na var jeg ikke s interessert 1 hus mer (kasernen hadde forsvunnet ut av livet mitt), men
desto mer 1 ansiktene til de kvinnellige klassekameratene mine. (IKn: 10) (lit. Now was I not

so interested in houses more (the barracks had vanished out of my life), but even more in the
faces of my girl classmates.)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element — context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast, topic linking.

4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction.

13. Chvili pted pilnoci nahlédl do kuchyné, kterou jsem proménil ve sviij ateliér, miij bratr.
Byl o sedm let mladsi a jako budouci exaktni védec pohrdal uménimi. Kdyz vidél moje
zoufalé usili vecpat vazu na plochu, kde pro ni nezbyvalo misto, odstr¢il m¢ od platna,
narysoval na platno 1 na reprodukci ¢tvercovou sit’ a pak jeji policka zcela mechanicky
pfemalovaval ptisluSnymi barvami a tvary.

Ptistiho dne jsme daroval své divce kopii slunecnic a sklidil jsem pochvalu, kterd mi
nenaleZela. (IKc: 11)

13a. Shortly before midnight, my brother peered into the kitchen, which I had turned into a
studio. He was seven years younger than me and, as a future scholar of the exact sciences, he
had a contempt for art. When he saw my desperate attempt to force the vase on the canvas, he
pushed me aside, drew a grid of squares over both the canvas and the reproduction, and then
began, mechanically, to fill them in with the appropriate colours and shapes.

The next day, it was his copy of the sunflowers that I gave to my girl-friend. (IKe: 50)

13b. Neste dag forarte jeg kopien av solsikkene til venninnen min og hestet den beremmelsen
som ikke tilkom meg. (IKn: 16) (lit. Next day gave I the copy of the sunflowers to my girl-
friend and reaped the praise that did not belong to me)

1. Object

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, it has the highest degree of CD on “til venninnen
min”, but the translation corresponds better to the Czech original than the English
translation which adds the pronoun “his”.

14. Az minuly mésic me z niceho nic pozval dovnitt a pfedvedl mi svoje dilo. (IKc: 12)

14a. It wasn’t until last month that, for no apparent reason, he suddenly invited me inside and
showed me his work. (IKe: 51)

14b. Men i forrige maned inviterte han meg plutselig inn og foreviste meg verket. (IKn: 17)
(lit. But last month invited he me suddenly in and showed med the work.)

1. Adjunct (time).

2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, the highest
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, the focus on the adjunct is achieved by word order,
but there is no temporal adverb corresponding to “az”.
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15. Pfedstavuje si, stejné jako vétsina lidi, ze kdo stravi néjakou dobu ve vézeni anebo

v tdbote, uz se po zbytek dni, aspont v podvédomi, strachuje o svou svobodu.

Ve skuteCnosti tomu byva spiSe naopak — Castéji podléhaji strachu ti, kdo znaji v€zeni jen

z doslechu. (IKc: 82)

15a. She imagines, like most people, that anyone who spends some time in prison or in
concentration camps will spend the rest of his days, at least subconsciously, in fear of losing
his freedom.

In fact it is usually the other way around. Often it is those who know about prison only from
hearsay who fear it most. (IKe: 112)

15b. I virkeligheten er det snarere omvendt — de som bare kjenner fengselet av omtale, faller
oftere som ofre for redselen. (IKn: 100) (lit. In the reality is it rather the other way around —
those who only know the prison by report fall more often as offers of the fear.)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, it has a different distribution of FSP: “ofre for
redselen” has the highest degree of CD.

16. Ale nedokézal jsem piekonat vnitini odpor. To se Cloveék ma podrobit 1zivému obvinéni
jen proto, aby si v dan¢ chvili uSetfil neptijemnosti? Podrobim-li se ted’, jak se pozdé&ji
dovolam spravedInosti? Z mé nehybnosti mé vytrhla dcera, kyvla na mé, a kdyZ jsem se
naklonil do vozu, rozhodla se navzdory své nezletilosti mi zaseptat radu ... (IKc: 88)

16a. But I still could not overcome my feelings of resistance and disgust. Should one submit
to a false accusation only to avoid greater unpleasantness? If I acquiesced now, how could I
later ask for justice?

It was my daughter who snapped me out of my indecision. She had decided, despite her
youth, to whisper words of advice ... (IKe: 120)

16b. Datteren min rev meg los fra ubevegeligheten. (IKn: 107) (lit. My daughter tore me off
from the immobility)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, it has a different distribution of FSP: “fra
ubevegeligheten™ has the highest degree of CD.

17. Mluvili jsme dlouho, teprve o piilnoci jsem se dostal na palandu, ktera byla ze tii stran
obloZena knihami. (IKc: 98)

17a. We talked for a long time and it wasn’t until midnight that I finally got to bed, in a bunk
that was lined on three sides with books. (IKe: 131-132)

17b. Vi snakket lenge sammen; forst ved midnatt la jeg meg i keyesengen som var kledt inn
med beker pé tre sider. (IKn: 118) (lit. We talked long together; first at midnight lay I me in
the bunk that was covered with books on three sides)

1. Adjunct (time).
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2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adverb.

18. Zdalo se mi, Ze ti dva se dobfe bavi, ani nevnimayji trat,, ale najednou mij pfitel zavolal:
,,Vidite je? Ted’ si na né¢ mizeme houknout!

A ja si teprve v§iml, zZe u ptrejezdu, k némuz se blizime, stoji Zlutobile zihany viiz se zndmymi
a obecné vysmivanymi pismeny. (IKc: 101)

18a. It seemed to me that the two of them were enjoying themselves and not paying any
attention to the track, but suddenly my friend called out, “D’you see them? Now you can blow
your horn at them.”

It was then that I noticed, at the level crossing we were approaching, a yellow and white
automobile with the widely ridiculed letters on it. (IKe: 136)

18b. Forst né la jeg merke til at ved den jernbaneovergangen vi naermet oss, sto det en gulhvit
bil med de kjente og alment forhdnende bokstavene pa. (IKn: 121) (lit. First now noticed I
that at the level crossing we were approaching, stayed it a yellow-white car with the well-
known and generally ridiculed letters on.)

1. Adjunct (time).

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP (+ heavy object)

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, employs temporal adverb.

19. Teprve po letech jsem si pIné uvédomil tizivost a rozkladnou moc stavu, kde se ¢lovék
19a. It wasn’t until years later that | fully realized just how oppressive and destructive a state
is in which people are afraid to accept messages brought to them by a stranger. (IKe: 172)
19b. Forst flere ar senere ble jeg fullt ut klar over hvor trykkende og nedbrytende den
tilstanden er hvor man ikke ter ta imot en beskjed fra en fremmed. (IKn: 154) (lit. First
several years later realized I fully how oppressive and destructive the state is in which one not
dares to accept a message from a stranger.)

1. Adjunct (time).

2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adverb.

20. Musime si kone¢n¢ uvédomit, Ze v nebezpeci nejsou narody, nejsou ohrozeny jenom
svobody a préava, ale je ohroZen sam Zivot,... (IKc: 130)

20a. We must realize at last that it is not just nations that are in danger, it is not just freedom
and rights that are threatened, but life itself,... (IKe: 174)

20b. N& ma vi endelig innse at det ikke er nasjonene som er i fare, at ikke bare friheten og
rettferdigheten er truet, men livet selv,... (IKn: 156) (lit. Now must we finally understand that
it not is the nations that are in danger, that not just freedom and rights are threatened, but the
life itself....)

1. Subject.
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2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.

21. Ano, byly to trubiCky z letadla, trubicky, kterymi tekl benzin, a ja jsem az doma navecer
poznal, pro¢ tatinek mél z téhle kofisti takovou radost. (BHVc: 12)

21a. ...and that’s what they were, pipes from the aeroplane, the pipes the petrol flowed
through. It was only when we were at home that evening that I realized why Dad was so
delighted with this plunder. (BHVe: 8)

21b. ... men forst utpa kvelden skjonte jeg hvorfor pappa var sa glad over dette funnet.
(BHVn: 8) (lit. but first in the evening understood I why dad was so delighted with this find.)

1. Adjunct (time).

2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adverb, focusing adverb.

22. Ten cas jsme jesté bydleli za méstem, az potom jsme se piestéhovali do mésta ... (BHVc:
14)

22a. At that time we were still living outside the town, it was only afterwards that we moved
into it ... (BHVe: 12)

22b. Pa den tiden bodde vi fremdeles pa landet, det var forst senere at vi flyttet inn til byen ...
(BHVn: 11) (lit. At that time lived we still on the country, it was first later that we moved into
the town.)

1. Adjunct (time).

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct, FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.

23. Pak vzal pikslu se zadinou, oteviel okno a polsti rysoveé vietéli do kancelaie, rvali se ve
vzduchu, kdo mu sedne na rameno, a tak vSichni posedali po panu pfednostovi jak na néjaky
pomnik nebo kasnu, uklanéli se a lisali se k nému, docela ani nestali o zadinu, spiS jim $lo o tu
lasku, zobali mu tvéafe, ale tak néZné, jako by to byly jeho malinké déti. (BHVc: 22)

23a. Then he picked up the bow of feed-corn, and opened the window, and the Polish silver-
points flew into the office, fighting in mid-air for the privilege of sitting on his shoulders.
They perched all over him, like on a monument or a fountain, bowing and fawning on him,
but they didn’t care about the corn, it was love that mattered more to them. (BHVe: 25)
23b. ...alle strok seg sé kjerlig og innsmigrende mot ham at de helt glemte bort maten, né
gjaldt det bare & smiske mot stasjonmesteren,... (BHVn: 20) (lit. All rubbed themselves so
affectionately and ingratiatingly against him that they quite forgot the food, now mattered it
only to make up to him.)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.
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4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order.

24. ... a potom lokomotiva ostte sledovaného transportu se rozjizdéla podle toho rozstiileného
vlaku na paté koleji, oto€il jsem oc¢i, abych vidél, co tomu fikaji ti dva, a oni se na m¢ divali

tak, jako bych ja ten vlak rozsttilel. (BHVc: 28)

24a. ... and the next moment the locomotive of the close-surveillance transport was running
alongside the shot-up train on line number five. I swivelled my eyes round to see what these
two would say to that, and they were staring back at me as though it was [ who had shot up
the train. (BHVe: 32)

24b. ...som om de trodde at det var jeg som hadde skutt istykker toget. (BHVn: 26) (lit. ... as if
they believed that it was I who had shot up the train.)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.

25. Inzenyr Honzik se na mne dival a jeho o¢i byly plné smutku a zlosti, Ze v jeho useku se
mu zpozdil tenhle ostie sledovany transport. A zavinil jsem to jistojisté ja ... (BHVc: 28)

25a. Engineer Honzik looked at me, and his eyes were full of grief and anger because it was
in his section that this close-surveillance transport had been delayed. And it was certainly [
who was to blame ... (BHVe: 33)

25b. ... han var lei og sint fordi det var nettopp pa hans strekning denne spesialtransporten var
blitt forsinket. (BHVn: 27) (lit. ... he was sorry and angry because it was precisely in his
section this close-surveillance transport had been delayed. And it was almost certainly my
fault everything ...)

1. Adjunct (place).

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.

26. Inzenyr Honzik se na mne dival a jeho o¢i byly pIné smutku a zlosti, ze v jeho useku se
mu zpozdil tenhle ostte sledovany transport. A zavinil jsem to jistojisté ja ... (BHVc: 28)
26a. Engineer Honzik looked at me, and his eyes were full of grief and anger because it was
in his section that this close-surveillance transport had been delayed. And it was certainly [
who was to blame ... (BHVe: 33)

26b. Og det var ganske riktig min feil alt sammen ... (BHVn: 27) (lit. And it was almost
certainly my fault everything ...)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order.
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27. A okynkem ve sklepé€ jsem vidél, jak na peron vySel pan vypravei Hubicka, rozkrocil se a
dival se na nebesa, a dobie jsem veédél, Ze uz se tam nerozevira Zdenicka, nevystrkuje pies
cela nebesa zadnici, ale tiSe tam vjizdi nakladni vlak ... (BHVc: 56)

27a. Through the window of the cellar I saw Mr. Hubicka come out on the platform, spread
out his legs and look up at the sky, and I knew quite well that it wasn’t Virginia who was
spread out there now, jutting her bottom across the whole heaven; no, what was silently
approaching there was a goods train... (BHVe: 70)

27b. ...né var det ikke lenger Zdenicka han sé for sitt indre blikk, med enden i vaeret over hele
himmelen, nei, nd var det et taust, stille godstog... (BHVn: 58) (lit. ...now it was no longer
Zdenicka he imagined, with the bottom in the air across the whole heaven, no, now it was a
silent, calm goods train...)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast, topic linking.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.

28. ... dobie jsem to vidél dopiedu, tak jako on, tu zodpovédnost, jak to dopadne? a kdyz
dobte, tak co potom? Ale ja jsem na tohle nemyslel, ne ze bych to nedomyslil, domyslil jsem
to vSechno do konce, ale to uzZ mne nezajimalo, ja jsem se jen soustiedil na to, abych ukapl ze
semaforu piesné na ten vagon, aby cely vlak vyletél do povétii ... (BHVc: 63)

28a. Had I seen it for myself in advance, just as he had, this heavy responsibility for how the
affair would turn out? And even if well, what then? But it wasn’t of that I was thinking — not
that it wasn’t incumbent on me to consider it, right through the end — but now that had ceased
to interest me. I was concentrated all on this one consideration, that I should drop that thing
from the signal precisely into the one wagon which would ensure that the whole train should
be blown into the air ... (BHVe: 79-80)

28b. Jaja, selv tenkte jeg ikke sd mye pa det.... (BHVn: 65) (lit. Well, myself thought I not so
much on it)

1. Prepositional object.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast, topic linking.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, word order, slightly different FSP: focus on “jeg”,
corresponds better to Czech original (contrast “on” — “ja”).

29. Pak mi vypravci Hubicka podal ruku, studenou a vlhkou, jako by mi podal rybu. (BHVc:
66)

29a. Then dispatcher Hubicka held his hand out to me, cold and moist; it might have been a
fish he was offering me. (BHVe: 84-85)

29b. Sa rakte togekspediter Hubicka frem handen, den var kald og fuktig, akkurat som en fisk.
(BHVn: 69) (lit. Then held dispatcher Hubicka out his hand, it was cold and moist, precisely
like a fish.)

1. Object.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.
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4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order.

30. A tak jsem dopoledne byl poslan s koSem pro kvétiny, a kdyz jsem se vracel, vid¢l jsem,
jak penzista po ¢tyiech leze a hleda néjaky zakutdleny peniz, vlastné jsem si uvédomil na té
cesté, Ze jako Stamgasti sedava u nas také zahradnik a mistr uzenar a feznik a majitel parni
pekarny, ze vlastn€ se u nas schazeji ti, ktefi ndm dodavaji pe¢ivo a maso ... (BHKc: 140-141)
30a. Anyway that morning I was sent with a basket to buy fresh flowers and on my way back
I saw a pensioner crawling around on his hands and knees looking for some change that has
rolled away from him. It was on this errand, by the way, that I realized that the florist and also
the sausage maker and the butcher and the proprietor of the dairy bar were all among our
regulars. In fact, the same men who supplied us with meat and baked goods got together at
our restaurant ... (BHKe: 12)

30b. ...egentlig var det nettopp pa denne turen jeg ble klar over at bygartneren og
delikatessehandleren og slakteren og innchaveren av dampmeieriet ogsa var blant véare
stamgjester,... (BHKn: 16) (in fact was it exactly on this errand I realized that the florist and
the sausage maker and the butcher and the proprietor of the dairy bar also were among our
regulars.)

1. Adjunct (place).

2. Clefted consituent: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.

31. ... a pan Zivnostek, kterej myslel, Ze to jsou zuby z fabriky, na né dupl, ale az pozdé
poznal, Ze to jsou jeho zuby délany na miru, a to se zase smal zubni technik pan Slosar, ten
rad délal rychly opravy, na téch se vyd¢lalo nejvic, proto taky, ze jeho sezona byla, kdyz se
zaclaly stfilet zajici a bazanti ... (BHKc: 152-153)

31a. Mr. Zivnostek thought they were teeth from his factory and stamped on them, but them
realized too late that they were his own custom-made dentures, and then it was the dental
technician Mr. Sloser who had the last laugh. He liked doing rush repair jobs because they
brought him the most money, which is why his best time of the year was the start of the
rabbit-and-pheasant season ... (BHKe: 27-28)

31b. ...og da var det tannteknikeren Slosers tur til 4 le,... (BHKn: 30) (lit. and then it was
dental technician Sloser’s turn to laugh.)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context intependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast, topic launching.

4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order.

32. ...kolovala ta Utécha vdov kolem stolu, tak vichni se rozeivali a zase to honem zavieli a
podali dal§imu, a ja, a¢ jsem nosil pivo, tak jsem se nedozveédél, co to bylo za potéseni naSim
vdovam. (BHKc: 153)

32a. As the Widow’s consolation was passed around the table each of them would open it a

crack, hoot with laughter and then snap it shut and quickly pass it on, and even though I was
serving them beer, I never found out what it was that consoled widows. (BHKe: 28)
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32b. ...slik at jeg ikke klarte & finne ut mer om den gjenstanden som ble sagt & skulle troste
enkene vare; (BHKn: 30) (lit. so that I not managed to find out more about the object that was
told to console widows)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question.

4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order.

33. ...aja jsem pak slySel, no co jsem se chtél optat, ale na co jsem nemél odvahu se ptat, jak
to vSechno bylo dal? A zastupce to ekl sam,... (BHKc: 154)

33a. It wasn’t until later that I heard what [’d wanted to know at the time but was too shy to
ask: What happens next? The salesman answered in himself... (BHKe: 30)

33b. mens jeg snarere holdt pa & do av lyst til & sperre agenten hva som skjedde etterpa. Han
forklarte meg det selv,... (BHKn: 32) (lit. while I was almost dying from the will to ask the
salesman what happened next. He explained it to me himself.)

1. Adjunct (time).

2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking; syntactic: negative adjunct.

4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction; does not correspond to the original.

34. ... ve tfi snédl uz a vypil toho general tolik, Ze by to bylo pro spolecnost péti lidi [...] a tak
ve ti1 hodiny k ranu zacal byt opily a vytahl sluzebni pistoli a sestielil sklenku stojici na
okné... (BHKc: 179)

34a. By three o’clock in the morning [...] he had eaten and drunk enough for five men [...] It
was around three in the morning that he really started to get drunk and he pulled out his
service pistol and shot at a glass standing on a windowsill,... (BHKe: 62-63)

34b. ...og ved tretiden om morgenen begynte han & bli full og trakk frem tjenestepistolen og
skjot ned et drammeglass 1 slepent krystall som stod 1 vinduet,... (BHKn: 58) (lit. and around
three in the morning started he to be drunk and pulled out the service pistol and shot down a
crystal brandy glass that was standing in the window.)

1. Adjunct (time).

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adverb.

35. ... ausoudu litoval, Ze misto ramene nerozsekl ¢etnikovi hlavu 1 s pfilbou, protoZe ten
cetnik byl v posteli jeho pani v piilbé a s opaskem a pistoli..., a hlavné tenhle podomek si
vymyslel a fekl to $éfovi, ze ja jsem chtél po prazsky jezulatko ukrast ... (BHKc: 196)

35a. At his trial he said he was sorry he hadn’t split the gendarme’s head open helmet and all
while he was at it because the gendarme had been in his wife’s bed, with his helmet on,
wearing his holster and pistol. It was this same porter who invented the story that I’d tried to
steal the Bambino di Praga ... (BHKe: 85)
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35b. det var forst og fremst gardsgutten som hadde funnet pa at jeg villle stjele Jesusbarnet fra
Praha ... (BHKn: 77) (lit. it was primarily the porter who had invented that I wanted to steal
the Bambino di Praga.)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: identification, FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.

36. A tak kazdy ctvrtek jsem ted’ obsluhoval burzidny ja. Karel uz nepftisel. A tak jako vSichni
bohati lidé, tak 1 ti burziani byli hravi a veseli jako Sténatka, a kdyZ se jim povedl néjaky
obchod, tak dovedly utracet ... (BHKc: 206)

36a. Now it was [ who served the brokers every Thursday, because Karel never came back.
Like all rich people, the brokers were as cheerful and playful as puppies, and when they
closed a deal they would throw their money around ... (BHKe: 98)

36b. Na fikk jeg varte opp bersspekulantene hver torsdag. Karel kom ikke mer. (BHKn: 87)
(lit. Now could I serve the brokers every Thursday. Karel came no more.)

1. Subject

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast, topic launching.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adverb, different FSP.

37. ... aja jsem mu nalival...a za mnou stal vrchni hotelu Sroubek, ktery to zapomenul, a ja
jsem trnul, co jsem to vyvedl ... (BHKc: 217)

37a. Then I poured his wine. The headwaiter from the Hotel Sroubek was standing right
behind me. It was he who had forgotten to pour the Emperor’s wine and I was nervous about
what I’d done,... (BHKe: 111)

37b. ... og bak meg stod hovmesteren pa Hotell Sroubek, han som hadde glemt & skjenke vin
til keiseren ... (BHKn: 99) (lit. ... and behind me was standing the headwaiter from Hotel
Sroubek, he who had forgotten to pour Emperor’s wine.)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, corresponds better to the Czech
original.

38. ... ja jsem mél na sob¢ zase tu krasnou bilou kravatu s modrymi puntiky, ale ona se mi
divala na moje vlasy svétlé jako slamu ... (BHKc: 225)

38a. I was wearing that beautiful white tie with the blue dots again, but it was my hair she was
looking at, as blond as straw ... (BHKe: 121)

38b. ... men hun sé pa haret mitt ... (BHKn: 107) (lit. ... but she looked at my hair ...)

1. Adjunct (place).
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.
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3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, word order.

39. ...a docela zieteln¢ a slysitelné jste slySeli, jak ten kyslik smiSeny s ozénem vam protéka
zébrami, jak ty vaSe plice a Gtroby se zvolna napumpovavaji, jako byste, nez jste sem piijel,
neékdy dole pichly pneumatiku, uz davno jste ji pichli a teprve tady v tom vzduchu jste si ji
automaticky dopumpovavali na atmosféry, ve kterych se jede nejen bezpecnéji, ale i
piijemnéji. (BHKc: 234)

39a. and you could hear the oxygen mixed with ozone flowing through your gills, and your
lung and vital parts would gradually pump up, as though earlier, somewhere down in the
valley, long before, you’d got a flat tyre, and it was only now, in this air, that you’d got it
automatically pumped back up to a pressure that was safer and nicer to drive on. (BHKe: 131)
39b. ...forst né i denne luften ble det automatisk pumpet opp til det trykket man ma ha for ikke
bare & ferdes sikrere, men ogsa behagelig. (BHKn: 116) (lit. first now in this air got it
automatically pumped up to the pressure one must have for not only to drive safer, but also
agreeably.)

1. Adjunct (time).

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adjunct, focusing adverb.

40. ...¢i8nik v oddé€leni pét, kde jsem mél na starosti pét stold v poledne a pii veceii a pét
némeckych té¢hotnych divek, kdykoliv na mne zazvoni, abych jim pfinesl mléko, pohary
horské studené vody, tyrolské kolace nebo misy studen¢ho masa, a viibec vSechno to, co tady
bylo na jidelnim listku...

A ja jsem tady teprve rozkvetl, jak jsem byl dobry pii obsluhovani u Tichoty nebo v hotelu
Patiz, tak tady jsem se stal milackem téch t€hotnych Némek. (BHKc: 237)

40a. ...so I became a waiter in section five, and I had to cover five tables at noon and at supper
and serve five pregnant German girls whenever they rang for milk or cups of cold mountain
water or Tyrolean cakes or plates of cold cuts — anything that was on the menu, in fact.

It was here that [ first felt myself really blossoming. Though I was good at waiting on tables at
Tichota’s of the Hotel Paris, here I became the darling of the pregnant German girls. (BHKe:
135)

40b. Her blomstret jeg riktig opp. (BHKn: 119) (lit. Here blossomed I really up.)

1. Adjunct (place).

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adjunct.

vvvvvvv

Z Arijcti a jeho kulturniho poskoka Dr. Goebbelse. A pravé Goebbels prohlésil .... (JSc: 11)
41a. Red Music used to play (badly, but with the enthusiasm of sixteen years olds) during the

reign of the most Aryan Aryan of them all and his cultural handyman, Dr. Goebbels. It was
Goebbels who declared, .., (JSe: 10-11)
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41b. Det var dr. Goebbels som en gang sa:... (JSn: 9) (lit. It was Dr. Goebbels who once
said:...)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.

42. ... a Ze viibec nejde o ten akt, ale o zavazek, ktery predstavuje a jehoZ je sdm jen
dotvrzenim, dotvrzenim spolecenstvi, které¢ lidé uzaviraji proti zZivotu a proti smrti, jen
stigmatem stvofitelského ¢inu, ktery bych mohl vykonat, ale ja netouZil po tom ¢inu [...] ale
po tom t&le. (JSc: 58)

42a. ... and that it wasn’t really a matter of the act at all but of the commitment that it
represents, the act being merely a confirmation, a confirmation of the union that people
conclude against life and against death, just the stigma of the act of creation which, if I
wanted to, [ might perhaps bring off; yet it wasn’t that act of confirmation I yearned for [...]
but rather the body,... (JSe: 60)

42b. ... som jeg saktens ville kunne fullfore, men som jeg ikke lengtet etter. (JSn: 121) (...
which I no doubt could complete, but which I not yearned for.)

1. Prepositional object.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, FSP does not correspond to the
original.

43. Ale to prokleti se zeny pfesto zmocni a ona podlehne, jako vZzdycky podléhala a bude
podléhat, a z toho prokleti se rodi novy &lovék. (JSc: 66)

43a. But that damnation overcomes a woman all the same, and she gives in the way she’s
always given in and always will give in, and it’s of this damnation that a new human being is
born. (JSe: 68)

43b. ... og av denne forbannelsen fodes sé et nytt menneske. (JSn: 129) (lit. and of this
damnation is being born then a new human being.)

1. Adjunct (cause).

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent: highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, initial adjunct.

44. To je nesmysl, vykiikl jsem. To vam namluvil ten pitomec, ten uditel. (JSc: 77)

44a. That’s nonsense! I exclaimed. It was that idiot schoolteacher who made you believe that.
(JSe: 80)

44b.Dette er det den idioten av en leerer som har satt i hodet pd Dem. (JSn: 139) (lit. This is it
the idiot teacher who has put into your head.)

1. Subject.
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2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft, fronting.

45. Ale snad to byl Osud, ten mlynaf, mstitel, vladce, ptitel a pan — snad spravedlivy, ktery ji
[valeénou sekyru] vykopal v tom vlaku, ujizd&jicim $avnatym krajem... (JSc: 80-81)

45a. But maybe it was Fate, the miller, the avenger tyrant, friend and lord who provided the
means on that train rolling through the ripe August landscape.... (JSe: 84)

45b. Men kanskje var det Skjebnen, denne meller, hevner, hersker, venn og herre — rettferdig
som den vel er — som tok hevnen ut 1 dette toget som rullet gjennom ettersommerens
bugnende landskap... (JSn: 142-143) (lit. But maybe was it Fate, this miller, avenger, ruler,
friend and lord — just as he hopefully is — who took revenge in this train that rolled through
late summer’s ripe landscape.)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
independent. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. Czech original cleft.

46. U banatého kostela stal také pan Kana, hledél na mé (jindy, pred dvéma léty, tam stal pan
Vladyka a taky na mé hledél ... (JSc:: 109)
46a. Old Mr. Kana was standing in front of the church with the onion-shaped tower, watching
me (another time, two years earlier, it had been old Mr. Vladyka who had stood there and he
had watched me too... (JSe: 114)

46b. To ar tidligere hadde det veert herr Vladyka som hadde statt der... (JSn: 33) (lit. )

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.

47. ... byl mensi nez saxofon, ktery jsem stale drzel zpfima, ohbim korpusu na proslapaném
koberci (teprve ted’ jsem si viiml, Ze na ném byl vytkan méstsky znak ... (JSc: 124-125)

47a. ... smaller than the saxophone that I was now holding upright, the bend of the corpus
resting on the worn carpet (it was only then that I noticed that the carpet worn a woven design
of a city emblem ... (JSe: 131)

47b. Forst na la jeg merke til at teppe var vevd med byvapenet ... (JSn: 48) (lit. First now
noticed I that the carpet was woven with the city emblem ...)

1. Adjunct (time).

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adverb.

48. ... pro n¢ to snad spi$ piedstavovalo jisté nebezpeci (styk s nizsi rasou, anebo se to tykalo
jen pohlavnich styka? Téch jist€). (JSc: 145)
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48a. ... and it must have been more dangerous for them than for me, contact with a lower race
— or was it only sexual contact that was meant? Certainly that, at any rate. (JSe: 153)

48b. Eller gjaldt det bare seksuell kontakt? (JSn: 69) (lit. Or concerned it only sexual
contact?)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: contrast.

4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order.

49. Ale ja byl slepy, jenom ty Sachy a Sachy. Ignoroval jsem ji. A tak ona dostala takovy
napad. Zenska. Pofidila si $aty, vypadalo to jako $achovnice [...] Naja, fekl obr s protézou [...]
Byl jsem Svabskym pfebornikem, a o titul mistra Hessenska mé taky pfipravila zenska, fekl.
(JSc: 152)

49a. But I was blind, only chess, nothing but chess. And so one day she got an idea. Female.
She got herself a checkered dress, it looked like a chess-board [...] “Ja ja” said the giant with
the artificial leg [...] I was the champion of Schwaben. And it was a woman that kept me
from winning the title of champion of Hessen. (JSe: 161)

49b. Og tittelen for Hessen var det et kvinnfolk som hindret meg i & fa. (JSn: 75) (lit. And the
title for Hessen was it a woman that kept me from getting.)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft, fronting.

50. ... byl to pukly, zlomeny, rozedrany hlas; teprve o mnoho let pozdé;ji ptislo néco
podobného do médy jako chraplak ... (JSc: 163)

50a. ... it was a cracked, broken, tattered voice, a hoarse voice, it wasn’t until years later that
something similar came into style ... (JSe: 172)

50b. Forst lenge etterpa kom noe lignende pa mote ... (JSn: 86) (lit. First long after came
something similar into style ...)

1. Adjunct (time).

2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context dependent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adjunct.

51. Ale klamal jsem se: to, co jsem pojmenovaval lhostejnosti, byla ve skutecnosti zast’; jeji
davody mi unikaly, protoze se mi v mém rodiSti udaly véci dobré 1 zl¢ jako ve vSech jinych
méstech, ale ta za$t byla tu; uvédomil jsem si ji pravé v souvislosti s touto cestou ... (MKZc:
11)

51a. I had been deceiving myself: what I had called indifference was in fact rancor; the
reasons for it had escaped me, because here as elsewhere I had had both good and bad
experiences, but the rancor was there, and it was this journey that made me conscious of'it ...
(MKZe: 3)
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51b. Jeg var blitt oppmerksom pa det nettopp i forbindelse med denne reisen ... (MKZn: 5)
(lit. I became conscious of it precisely in connection with this journey.)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, focusing adverb.

52. ... zopakovat jsme si potiebovali jen to, ze jsme se nezménili, Ze jsme oba stale stejn¢ sobé
nepodobni (pfiCemz musim fici, Ze jsem tu nepodobnost mél na Kostkovi rad a Ze jsem s nim
prave proto s oblibou debatoval, protoze jsem si tak vzdycky mohl zbézné€ znovu oziejmit,
kdo vlastné ja jsem a co si myslim). (MKZc: 15)

52a. ... all we needed to repeat was that we had not changed, that we were as different as ever.
(I must say that it was our differences that endeared Kostka to me and made me enjoy our
arguments; I used them as a touchstone of who I was and what I thought.) (MKZe: 7)

52b. ...og da mi jeg for gvrig si at jeg likte denne foskjelligheten hos Kostka og at jeg sa
gjerne debatterte med ham... (MKZn: 11) (lit. and then must I by the way say that I liked this
difference in Kostka and that I so enjoyed debating with him...)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order.

53. ... jenomze ja se nebudu nikdy stydét za to, ze mam partaj rada [...] Pavel ma jiné zeny, uz
po nich nepatram, dcerka zboziuje otce, ma prace je uz deset let bezutésSné stejna, reportaze,
rozhovory, pofady o splnénych planech, kravinech, dojickach, domacnost je stejna beznadé;,
jenom strana se na mé nikdy neprovinila ... (MKZc: 25)

53a. ... but they’ll never make me ashamed of loving the Party [...] Pavel has other women, |
don’t even bother to check on them anymore, little Zdena worships him, for ten years now my
work has been hopelessly routine, features, interviews, broadcasts about fulfilled plans and
model barns and milkmaids, that and the equally hopeless situation at home, it’s only the
Party that’s never done me any harm ... (MKZn: 19)

53b. ... det er bare Partiet som aldri har gjort noe galt mot meg... (MKZn: 21) (lit. ... it is only
the Party that never has done anything wrong to me ...)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent; highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
independent. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: selection.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.

54. ... Ze vim, co je neStastné manzelstvi, ja pravé proto jsem piisnd na jiné, ne z nenavisti

k nim, ale z lasky ... (MKZc: 26)

54a. ... the only reason why I was so hard on others was that I knew what an unhappy
marriage meant, it wasn’t hate that made me do what I did, it was love ... (MKZe: 21)

54b. .... jeg setter store krav til andre nettopp fordi jeg selv vet hva et ulykkelig ekteskap er,
ikke fordi jeg hatet dem, men av kjerlighet ... (MKZn: 22) (I make enormous demands on
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others precisely because I myself know what an unhappy marriage is, not because I hated
them, but out of love ...)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order.

55. Uz se mnou nékolik mésicti nechodila, takze Zemankova pobidka byla vlastné zbytecna; a
ptece prave tato pobidka ji pfiméla k tomu, Ze zacala premyslet, neni-li kruté a neptipustné
vybizet nékoho, aby se rozesel se svym druhem ... (MKZc: 48)

55a. She had not seen me for several months, so Zemanek’s admonition was superfluous; yet
it was that very admonition that started her thinking about whether it was not cruel and
morally inadmissible to encourage a person to break up a friendship ... (MKZe: 44)

55b. ...men likevel hadde nettopp denne oppfordringen fatt henne til & tenke seg om, til &
sporre om det ikke var grusomt og moralsk utillatelig & oppfordre noen til & bryte med sin
venn... (MKZn: 44) (lit. But yet had precisely this appeal made her think, ask whether it not
was cruel and morally inadmissible to encourage someone to break with a friend...)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, focusing adverb.

56. ... nechal starosvata pronaset vSechny lidové obtfadné feci, ale peclivé z nich vyskrtal
jakékoli biblické motivy, ptestoze prave ony tvoftily hlavni obrazny material lidovych
svatebnich promluv. (MKZc: 51)

56a. ... he had that “patriarch” give all the ritual speeches, but purged them of all biblical
motifs, even though it was precisely on these motifs that the imagery of the old nuptial
speeches was based. (MKZe: 47)

56b. ... til tross for at nettopp de utgjorde det viktigste billedmaterialet 1 gamle bryllupstekster.
(MKZn: 48) (lit. in spite of that precisely they constituted the most important imagery in old
nuptial texts.)

1. Prepositional object.

2. Cleft constituent: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, focusing adverb.

57. ... ze je nikoli on mym, nybrZ j4 jeho stinem; Ze nikoli jeho je mozno vinit, Ze se mi
nepodoba, nybrz e nepodobnosti jsem vinen ja ... (MKZc: 54)

57a. ... that I was its shadow and not it mine; that I had no right to accuse it of bearing no
resemblance to me, but rather that it was I who was guilty of the non-resemblance ... (MKZe:
50)

57b. ... at jeg selv var skyld i ulikheten ... (MKZe: 51) (lit. that I myself was guilty of the non-
resemblance;)
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Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, focusing pronoun.

58. Piskl jsem na né, ale v té chvili se vyfitili z hospody tf1 jini vojaci (bez plasth v bez Cepic)
a rozbéhli se k nim. SlySel jsem vyhruznou intonaci otazek, jejichZ slova jsem nerozeznéval,
ale jejichz smysl jsem vytusil: hledali moji blondynu. (MKZc: 63)

58a. But the moment I whistled to them, three other soldiers (capless and coatless) rushed out
of the hall on their heels. All I could hear was the menacing intonation of their questions, but I
didn’t need words to guess their meaning: it was my blonde they were after. (MKZe: 59)

58b. ..de var ute etter min blondine. (MKZn: 62) (lit. ...they were after my blonde.)

1. Prepositional object.

2. Focused element: context dependent; highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, word order.

59. Ud¢lal jsem to a odchazel z dvora zpét na pettkovickou ulici.

A tehdy jsem poprvé spatiil Lucii. Sla pravé proti mné&; vchazela na dvir biografu ... (MKZc:
69)

59a. I did, and headed for the alleyway to the street.

And it was then [ first set eyes on Lucie. She was coming in my direction, in the direction of
the courtyard ... (MKZe: 65)

59b. Da sa jeg for forste gang Lucie. (MKZn: 68) (Then saw I for the first time Lucie.)

1. Adjunct (time).

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adjunct.

60. ... pro¢ jsem ji neminul a neSel dal? bylo to zplisobeno zvlastni loudavosti mé vychazky?
bylo to ve zvlastnim pozd¢ odpolednim osvétleni dvora, ze jsem piece jen zlstal jesté chvili
uvniti ného a nevychdzel na ulici? anebo to bylo v Luciing vzhledu? Ale vzdyt’ to byl zjev
docela obycejny, a 1 kdyz mé pozdéji prave tato obycejnost dojimala a ptitahovala, ¢im to, Ze
mné zarazila a zastavila hned na prvni pohled? (MKZc: 69)

60a. ... why didn’t I simply walk past her? was it because I was merely drifting aimlessly? or
because the unusual late-afternoon lighting in the courtyard held me back? or was it
something in the way she looked? But her appearance was utterly ordinary. True, later it was
this very ordinariness that touched and attracted me, but how was it she caught my eye and
stopped me in my tracks the first time I saw her? (MKZe: 65)

60b. ...og selv om nettopp denne alminneligheten senere rorte og tiltrakk meg,... (MKZn: 68)
(lit. and even though precisely this ordinariness later touched and attracted me,...)

1. Subject.
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.
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3. Possible motivation: textual: selection.
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, focusing adverb.

61. Potkali se tenkrat, Andy a ten ¢lovék ze sonderkomanda, tu stfedu, kdyz v plynové
komote néco selhalo? Rozhodné se potkali tady a ted’. (ALc: 88)

61a. Had it been that Monday when he had met that man? Certainly it was here and now they
had met ... (ALe: 76)

61b. De hadde i1 hvert fall helt sikkert mett hverandre der og da. (ALn: 60) (lit. They had at
least certainly met each other there and then.)

1. Adjunct (time).

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, word order.

62. Asi se bal miry jejiho odevzdani. Lidi se neboji jen malych a ubohych véci. Ty velké véci
bych nesrovnavala s penézi. (ALc: 95)

62a. Maybe he got scared by her devotion. It isn’t only the petty, miserable things that scare
people. The big things do as well as those that aren’t equated with money ... (ALe: 81)

62b. Folk blik ikke bare redde for smélige og lurvete ting, men ogsa av store greier. (ALn: 64)
(lit. People get not only scared by petty and miserable things, but also by big things.)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order.

63. Nebylo to jen jeji télo, na které se divala a jemuz naslouchala. SlySela sviij vnittni hlas,
sloZzeny z mnoha hlasti, zpévii 1 narka a ozvén. (ALc: 109)

63a. It was not only her body that Dita gazed at and listened to. She listened to a voice within
her, compounded of many voices and echoes. (ALe: 93)

63b. Det var ikke bare sin kropp hun iakttok og lyttet til. Hun lyttet til en stemme inne i seg.
(ALn: 72) (lit. It was not only her body she gazed at and listened to. She listened to a voice
inside her.)

1. Prepositional object.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast, FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. Czech original cleft.

64. Uvazovala o niti, ktera podivuhodné spojuje vSechno, co ¢lovek vid€l, slysel a prozil,

s tim, co od Zivota o¢ekava. [...] Co to je, co oboji spojuje? Minulost a pfitomnost s tim, co
teprve piijde? (ALc: 110)

64a. She thought of the extraordinary thread binding everything that a person has seen, heard,
and experienced with what that person expected from life. [...] What was it that joined the past
and the present with what was still to come? (ALe: 94)
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64b. Hva var det som kunne forene fortid og nétid og fremtid i ett eneste oyeblikk som dette?
(ALn: 73) (lit. What was it that could join past and present and future in just one moment like
this?)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question, FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.

65. Proc se vlastné tvrdi, Ze vSechny nevésty jsou krasné? (ALc: 116)

65a. Why is it that all brides are described as beautiful? (ALe: 99)

65b. Hvorfor heter det seg egentlig at alle bruder er vakre? (ALn: 77) (Why is it actually said
that all brides are beautiful?)

1. Adjunct (reason).

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
independent. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question, FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, focusing adverb.

66. ,,Mam strach, ze bych v nich vypadala moc sviidna.*

»Strach z toho maji princezny jako vy dv€, az po prvni nespokojenosti,” podotkla
Bohorodicka. (ALc: 117)

66a. “I’m afraid they’d make me look to alluring.”

“It’s only after the first disappointing experience that princesses like you two are afraid of'it.”
Brita observed knowingly. (ALe: 99)

66b. "Det er vel bare to princesser som dere som ville veere redd for noe sant, etter den forste
skuffelsen,” bemerket Brita megetsigende. (ALn: 77) (lit. “It is no doubt only princesses like
you who would be afraid of something like this after the first disappointment,” observed Brita
knowingly.)

1. Adjunct (time).

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft, meaning and does not correspond to the original.

67. ,,Ne,*“ fekla. ,,Nikdo nevi, koho bude potfebovat a kdo ho miize vytdhnout z bryndy.*
(ALc: 133)

67a. “No. Nobody knows who they are going to need, or when or who is it that can pull them
out of the mud. (ALe: 114)

67b. Ingen vet hvem de vil komme til & trenge og hvem som vil kunne trekke dem opp av
gjormen. (ALn: 89) (lit. Nobody knows who they are going to need and who will be able to
pull them out of the mud.)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question.
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4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft.

68. ,,.Byl bys radsi, kdybych micela, abys mohl taky ml¢et? Nic netikat?*

Nebyla to jen slova, po kterych se ji styskalo, ale i hlas, ktery si prala slySet. (ALc: 154)

68a. For him it was better to remain silent.

It was not his words she longed for. She just wanted to hear his voice. (ALe: 136)

68b. Det var ikke ordene hun lengtet etter & here. Hun ville bare here en stemme. (ALn: 106)
(lit. It was not words she longed to hear. She wanted only to hear a voice.)

1. Prepositional object.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent; Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. (the Czech original does not correspond to the
translations; there are probably different versions of the text.)

69. Horsi bylo, kdyZ mé poprvé ostiihali dohola. A Ze mé sttthal muz. (ALc: 167)

69a. It was worse when they first shaved my head bare, and that it was a man who did it.
(ALe: 153)

69b. Det verste var at de né for forste gang snauklipte meg, og at det var en mann som gjorde
det. (ALn: 123) (lit. The worst was that they now for the first time cut my hair, and that it was
a man who did it.)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.

70. Pro¢ kazdy, kdo néco udéla nebo néco hezkého prozije, hned mysli na to, jak na to bude
za rok nebo za padesat let vzpominat? (ALc: 168)

70a. Why is it that everybody who’s had some wonderful experience immediately starts
wondering how it will seem a year from now, how they’ll recall it in fifty years? (ALe: 154)
70b. Nar vi opplever eller gjor noe vidunderlig, hvorfor tenker vi da alltid pa hvordan det
kommer til & veere om ett ar eller om femti ar? (ALn: 124) (When we experience or do
something wonderful, why think we then always on how it is going to be in one year or fifty
years?)

1. Adjunct (reason).

2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft.

71. ... mam v timyslu podniknout — jestli to pijde — urcity krok (pozval jsem v té véci
obhajce). Chci to udélat predevsim kviili svému dobrému pocitu — Ze jsem to byl ja, kdo
udé¢lal za celou véci tu spravnou tecku. (VHc: 25)

71a. ... there is a step I intend to take, if I can (I’ve asked my lawyer in for consultation),
mainly for the sake of my own feelings; I’d like to think it was I who brought the whole
matter to a proper conclusion. (VHe: 38)
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71b. ... for at den ikke skal gjore det, akter jeg — hvis det gér — & foreta et viss skritt (og i den
anledning har jeg bedt forsvareren om & komme hit). Jeg vil gjore det forst og fremst form
min egen sjelefreds skyld — at det var jeg som satte det riktige punktum for hele saken. (VHn:
29) (lit. ...that it was I who put the right full stop for the whole matter.)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. Czech original cleft.

72. Kdyz na mne padéa beznad¢j, joguji — a pomdha to. Deprimuji mne mali¢kosti — nikoli
celkova situace. (VHc: 47)

72a. When hopelessness comes over me, I do yoga and it helps. It’s the trivial details that
depress me, never the general situation. (VHe: 57)

72b. Det er smating som deprimerer meg — ikke situasjonen i sin helhet. (VHn: 47) (lit. It is
little things that depress me — not the situation as a whole.)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.

73. Velmi mne potéSily zpravy o uspéchu mych aktovek ve Francii. Jen mne trochu mrzi, Ze
v$ude hraji pofad jen ty aktovky a nikdo si nevzpomene na Zebrackou operu, natoz na Horsky
hotel. (VHc: 71)

73a. I was delighted by the news that my one-acters were a success in France, though I’'m a
little disappointed that it’s always the one-acters that seem to get performed everywhere,
while no one remembers The Beggar’s Opera, not to mention The Mountain Hotel. (VHe: 84)
73b. Det ergrer meg bare at man overalt stadig spiller bare disse enakterne og ingen tenker pa
Tiggeroperaen, enn si Fjellpensjonatet. (VHn: 71) (lit. It annoys me only that one everywhere
always plays only these one-acters and nobody thinks of The Beggar’s Opera, let alone The
Mountain Hotel.)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: selection.

4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order.

74. A pi§ hodné konkrétnich véci, 1 takovych, které Ti pfipadaji bezvyznamné — jen z mozaiky
zdanlivych bezvyznamnosti si tu mize ¢lovek vytvaret jakys takys obraz o situaci a atmosféie
venku kolem Tebe; vSeobecnosti toho ¢lov€ku moc nefeknou. (VHc: 71-72)

74a. And write as concretely as possible, even about things that seem meaningless. It is only
from a mosaic of apparently meaningless things that one can create an approximate picture of
the situation and atmosphere around you outside; generalities don’t say so much. (VHe: 84)
74b. ...her kan mann bare danne seg en slags bilde av situasjnen og atmosfaren ute omkring
deg ut fra en mosaikk, sammnesatt av tilsynelatende betyndingslese smating; generaliseringer
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sier oss ikke mye. (VHn: 71) (lit. ...here can one only form a kind of picture of the situation
and the atmosphere outside around you from a mosaic made up of apparently meaningless
little things; generalisations tell us not much.)

1. Adjunct (source).

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast; syntactic: negative adjunct (heavy object and
adjunct).

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, word order, different FSP, highest degree of CD on
“ut fra en mosaikk, sammnesatt av tilsynelatende betyndingslese sméating”.

75. Mila Olgo,

jak vi§, nikdy jsem nepsal propisovackami, a proto jsem o nich taky nic nevédél a ani
nepotieboval védét. Teprve zde jsem pochopil, jaké jsou mezi nimi rozdily. (VHc: 80)

75a. Dear Olga,

As you know, I’ve never written with a ball-point pen and therefore I knew nothing about
them, nor did I need to. It’s only here that I’ve come to understand there are ballpoints and
ballpoints. (VHe: 91)

75b. Forst her har jeg forstatt hvor store forskjeller det er pa dem. (VHn: 79) (lit. First here
have I understood how big differences there are between them.)

1. Adjunct (place).

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adjunct.

76. Ale ja zacal vlastné nécim docela jinym: otazkou, zda ma vSechno smysl. Skutecnost, ze
posledni a rozhodujici odpovéd” mohu najit jen sdm v sob€, neznamend piirozené, ze bych se
nezajimal o to, co si o tom mysli ,,vnéjsi sveét™, nebo Ze by mne tento vnéjsi svét nezajimal.
V ném prece ziju, on mi mé moznosti vytvari, z jeho materie se strukturuji mé zivotni
alternativy a jedin¢ skrze n¢j se vztahuji 1 k tomu ,,vy$§imu‘ horizontu. (VHc: 90)

76a. But I began with something quite different: with the question of whether it all had a
meaning. That I can only find the final answer within myself does not mean, of course, that
I’m not interested in what the “external world” thinks of it, or that this external world does not
interest me. After all, I live in it, it shapes my possibilities, my own alternatives in life are
structured from its materials and it is only through the world that I relate to that “higher”
horizon. (VHe: 102)

76b. Jeg lever jo 1 den, den skaper mine muligheter for meg, mine livs-alternativer blir
strukturert av dens materie og bare gjennom den forholder jeg meg til denne min "heyere”
horisont. (VHn: 90) (lit. I live in it, it creates my possibilities for me, my alternatives in life
are structured from its material and only through it relate I myself to this my “higher”
horizon.)

1. Adjunct (manner).

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct; FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adjunct, focusing adverb.
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77. ... je lidska odpovédnost prave tim, ¢im se ¢lovék vymezuje vzhledem k univerzu jako
clovek, tedy jako onen zazrak byti, kterym je: na jedné strané teprve tim ohranicuje a
osmyslituje svou zavislost na svété, na druhé strané vSak — praveé tim — sam sebe definitivné ze
svéta vydéluje ve své suverenité a nezavislosti; (VHce: 135)

77a. ... human responsibility is precisely the agent by which one first defines oneself as a
person vis-a-vis the universe, that is as the miracle of Being that one is. On the one hand, it is
only thus that one defines and so infuses meaning into one’s dependency on the world; on the
other hand, it is only thus that one definitively separates oneself from the world as a sovereign
and independent being; (VHe: 146)

77b. ... pa den éne side avgrenser menesket med dette forst sin avhengighet av verden og gir
den en mening ... (VHn: 131) (lit. ...on the one hand defines man with this for the first time
his dependency on the world and gives it a meaning ...)

1. Adjunct (manner).

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct, FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, different FSP: “med dette” has very low degree of
CD.

78. ... na druh¢ stran¢ vSak — praveé tim — sam sebe definitivné ze svéta vydéluje ve své
suverenité a nezavislosti; (VHc: 135)

78a. ... on the other hand, it is only thus that one definitively separates oneself from the world
as a sovereign and independent being; (VHe: 146)

78b. men pa den anned side — nettopp gjennom dette — skiller mennesket seg na forst
definitivt ut fra verden i sin suverenitet og uavhengighet; (VHn: 31) (lit. but on the other hand
— precisely through this — separates man himself now for the first time definitively from the
world in his suverenity and independence;)

1. Adjunct (manner)

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative, FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, focusing adverb.

79. ... rozhodujici je tu prosté sam fakt této viry jako takové, tj. jako néceho ptivodniho,
prvotniho a svébytného, co tak fikajic predchazi svému objektu (pokud to vitbec néjaky
konkrétni objekt ma). Jinymi slovy: vira ozivuje sviij objekt, nikoli tedy, Ze by objekt daval
zivot vite. (VHc: 140)

79a. Genuine faith is original, primal and discrete; it precedes its object (if it has one). In
other words, it is faith that animates its object, not the other way around. (VHe: 151)

79b. Med andre ord: troen gir liv til sitt objekt, og folgelig er det ikke objektet som gir troen
liv. (VHn: 135) (lit. In other words: the faith gives life to its object and subsequently is it not
the object that gives the faith life.)

1. Subject.
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.
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3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, highest degree of CD on “sitt objekt”. Corresponds
to the FSP of the Czech original. Cleft is used in the second part of the contrast.

80. Neni ptitom vitbec dililezité, nakolik a jak Clovek o své vife premysli a zda si ji viibec
uvédomuje; podstatné je pouze to, zda, v jaké mite, jakym zptisobem a jak hluboko je

v utrobach jeho vztahu ke svétu a vSeho jeho pocinani zaklet pfedpoklad smyslu ¢i touha po
ném; smyslu jednotlivin 1 ,,smyslu viibec* (jako jediného a posledniho zdroje smyslu
jednotlivin), smyslu jako toho, co piesahuje vSechny relativni hranice prostoru, ¢asu ¢i
ucelovych (tj. relativistickych) lidskych kalkulaci. (Nebot’ jedin€ ohledem na vécnou —
absolutni — ,,pamét’ byti Ize vysvétlit vétSinu dobrych véci, jez lovek déla.) (VHc: 141)

80a. At the same time, it is not important at all how, and to what extent, you think about your
faith, or whether you are aware of it at all; the only thing that matters is how profoundly the
assumption of meaning, or the longing of it, lies dormant in the very bowels of your
relationship to the world and of all your actions. I mean both the meaning of individual
entities and “meaning altogether” (as the unique and ultimate source of the meaning of
individual entities), meaning that transcends the relative limits of space, time or utilitarian (i.e.
relativistic) human calculation. (For it is only in the light of the eternal, absolute “memory of
Being” that most of the good things one does can be explained.) (VHe: 151-152)

80b. Fordi mesteparten av det gode den utvirker for mennesket utelukkende kan forklares med
henblikk pa det evige — absolutte — "varens hukommelse”. (VHn36) (lit. Because the most of
the good it [i.e. the meaning] brings about for a man exclusively can be explained with respect
to the eternal — absolute — “memory of Being”.)

1. Adjunct (viewpoint).

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
independent. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct; FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, highest degree of CD on the same
element, but meaning does not correspond to the Czech original.

81. Pravdu mate, Ze byl také filozof — ptece nejsou filozofy jen profesofi, kazdy myslici

&lovék mé né&jakou svou filozofii ... (KCc: 165)

81a. You are right, he was a philosopher too — after all it is not only professors who are
philosophers, every thinking man has some philosophy of his own ... (KCe: 13)

81b. De har rett i at han ogsé var filosof. Det er jo ikke bare professorer som er filosofer, hvert
tenkende menneske har sin filosofi ... (KCn: 163) (lit. It is not only professors who are
philosophers, every thinking man has his philosophy ...)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft, focusing adverb.

82. To je to celé: to co vime, védet bezpecné a s jistotou, aspoii s veskerou jistotou té doby

dosazitelnou. Jak to fekl Aristoteles: ¢loveék od prirody bazi po poznani — ano ale bazi prave
po poznani jistém a bezpeéném. (KCc: 169)
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82a. That is the whole thing: what we know we know without doubt; and with certainty, at
least with all the certainty attainable at the time. As Aristotle said: man desires knowledge of
Nature — yes; but it is just that certain and sure knowledge that he desires. (KCe: 20)

82b. Dette er avgjorende: & vite det vi vet sikkert og bestemt, i hvert fall med den visshet som
for tiden er oppnaelig. Som Aristoteles har sagt: Det er naturlig for mennesket & strebe etter
erkjennelse — ja vel, men det er nettopp klar og sikker erkjennelse det streber etter. (KCn:
167) (lit.It is natural for man to desire knowledge — yes, but it is precisely evident and certain
knowledge he desires.)

1. Object.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.

83. Ano, historie poznani, ale historie vécna, ktera se d¢je stale a trvale. Ten konflikt vétivosti
a kriti¢nosti, mytu a védéni je dan nasi lidskou pfirozenosti; tim prekonavanim mytickosti je
charakterizovdno a definovano poznéani samo.

Poznani, prosim vas, to je stejné abstraktni slovo jako pifiroda nebo Zivot. KCc: (175)

83a. Tracing the history of knowledge, but an eternal history which is going on all the time,
and for ever. This conflict between credulity and criticism, between myth and knowledge is a
product of our human nature; it is by this conquest of myth that knowledge itself is
characterized and defined.

Knowledge! I ask you, it is a word just as abstract as nature, or life. (KCe: 32)

83b. Seiren over det mytiske karakteriserer og gir definisjonen av hva erkjennelse er. (KCn:
174) (Victory over the mythical characterises and defines what knowledge is.)

1. Adjunct (manner).

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking.

4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction.

84. Takzvané poznani citem byva prosté rozumové pozndni, ale provazené silnym citem.
Vzdyt je to praveé ¢innost vnimaci a rozumova, co dava citiim, vili a tak dale predstavitelny
obsah. Clovék chce néco, sméfuje k né¢emu. To néco neni vytvofeno citem ani chténim, je
dano pozorovanim, pfedstavovanim, zkusenosti, rozumem; to néco mtize byt spravné nebo
nespravné, mozné nebo nemozné ... (KCc: 182)

84a. So-called knowledge through feeling tends to be simple knowledge through reason but
accompanied with strong feeling. Is it not the perceiving and reasoning activities which give
feelings, will, and suchlike things, their imaginative content? The man wills something,
through feeling he aims at something. That something is not created either by feeling or by
will, it is given by observation, imagination, experience, reason: that something may be right
or wrong, possible or impossible ... (KCe: 45)

84b. Det er jo sansingen og den intellektuelle virksomhet som gir folelsene, viljen osv. det
konkrete innhold. (KCn: 181) (It is indeed perception and the intellectual activity that gives
the feelings, will etc. the concrete content.)

1. Subject.
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2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: topic launching.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft, focusing adverb.

85. Noetickou mystiku s racionalismem, a to s racionalismem radikalnim, spojil Platon a po
ném jini. Podle Platona smyslové nepoznavaji, jen rozum; ne zkusenost ... (KCc: 182)

85a. It was Plato who combined epistemological mysticism with rationalism, that is with
radical rationalism, and after him came others. According to Plato the senses do not
apprehend, only reason does that ... (KCe: 45)

85b. Noetisk mystikk forent med rasjonalisme, og til og med radikal rasjonalisme, er
karakteristisk for Platon og andre etter ham. (KCn: 181) (lit. Epistemological mysticism
united with rationalism, and even radical rationalism, is characteristic for Plato and others
after him.)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
independent. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: topic launching.

4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order.

86. Primitivové neznaji strachu ze smrti, sttedovek se ji nebal — teprve moderni Cloveék z ni
ma strach. Pfedné se vic nez n¢kdejsi Clovek boji bolesti [...] A druhé — mnohy moderni
Clovek se boji smrti, ze je ptili§ pozivaény — zivot mu neni velkym dramatem, chce na ném
jen jidlo a pozitek; je nevéiici,... (KCc: 195)

86a. Primitive races have no knowledge of the fear of death. People in the Middle Ages were
not afraid of it — it is only modern man who is frightened of it. Above all things he is more
afraid of pain that the men of old [...] And secondly — many a modern man is afraid of death
because he is too self-indulgent — life is not for him a big drama, all he wants from it is food
and pleasure; he is an unbeliever ... (KCe: 68)

86b. ... forst det moderne menneske har dedsredslen i seg. (KCn: 194)(First the modern man
has fear of death in himself.)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: topic launching, contrast, FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, focusing adverb.

87. Mluvite jako Ciry spiritualista; a pfece po cely Zivot jste bral na sebe jiné ukoly, aktudlni,
praktické, realni — ne nadarmo vam fikali realista. (KCc: 196)

87a. You talk like a pure spiritualist; and yet all your life you have been taking on other tasks,
actual, practical, real ones — it is not for nothing that they called you a realist. (KCe: 71)

87b. Tkke uten grunn er De blitt kalt realist. (KCn: 196) (lit. Not without reason are you called
realist.)

1. Adjunct (reason).

2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct.
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4. Norwegian example: different construction, passive voice (does not influence the
FSP).

88. — Tato laska byla ovSem i pied JeziSem. — Byla, ale JeZi$ ji dovrsil; pfiSel ,,naplnit zdkon*,
1 ten vSelidsky a odvéky zakon lasky. Historicky ¢in JeZisSiv je, Ze prvni jasné a piikladné
vymezil zboznost nejen jako pomér k Bohu, nybrz i k bliznimu. (KCc: 213)

88a. — This love, of course, also existed before Jesus. — But it was Jesus who consummated it;
he came to “fulfil the law,” also that universal and eternal law of love. The historical act of
Jesus consisted in the fact that he was the first clearly and by his own example to define
religiousness not only as a relation towards God, but also to one’s neighbour. (KCe: 101)
88b. Ja, men Jesus har gjort den fullkommen. (KCn: 213) (lit. Yes, but Jesus has made it
complete.)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: topic launching.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, different FSP.

89. Dnes politika a moderni stat zabira vSecky obory spolecenské spravy a usiluje tedy
prakticky o to, o€ filosofie usiluje teoreticky. V tom smyslu je rozumét pozadavku Platonovu,
aby filosofové byli vladci. (KCc: 247)

89a. Today politics and the modern state comprise all branches of social administration, and
so in practical ways they are striving for what philosophy does theoretically. It is in this sense
that Plato’s demand should be understood that philosophers should be rulers. (KCe: 162)

89b. Det er slik en ma oppfatte Platons krav om at filosofene skal styre staten. (KCn: 247) (lit.
It is like this one must understand Plato’s demand that philosophers should rule the state.)

1. Adjunct (manner).

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.

90. Statnik moderni musi byt kriticky, musi byt vzdélany a moudry. [...] Politik, ma-1i vést,
potiebuje znalosti lidi [...] A opakuju: knihy, vysvéd€eni nestaci, politik potfebuje zivotni
zkuSenosti; nestaci ani chytrost — jako ve vSem, 1 v politice zalezi na hodnoté celé¢ho Clovéka.
(KCc: 247)

90a. A modern statesman must be critical, he must be educated, and wise. [...] A politician, if
he is to lead, requires a knowledge of men [...] And I repeat — books, certificates are not
enough, a man of politics needs experience of life; nor is cleverness enough — as in all things,
in politics also it is the worth of the whole man that matters. (KCe: 162-163)

90b. I politikken som overalt ellers stilles det krav til hele personligheten. (KCn: 248) (lit. In
the politics as everywhere else demands are made on the whole personality.)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: summarizing effect.

4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order.
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91. ,,Potfebovala bych s tebou mluvit, fekla pateticky.

Pfesné tento pateticky ton uz nékolik let s hrizou ocekaval. (MKVc: 12)

91a. “I need to talk to you,” she said with heavy pathos.

It was precisely this pathetic tone which he had been anticipating with dread for years.
(MKVe: 4)

91b. Presis den samme patetiske tonen hadde han ventet pa med gru i flere ar allerede.
(MKVn: 8) (lit. Precisely the same pathetic tome had he waited for with fear for several years
already.)

1. Object.

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, fronting, focusing adverb.

92. ,,Kdyz jdes k Zenég, vezmi si bic, citoval Nietzscheho, z jehoz dila znal prave jen tuto
vetu.

,2Hochu drahej,” povzdechl si Klima, ,,bi¢ si na m¢ vzala ona.” (MKVc: 19)

92a. “When dealing with women, bring your whip,” he cited Nietzsche, a philosopher whose
other utterances were totally unknown to him.

“My dear fellow.” sighed Klima, “unfortunately it’s not I who has the whip hand, but that
woman.” (MKVe: 10)

92b. ”pisken er det hun som kommer til meg med.” (MKVn: 14) (lit. ...whip is it she that
comes to me with.)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft, fronting.

93. I kdyz byla Kamila Klimova mnohem vic krasnad nez nemocna, pfece jen nemocna byla.
Kwviili $patnému zdravi musila zanechat pied nékolika lety pévecké drahy, ktera ji pfedtim
piivedla do néaruce jejimu dneSnimu muzi.

Krasna mladé pani zvykld na obdiv mé¢la nahle hlavu plnou nemocni¢ni karbolové viing.
Zdalo se ji, Ze mezi jejim a manZelovym svétem se ted’ rozprostira devét pohoti. (MKVc: 22)
93a. Even though Mrs. Klima’s great beauty far outweighed her poor health, she was
nonetheless sickly. It was her precarious health that had forced her to give up a singing career,
a career which had led her into the arms of the man who was to become her husband.

After her illness struck, the beautiful young woman so accustomed to admiration suddenly
found herself in a dreary world reeking of boredom and disinfectant, a world oceans away
from the glittering one she and her husband had been sharing. (MKVe: 12)

93b. For den dérlige helsens skyld matte hun for noen ar siden oppgi sin sanger-karriére,...
(MKVn: 17) (Iit. For the sake of the bad health had she to for several years ago give up her
singing career ...)

1. Subject.
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.
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3. Possible motivation: textual: topic launching.
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order.

94. Kdyz tehdy Klima vidé€l jeji smutnou tvat, rozdiralo mu to srdce [...] Vzdyt jen ve
chvilich, kdy se zhlizel v jeji bolestné tvari, mohla si byt jakz takz jista, Ze s ni v jeho hlave
nesoupeti Zadna jind Zena. (MKVec: 22)

94a. Seeing her sorrowful face broke his heart [...] After all, it was only when she saw him
gazing into her pained face that she could be reasonably sure his mind was on no other
woman. (MKVe: 12)

94b. For bare i stunder da han speilte seg 1 hennes sorgfulle ansikt, kunne hun til en viss grad
veare sikker pé at ingen annen kvinne rivaliserte med henne inne i hodet hans. (MKVn: 17)
(lit. Because only in moments when he mirrored himself in her sorrowful face, could she to a
certain degree be sure that no other woman rivalled with her in his head.)

1. Adjunct (time).

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adverb, focusing adverb.

95. ,.ten obraz, na ktery se divate, tu posledné nebyl.*

Ted’ si teprve trumpetista v§iml obrazu, na némz byl namalovan vousaty muz s podivnym
bledémodrym kotouc¢em kolem hlavy, v ruce se §tétcem a paletou. (MKVc: 31)

95a. “That picture opposite you is new since you were here last.”

It was only now that the trumpeter noticed the painting, which showed a bearded man with a
strange, pale blue disk behind his head, holding a brush and a palette. (MKVe: 20)

95b. Na forst la trompetisten merke til bildet av en skjeggete mann med en merkelig lysebla
skive rund hodet, og med pensel og palett 1 hdnden. (MKVn: 26-27) (lit. Now first noticed the
trumpeter the picture of a bearded man with a strange pale blue disk around his head, and with
brush and palette in his hand.)

1. Adjunct (time).

2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context dependent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adverb, focusing adverb.

96. A o tom ditéti nechce mluvit, protoze pro n¢ho je dillezita Riizena, a ne jeji dité. (MKVec:
52)

96a. There was no point in talking about the baby, for it was Ruzena who was important to
him, and not her baby. (MKVe: 38)

96b. Om barnet vil han ikke snakke, for ham er det RliZena som er det viktigste og ikke
hennes barn. (MKVn: 46) (lit. About the baby wants he not talk, for him is it RliZena that is
the most important and not her baby.)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.
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97. ,,Nic neni trapnéjsi, nezZ manzelstvi, ktera vzniknou jen proto, Ze bylo omylem pocato

dit&.“ [...] Definitivni jistota, kterou ji dal pfedevéirem doktor Skréta, byla tak erstva, Ze si

s ni jesté nevédéla rady. (MKVe: 58-59)

97a. ”Nothing is more awful that two people getting married for no other reason than that they
slipped up and produced a baby [...] After all, it was only two days earlier that her pregnancy
had been confirmed and this certainty was still too fresh in her mind... (MKVn: 42-43)

97b. Den definitive bevisstheten som hun i forgar hadde fatt hos doktor Skréta, var s ny at
hun enna ikke visste hvordan hun skulle ta det. (MKVn: 51) (lit. The definitive knowledge

that she the day before yesterday had got at doctor Skréta was so new that she yet not knew
how she should take it.)

1. Adjunct (time).

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct.

4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, different FSP, corresponds better to the
Czech original.

98. Byl vSak tak zmaten, Ze neodchézel pry¢, nybrz zistaval stat u dveti snaze se pochopit to
divné svétlo. [...] ,,Ale kdepak,*“ odpovédél Bertlef a ukazal k oknu, odkud pted chvili vidél
trumpetista ptichazet zdroj modravého svétla. (MKVc: 63)

98a. He was bewildered, however, and did not leave but remained standing at the door, trying
to grasp the mysterious phenomenon he had just seen [...] “Not at all,” answered Bartleff,
pointing toward the window; it was from that direction that the light seen by the trumpeter a
while ago had seemed to emanate. (MKVe: 46)

98b. ... og pekte mot vinduet, hvor trompetisten for et eyeblikk siden hadde sett kilden til det
blélige lyset. (MKVn: 55) (lit. ... and pointed towards the window, where the trumpeter for a
moment ago had seen the source of the bluish light.)

1. Adjunct (place).

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: identification.

4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, corresponds better to the Czech
original, different FSP.

99. Obe¢ kolegyné se nemohly dockat, az se dovédi, jak dopadla v¢erejsi Rizenina schizka,
ale mély toho dne sluzbu na druhém konci 14zni a teprve kolem tfeti hodiny zastihly svou
ptitelkyni a zasypaly ji otdzkami. (MKVc: 82)

99a. Ruzena’s two colleagues could hardly wait to find out how her previous day’s meeting
had turned out, but hey were busy all morning in another part of the establishment and it
wasn’t until about three in the afternoon that they caught up with their friend. They
overwhelmed her with questions. (MKVe: 63)

99b. ...og forst litt for klokken tre traff de venninen og overeste henne med spersmal. (MKVn:
72) (lit. ...and first slightly before three o’clock met they their friend and overwhelmed her
with questions.)

1. Adjunct (time).
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2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adverb, focusing adverb.

100. Riizena chtéla byt nenapadna, a musila tedy zlstat stat a snazit se zachovat nenucené
vzezient: ,,Tak co chces,* zaSeptala. (MKVc: 84)

100a. Ruzena did not want to attract attention, she was thus forced to stay and to assume a
casual expression.

“What is it you want?” she whispered. (MKVe: 65)

100b. ’Sa hva vil du ha,” hvisket hun. (MKVn: 74) (lit. So what want you to have,”
whispered she.)

1. Object.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question, FSP.

4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, focusing adverb.

101. Cely svét na nesSt’astné mésto sbiral, ale hlavné se zvedli hambursti pani sami a usnesli
se, ze postavi vSecinko vSudy docela nové [...] Tehdy ptinesli Lannovi plavci na Budéjovicko
prvni zpravy o velké pracovni piilezitosti a z té€ oné vesnice se na jafe vypravila parta na praci
a na zimu se spokojen¢ vratila. Pak uz to byl pravidelny tah z PodSumavi na Hamburk a

z Hamburku domt. (EBc: 8-9)

101a. Hele verden samlet inn penger til den ulykkelige byen, men det viktigste var at
Hamburgs egne forretningsmenn tok fatt og besluttet & bygge alting pa nytt [...] Da var det
Lann-bredrene, sjgmennene, hadde brakt de forste nyhetene om den store sjansen til
Budejovice. Om varen dro en hel gjeng av arbeidere av garde fra denne ene landsbyen, og om
vinteren kom de tilbake og var fulle av tilfredshet. Litt etter litt ble det til en arviss
folkevandring fra Podsumavi til Hamburk, og fra Hamburk hjem igjen. (EBn: 8) (lit. Then
was it the Lann brothers, the sailors, had brought the first news of the great opportunity to
Budejovice.)

101b. Then the Lann brothers, the sailors, had brought the first news of the great opportunity
to Budejovice ... (EBe: 4)

1. Adjunct (time).

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft, initial adjunct.

102. ... vzal VasSicka za ruku a vykrocil doli na Bud¢&jovice. Moc penéz mu po vSech
trampotach nezbylo, sotva na cestu ... (EBc: 9)

102a. ... tok Vasek i Handen og satte kursen ned mot Budejovice. Det var ikke mange penger
han hadde igjen etter all motgangen, det var ikke mer enn at det strakte til reisen ... (It was not
much money he had left after the whole trouble ...) (EBn: 9)

102b. He hadn’t much money left after all his setbacks ... (EBe: 5)

1. Object.
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2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft, word order.

103. ,,V8ak jsem z lest.*“ ,,To jsem si prave fek. A natfit néco, omalovat?* (EBc: 12)

103a. Joss, jeg kommer jo fra skogen.” ”Ja, var det ikke det jeg sa? Og du kan lakke og male
ogsa?” (lit. Yes, was it not it I said?) (EBn: 12)

103b. “But I come from the woods.” “That’s what I said. And do you know how to varnish
and paint?” (EBe: 8)

1. Object.

2. Clefted element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: identification

4. English counterpart — pseudo-cleft (wh-cleft).

104. Ale na babu v kase musi$ od prvni chvile jen rucelibam, milostiva pani, poniZeny
sluzebnik, milostiva pani, a ona ti fekne kryskot, Anton, a ty ji fekne$ frkelckot, gnidige, a
budes to mit dobry, az budes potiebovat zalohu. Ona ma kasirka zaroven pro nas §it a
spravovat, ale ty musi$ dé€lat, Ze si to vSecko obstara$ sam, jen aby ti ptijcila jehlu s niti a
nazky. (EBc: 17)

104a. Men til dette kvinnekjonnet i billetluken ma du like fra forste stund si: ”Jeg kysser

Deres hand, madame”, ”Jeg er Deres ydmyke tjener, madame”, og sa sa svarer hun: ”Griiss
Gott, Anton”, og da sier du: ”Gud velsigne Dem, nadige frue”, og sé skal du se at hun alltid er
imetekommende nér du trenger et forskudd. Der er hun som skal sy og lappe for oss, men du
ma late som du vil gjere det selv, og gé og lane nél og trad og saks hos henne. (EBn: 17) (lit.
It is she who has to sew and mend for us, but you must pretend that you want to do it yourself
)

104b. She, the cassier, has to sew and mend for us, too, but you have to pretend to do all that
yourself ... (EBe: 14)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft, focusing by repetition of the subject.

105. Nato se s tim budes hrabat, 1 kdybys to umél, a ona vyskoc¢i, vyrve ti to z ruky a usije ti
to sama. Takhle se na ni musi, rozumis ...(EBc: 17)

105a. Nér du sa begynner a tukle omkring med nélen — og det er det samme om du kan sy — sé
spretter hun opp, snapper nal og tey ut av hendene pa deg og beserger hele syingen. Det er
sann du ma oppfere deg overfor henne, forstar du. (EBn: 17) (lit. It is like this you must
behave with her, understand you.)

105b. That’s the way you have to behave with her, you understand ... (EBe: 14)

1. Adjunct (manner).

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: summarizing function.
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4. English construction: reversed pseudo-cleft (th-cleft).

106. Jenom jsem ti chtél jesté fici: tady vliibec vSecko zavisi na tom, abys mél femeslo rad.
Lidi, zvifata, material, praci, vSecko [...] Protoze my jsme tu vSichni takova parta, od direktora
az po konaka, vSici na sebe odkédzani, rozumis, jeden na druh¢ho, vSecko to musi hrat a klapat.
Ale pak je to, chlapce, radost. (EBc: 17-18)

106a. Det er bare én ting jeg vil si deg: allting avhenger na av hvordan du liker arbeidet ditt
her. Folkene, dyrene, materialet, jobben — alt, forstar du [...] For vi er en eneste stor gjeng her,
fra direkteren og ned til stall-guttene; vi er alle avhengige av hverandre, forstar du: altsammen
ma passe inn i hverandre og klaffe. Men det er jo det som er moro, mann! (EBn: 17-18) (lit.
But it is it that is funny, man.)

106b. But that’s the joy of it, man. (EBe: 15)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent, Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: summarizing effect.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft.

107. Tak ptiSel Antonin Karas, zednik z Horni Snézné, v podjati roku 1862 k cirkusu. (EBc:
20)

107a. Slik var det det gikk til at Antonin Karas, murer fra Horni Snezna, kom til sirkuset
varen 1862. (EBn: 20) (lit. So was it it happened that Antonin Karas, mason from Horni
Snezna, came to the circus spring 1862.)

107b. So it was that Antonin Karas, mason from Horni Snezna, entered the circus in the
spring of 1862. (EBe: 17)

1. Adjunct (manner).

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause — highest degree of CD. Informative-
presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: summarizing function.

4. English counterpart: cleft.

108. Odpoledne tam stanul, vSecek uzasly, 1 jeho sedmilety Vasek. (EBc: 20)

108a. Og samme ettermiddag var det en fullstendig henrevet gutt, den syv ar gamle Vasek,
som sé sirkus for forste gang i sitt liv. (EBn: 20) (lit. And same afternoon was it a completely
fascinated boy, the seven years old Vasek, that saw circus for the first time in his life.)

108b. And that very afternoon, completely entranced, his seven years old Vasek saw the
circus too, for the first time. (EBe: 17)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest
degree of CD; Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: summarizing function.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft, word order. (The sentence is probably translated from a
different edition of the novel because the Czech original does not correspond the
translations.)

109. Luisa Bolierova byla nest’astnd, protoze otec Bolier mohutné pil a zvitata hladovéla.
Rodinu zivila vlastn€ matka jako vykladacka karet. (EBc: 21)
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109a. Louisa Bolier var ulykkelig fordi hennes far var dranker og dyrene gikk sultne. Det var i
virkeligheten hennes mor som underholdte familien ved & spé i kort. (EBn: 21) (lit. It was in
reality her mother that supported the family by foretelling from cards.)

109.b. Actually her mother supported the family by telling fortunes with cards. (EBe: 18)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. English translation: non-cleft.

110. Nacez se oblékl do fraku, piipjal si vSecky fady, uhladil stary cylindr a odjel za starym
hrabétem P., aby mu v mnoha krasnych a uhlazenych fecech vysvétlil, jaky spolecensky
skandal mlady hrab¢ zptsobil [...] Byl to patrné velkolepy vykon dédy Humberta, nebot’
zlstal u hrabéte P. az do réna... (EBc: 24)

110a. Deretter iforte han seg snippkjole, festet alle sine ordener pa brystet, fikk streket sin
flosshatt og kjerte av sted for & oppseke gamle grev P., og med mange elegante of velformede
setningfer forklare ham hvilken offentlig skandale den unge greven hadde avstedkommet [...]
Det ma ha vert en storartet forestilling bestefar Umberto oppferte, for han ble hos grev P. til
den lyse morgen; (EBn: 24) (lit. It must have been a great performance grandfather Umberto
made because he stayed with count P. until light morning.)

110b. Evidently Grandpa Umberto put up a magnificent performance, for he remained with
Count P. until morning; (EBe: 22)

1. Object.

2. Cleft constituent: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft, word order.

111. Clovék se tak ¢asto pokousi promluvit, ale sluchu nedojde. (IKc: 21)

111a. Det er sé ofte man forseker & si noe, men man nar ikke frem. (IKn: 27) (lit. It is so often
one tries to say something, but one reaches not forward.)

111b. One tries so often to speak, but it is not heard. (IKe: 62)

1. Adjunct (time).

2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft, word order.

112. Druidové — keltsti knézi, jak o tom svédci 1 Caesar, jenZ s Kelty po mnoho let bojoval,
povaZzovali za hiich a bezboZnost cokoliv ze svého védéni zaznamenavat pisemng. Co o nich
vime, zachovalo se diky jinym. Cizinciim ¢i nepiatelim, jako byl Caesar. To on
zaznamenaval, co se o Keltech tak ¢asto opakuje ... (IKc: 54)

112a. Druidene, de keltiske prestene — forteller Caesar — som kjempet mot kelterne 1 mange ar
— betraktet det som synd og gudles gjerning & bevare noe av sin viten 1 skrift. Det vi vet om
dem, er bevart takket vaere andre. Fremmede eller fiender sa som Caesar. Det var han som
noterte ned det som blir gjentatt sa ofte om kelterne ... (IKn: 68-69) (lit. It was he who wrote
down what will be repeated so often about the Celts ...)
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112b. What we know about them was passed on to us by others — by foreigners or enemies,
like Caesar, who also tells us what is so often repeated about the Celts ... (IKe: 75)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast, FSP.

4. English counterpart: different construction, different FSP.

113. Vzal krumpa¢ a jemnymi témét néznymi udery rozbijel tvrdy, udusany jil. On to byl, kdo
pohiebisté ndhodou objevil. Kdyz loniského jara bagr hloubil vykopovou ryhu pro zaklady
konstrukci, Vitek si v§iml, Ze se v odhrnuté hlin€ néco tipyti. (IKc: 59)

113a. Han tok en hakke og slo i stykker den hardtrampede leiren med lette, nesten emme slag.
Det var han som hadde oppdaget gravplassen forst. Forrige ar da gravemaskin holdt pa &
forberede grunnarbeidene, la Vitek merke til at det var noe som blinket i jorden som ble makt
unna. (IKn: 73-74) (lit. It was he that had discovered the burial ground first.)

113b. He was the one who had accidentally discovered the burial ground. (IKe: 81)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking, FSP.

4. English counterpart: reversed pseudo-cleft (th-cleft). Czech original cleft.

114. ,,PanebozZe, kam ty chodiS§ na ty svoje rozumy,* ozvala se Petra, jiz byly Vitkovy
rozklady urcCeny piedevsim. (IKc: 60)

114a. "Herregud, hvor far du altsammen fra?” sa Petra til slutt. Det var forst og frems henne
Viteks utredning var beregnet pa. (IKn: 75) (lit. It was primarily her Vitek’s explanation was
intended for.)

114b. Vitek’s remonstrances had been directed chiefly at her. (IKe: 82)

1. Prepositional object.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: selection, FSP.

4. Norwegian example: non-cleft, word order.

115. Pani Lida zatim pfinesla krabici a pak spolu s Petrou zaklekly do hrobu a po plastvickach
ukrajovaly hlinu. My ostatni jen pfihlizeli. ,,To zas bohyné¢ Matka,* vzdychla Petra, , citila, Ze
uz nam dochazeji sily 1 chut’.* (IKc: 70)

115a. I mellomtiden hadde Lida gétt for & hente en kartong, og sa la hun og Petra seg ned i
graven og skar bort leiren, skikt for skikt. Vi andre bare sa pa. ”Det var Morsgudinnen som
kjente at bade kraften og lysten véar begynte & ta slutt.” (IKn: 85) (lit. It was Mother Earth who
felt that both the strength and enthusiasm started to come to an end.)

115b. “It was Mother Earth,” sighed Petra. “She could feel our strength and enthusiasm
running out.” (IKe: 95)

1. Subject.
2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest
degree of CD on the object. Informative-presupposition type.
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3. Possible motivation: FSP.
4. English counterpart: non-cleft; two sentences.

116. Kdyz jsem si v albu pted spanim listoval a hled¢l na stroje odéné do barev, v nichz jsem
je na kolejich nikdy nespatfil, na lokomotivy s nadherné rudymi koly anebo s modrymi ¢i
zelenymi boky, zmocnovalo se m¢ nadSeni, a ja si predstavoval, ze jsem to ja, kdo se smi
dotykat tusenych tahel a pacek. (IKc: 78)

116a. For jeg sovnet, pleide jeg & bla i albumet, og jeg ble lykkelig henfort nér jeg sé pa
lokene, som var ifert farver jeg aldri hadde sett dem pa skinnene, lokomotiver med herlig rade
hjul eller bld og grenne sider, og jeg forestilte meg at det var jeg som fikk dra i de antydede
trekkstengene og spakene. (IKn: 97) (lit. it was I who was allowed to pull at the assumed rods
and levers.)

116b. And I imagined that I was the one who was allowed to move the rods and levers that
controlled them. (IKe: 108)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. English counterpart: reversed pseudo-cleft (th-cleft). Czech original cleft.

117. Ma sbirka byla uz témét plnd, v albu mi chybé€ly jenom dvé¢ karticky, dva portréty
rychlikovych lokomotiv [...] Udaje o nich jsem mél piedtistény ve svém albu, jakymi
uslechtilymi tvary se vSak vyznacovaly? (IKc: 79)

117a. Samlingen min var nesten fullstendig, det manglet bare to bilder i albumet, to portretter
av hurtiglokomotiver. [...] Opplysningene om dem sto trykt i albumet. Men hvilke edle former
var det som utmerket dem? (IKn: 97) (lit. But what noble forms was it that distinguished
them?)

117b. Their stats were printed in my album, but I had no idea what noble shapes and outlines
distinguished them from the rest. (IKe: 109)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft.

118. Vytusil jsem Iécku, kromé toho jako Saskové se chovali oni — nikoliv ja. (IKc: 85)

118a. Jeg ante en felle; dessuten var det de som oppferte seg som narrer, ikke jeg. (IKn: 104)
(I sensed a trap; besides was it they who behaved like clowns, not I.)

118b. I sensed a trap, and besides, they were behaving like clowns, not me. (IKe: 117)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
independent. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft, FSP slightly different. Czech original: similar FSP as
the Norwegian sentence.
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119. Nestranim se, pokud mize ¢lovék sam sebe posoudit, ze zbabélosti, rozhodné uz ne

z vypocitavosti, nemam prosté uz k té hie dosti sil, ¢asu ani schopnosti. (IKc: 85)

119a. Det er ikke av feighet jeg unnviker dette spillet, hvis man na kan vurdere seg selv, og
overhodet ikke av egennytte. Jeg har rett og slett hverken krefter, tid eller evner til & spille
dette spillet. (IKn: 104) (lit. It is not out of cowardice I avoid this game.)

119b. I don’t take sides. Not out of cowardice or calculation; it’s just that I have neither the
strength nor the time, nor the capacity for the game. (IKe: 117)

1. Adjunct (reason).

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: selection.

4. English counterpart: two sentences, non-cleft, the selection includes truncated cleft.

120. Rekl jsem, Ze nikdo z vozu vystupovat nebude, kli¢ky mu nevydam, na jeho jednani si
budu stézovat. ,,Kdyz klicky nevydate, budete muset s nami!*“ hlas mu znovu preskocil.
Neslo mi o klicky. Uz davno jsem pochopil, Ze clovek nesmi Ipét na vécech, nechce-li se stat
jejich otrokem. Ale jak je tomu s pravy? Nelpi-li €lovék na svych pravech, postupné se o né
ptipravi a stane se otrokem. (IKc: 87)

120a. Jeg sa at ingen skulle ga ut av bilen. Jeg hadde ikke tenkt & overlate ham neklene, jeg
ville klage over fremferden hans. “Hvis De ikke gir fra Dem neklene, ma De pent bli med
oss!” Stemmen slo over igjen.

Det var ikke neklene jeg brad meg om. Jeg hadde for lengst innsett at man ikke ma binde seg
til gjenstander, dersom man ikke vil bli deres slave. Men hvordan var det med rettighetene?
Hvis man ikke holder pa rettighetene sine, blir man fratatt dem litt etter litt, og da blir man
slave allikevel. (IKn: 106) (lit. It was not the keys that I was interested in.)

120b. I didn’t care about the keys. (IKe: 118)

1. Object.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast, topic linking.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft, word order.

121. Ten Cas jsme jesté bydleli za meéstem, az potom jsme se pirest¢hovali do mésta ... (BHVc:
14)

121a. P4 den tiden bodde vi fremdeles pa landet, det var forst senere at vi flyttet inn til byen ...
(BHVn: 11) (lit. At that time lived we still on the country, it was first later that we moved into
the town ...)

121b. At that time we were still living outside the town, it was only afterwards that we moved
into it ... (BHVe: 12)

5. Adjunct (time).

6. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

7. Possible motivation: FSP.

8. [English counterpart: cleft.
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122. Ale to je tim, Ze nic uz nad lidma neni! Ani Bah, ani mytus, ani alegorie, ani symbol.
Jsme na svété sami, proto je dovoleny vsecko..., ale ne pro m¢! (BHVec: 22)

122a. Det virker som om Gud er avskaffet forlengst. Hverken Gud, myte, allegori eller
symbol tror de pa. Det er bare vi som eksisterer her i verden, og derfor er alt tillatt. men det
gjelder ikke meg! (BHVn: 19) (lit. It is only we who exists here in the world ...)

122b. We’re on our own in this world so everything is allowed. (BHVe: 24)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. English counterpart: different construction, word order.

123.,,Co jen tak mohl pan vypravci délat se ZdeniCkou, co?* povidam. (BHVc: 23)

123a. ,,Men hva er det togekspediteren har gjort med Zdenicka?” sa jeg. (BHVn: 21) (lit. But
what is it the dispatcher has done with Zdenicka?)

123b. “But what can Mr. Hubicka have been getting up to with Virginia, then?” I asked.
(BHVe: 25)

1. Object.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question; FSP.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft, keeps modal verb of the Czech original but no focusing
device.

124. ... vidél jsem 1 pani pfednostovou za oknem kuchyné, méla o¢i oddélené mosaznou
ty¢kou, na které byly malinké zaclonky ... (BHVc: 27-28)

124a. ... jeg sa stasjonmesterfruen ogsa, der hun stod i kjekkenvinduet sitt, ja egentlig var det
bare gynene som syntes over den gardinkledte messingstangen ... (BHVn: 26) (lit. actually
was it only her eyes that looked over the brass rail with curtains ...)

124b. I saw the station-master’s wife, too, behind the kitchen window; her eyes were
separated by the brass rail on which the little curtains hung ... (BHVe: 31)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent; highest
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. English counterpart: different construction, corresponds to the Czech original;
Norwegian example has slightly different meaning.

125. ... a potom lokomotiva ostte sledovan¢ho transportu se rozjizdéla podle toho
rozstiilen¢ho vlaku na paté koleji, otoc€il jsem oci, abych vidél, co tomu fikaji ti dva, a oni se
na m¢ divali tak, jako bych ja ten vlak rozsttilel. (BHVc: 28)

125a. ... lokomotivet gkte farten langsomt, mens det toffet forbi det senderskutte toget pa spor
fem, jeg kikket forsiktig pa de to SS-mennene for & se hvordan de oppfattet det hele, da sa de
pa meg og det sa ut akkurat som om de trodde at det var jeg som hadde skutt istykker toget.
(BHVn: 26) (lit. ... that it was I who had shot up the train.)

125b. ... as though it was [ who had shot up the train. (BHVe: 32)
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9]

Subject.

6. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

7. Possible motivation: FSP.

8. [English counterpart: cleft.

126. Tak sedmy sloupec, sedmy foch, sedmicka jako u zidi. (BHVc: 28)

126a. ”Jaha, da kan vi jo si syvende rad, syvende hylle, hvorfor ikke ta syvtallet, det er jo det
jodene gjor.” (BHVn: 26) (lit. All right, then kan we say seventh column, seventh drawer,
why not take number seven, it is indeed it the Jews do.)

126b. All right, the seventh column, the seventh drawer, lucky seven, same as for the Jews.
(BHVe: 32)

1. Object.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
independent. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. English counterpart: different construction, corresponds better to the Czech original.

127. A oc¢i hejtmana se mi divaly na zapésti, tam, kde jsem 1 ja mél jizvu, rukév se mi svezl a
hejtman se dival na tu vyhojenou ranu ... (BHVc: 29)

127a. Kapteinen hadde hele tiden blikket rettet mot det ene handleddet mitt, det var jo der jeg
hadde et arr, det ene ermet pa jakken hadde glidd litt opp, og han sa stivt pa det helbredede
saret mitt ... (BHVn: 28) (... it was indeed there I had a scar ...)

127b. And the captain’s eyes were gazing now at my wrist, where I, too, had a scar; (BHVe:
34)

[

Adjunct (time).

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

Possible motivation: textual: identification.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft, English and Czech focus the subject, whereas
Norwegian focuses the adjunct.

(98]

128. Znovu vam tikam, pravil a otoCil se a prstem ukdzal na podpis vyhlaSky, sdm tenhle
ti8sky zmocnénec Danko prohlésil v Hradci, Ze nebude ani na chvilinku vahat! (BHVc: 37)
128a. Ja, jeg vet ikke for hvilken gang jeg sier det nd, sa han, snudde seg og satte fingeren pa
kunngjeringen, “den tyske representanten Danko, det er hans underskrift dere ser her, han sa 1
Hradec at han ikke ville nele et sekund ... (BHVn: 36) (lit. “the German representative
Danko, it is his signature you can see here, he said in Hradec that he wouldn’t hesitate a
second ...)

128b. I tell you again, he said and turned and pointed his finger at the signature on the
proclamation. “that Reich Plenipotentiary Danko himself announced in Hradec that he
wouldn’t hesitate for an instant ... (BHVe: 43)

1. Object.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP
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4. Different construction, English translation and Czech original do not include this
sentence.

129. ... to jednou bych se chtél v tom holubniku schovat a Skvirou se divat, co to tam pan
prednosta s témi holoubky vyvadi? (BHVc: 38-39)

129a. ...en gang kunne jeg godt tenke meg & gjemme meg det og skotte ut gjennom en sprekk
for & se hva det egentlig er han holder pd med sammen med dem. (BHVn: 38) (lit. ...what it
actually is he does with them.)

129b. Someday I should really like to hide myself in that pigeon-loft and watch through a
chink, and see what the station-master gets up to there with his pigeons. (BHVe: 46)

1. Object.
2. Focused element: highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context dependent. Stress-focus
type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question, FSP.
4. English counterpart: non-cleft.

130. “Kdo jede v ty drezing, nefikali?‘ optal se. (BHVc: 41)

130a. ’Sa de ikke hvem det er som er pa vei hit i dresinen?” spurte han. (BHVn: 41) (lit. he
asked)

130b. “Who’s travelling in that trolley, didn’t they say?” he asked. (BHVe: 50)

1. Subject.
2. Focused element: highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context dependent. Stress-focus
type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question.
4. English counterpart: non-cleft.

131. A $¢f me zatahal za pravy ucho a fekl: ,,pamatuj si ale taky, Ze vSechno musis vidét a
vSechno slySet! Opakuj to!*“ A tak jsem udiven opakoval, Ze vSechno budu vidét a vSecko
slySet. (BHKc: 133)

131a. Men sjefen fortsatte — na trakk han meg etter det hoyre eret: ’Men sa skal du ogsé
huske pa at du ma se alt som skjer og here alt som foregar! Sa, hva var det jeg sa?” Stum av
forbleffelse gjentok jeg altsd at jeg heretter skulle se alt som skjedde og here alt som foregikk.
(BHKn: 7) (lit. “So, what was it I said?”)

131b. Repeat after me. (BHKe: 1)

1. Object.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question.

4. English counterpart: different construction, meaning corresponds better to the Czech
original.

132. A tak jsem udiven opakoval, ze vSechno budu vidét a vSecko slySet. A tak jsem zacal.
(BHKc: 133)

132a. Stum av forbleffelse gjentok jeg altsa at jeg heretter skulle se alt som skjedde og here
alt som foregikk. Det var sann jeg gjorde min debut. (BHKn: 7) (lit. It was like that I did my
debut.)

132b. That’s how I began. (BHKe: 1)
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Adjunct (manner).

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

Possible motivation: textual: summarizing function.

4. English counterpart: reversed pseudo-cleft.

(98]

133. ... aja jsem Cistil popelniky a kazdej den jsem musel vycistit plechovy koSicek na horky
parky, protoze ja jsem roznasel na nddrazi horky parky, naucil me to ten pikolik, kterej uz
pikolikem ptestal byt ... (BHKc: 133)

133a. ... jeg vasket askebegrene, hver dag métte jeg dessuten vaske metallkurven til de varme
polsene som det fra nd av var min jobb & baere bort pa stasjonen, det var forgjengeren min som
hadde vist meg hvordan jeg skulle gjore det, han var ikke pikkolo lenger ... (BHKn: 7) (lit. ...
it was my predecessor who had showed me how I should do it, he was not busboy anymore
)

133b. ... I learned it from the busboy who was no longer a busboy ... (BHKe: 2)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. English counterpart: different construction, word order.

134. A tak jsem dopoledne byl poslan s koSem pro kvétiny, a kdyz jsem se vracel, vidél jsem,
jak penzista po ¢tyiech leze a hleda néjaky zakutéleny peniz, vlastn€ jsem si uvédomil na té
cesté, Ze jako Stamgasti sedava u nas také zahradnik a mistr uzenar a feznik a majitel parni
pekarny, ze vlastné se u nas schazeji ti, ktefi ndm dodavaji pecivo a maso ... (BHKc: 141)
134a. Utpé formiddagen ble jeg sendt avgérde for & hente blomster; og pé veien tilbake med
kurven fikk jeg @ye pa en pensjonist som 1a og kraop pa alle fire pa jakt etter pengestykke han
hadde mistet pa bakken, egentlig var det nettopp pa denne turen jeg ble klar over at
bygartneren og delikatessehandleren og slakteren og innehaveren av dampmeieriet ogséd var
blant vare stamgjester, at de som metter hos oss, egentlig var de som leverte oss brad og kjett
... (BHKn: 16) (... actually was it exactly on this errand I realized that the florist and the
sausage maker and the butcher and the proprietor of the dairy bar also were among our
regulars.)

134b. It was on this errand, by the way, that I realized that the florist and also the sausage
maker and the butcher and the proprietor of the dairy bar were all among our regulars.
(BHKe: 12)

5. Adjunct (time).

6. Clefted consituent: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

7. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking.

8. [English counterpart: cleft.

135. ... povidam, copak hledate, tatinku, copak? (BHKc: 141)
135a. ... sd jeg sa: ”Na, hva er det De leter etter da, bestefar? (BHKn: 16) (lit. so I said: “Now,
what is it you are looking for, grandfather?)
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135b. ... so I said, What are you looking for, old man? (BHKe: 12)

1. Prepositional object.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft.

136. ... a tak jsem se dostal az na posledni kvétiny ze zahrad a lucin a lesa, a zesmutnél jsem,
co budu délat v zim&? A pak jsem se Stastn¢ rozesmal, protoze v zim¢ jsou kvétiny jesté
krasngjsi ... (BHKc: 145)

136a. ... og til slutt hadde jeg tomt det siste reservelageret av blomster fra haven, engene og
skogen, og plutselig ble jeg sergmodig — hva seren skulle jeg gjore om vinteren? S& smilte jeg
lykkelig, for det er jo om vinteren man far enda vakrere blomster ... (BHKn: 20) (lit. Then
smiled I luckily because it is indeed in winter one gets even more beautiful flowers ...)

136b. Then I laughed and was happy, realizing that in winter the flowers would be even more
beautiful ... (BHKe: 17)

1. Adjunct (time).

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft, initial adjunct.

137. ... a agent prestal toCit a optal se, kolik myslite, ze jsem nakrajel toho salamu? A séf fekl,
patnact deka, a vrchni ekl jedendct, a co ty malej? zeptal se mne. A ja jsem fekl osm deka [...]
ale ten zastupce me pohladil, a tak krasné se usmal a fekl, ten hoch se strefil nejbliz ... (BHKc:
149)

137a. ... den handelsreisende slapp sveiven og spurte: Hvor mye har jeg skéret opp nd, vil De
si? Hundreogfemti gram, sa sjefen, hundreogti, sa hovmesteren — og du da, smaen? spurte den
handelsreisende, og uten & nele svarte jeg straks atti gram. [...] men den handelsreisende
klappet meg pé kinnet og sa med et vennlig smil: Det er guttungen som er na@rmest sannheten
... (BHKn: 25) (lit. It is the boy who is closest to the truth.)

137b. The boy came closest. (BHKe: 22)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: selection.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft.

138. ... ten rad délal rychly opravy, na téch se vydé€lalo nejvic ... (BHKc: 153)

138a. ... han tok seg med glede av ekspressreparasjoner, det var dem han tjente mest pé ...
(BHKn: 30) (lit. He took with pleasure care of express reparations, it was them he profited
most by.)

138b. He liked doing rush repair jobs because they brought in the most money ... (BHKe: 28)

1. Prepositional object.
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.
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3. Possible motivation: textual: identification.
4. English counterpart: different construction, word order.

139. ... na zadnou zkouSku nemusi, proto si vlastné nechal u tyhle firmy $it frak, protoze
vrchni nemél opravdu cas ... (BHKc: 154)

139a. ... uten a behove 4 la seg plage med alskens prever, det var forresten nettopp derfor
hovmesteren vér, som virkelig ikke hadde noen tid & miste, bestemte seg for & fa laget det nye
slippkjolen sin nettopp hos dette firmaet ... (BHKn: 32) (lit. it was by the way exactly
therefore our head waiter, who really not had any time to lose, decided to have made the new
coat exactly at this firm.)

139b. He didn’t have to go for a fitting, which was why he’d had his company tailor his coat
in the first place ... (BHKe: 30)

1. Adjunct (reason).

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP, textual: identification.

4. English counterpart: reversed pseudo-cleft.

140. ... az budu mit ¢iSnické zkousky, tak si necham ud¢lat taky novy frak u téhle firmy,
abych 1ja a maj trup se vznasel u stropu firmy [...] Casto se mi pak o tom zdavalo, jak ne ten
miyj trup, ale ja se vznaSim u stropu pardubické krej¢ovskeé firmy ... (BHKc: 155-156)

140a. ... nér jeg skulle avlegge kelnerpraven, skulle jeg ogsé fa sydd meg en ny snippkjole
der, slik at ogsé jeg og kroppen min skulle fa sveve oppunder taket hos dette firmaet [...] Jeg
dremte ofte om dette, og det var ikke lenger mannekengen min engang som svevet oppunder
taket hos denne dressmakeren i Pardubice, det var jeg selv,... (BHKn: 33) (lit. ... it was no
longer my torso that hovered under the ceiling at this tailor in Pardubice, it was me personally
)

140b. After that I often dreamed about how I personally, not my torso, was floating up there
by the ceiling of the Pardubice tailoring firm. (BHKe: 32)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft, focusing adverb.

vvvvvvv

z Arijcii a jeho kulturniho poskoka Dr. Goebbelse. A pravé Goebbels prohlasil: .... (JSc: 11)
141a. Red Music spilte (elendig men med tendringenes enthusiasme) under den mest ariske av
alle ariene og hans kulturelle altmuligmann Goebbels. Det var dr. Goebbels som en gang sa:...
(JSn: 9) (lit. It was Dr. Goebbels who once said: ...)

141b. It was Goebbels who declared ... (JSe: 10-11)

5. Subject.

6. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

7. Possible motivation: FSP.

8. [English counterpart: cleft.
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142. ... dole na zanedbané, pohiebni zahrad¢€ za hotelem, penzidnem, rekreacnim stifediskem
&i co to bylo. (JSc: 36)

142a. ... der nede 1 den vanstelte, kirkegardlignende hagen bak hotellet, pensjonatet,
rekreasjonsentret eller hva det n var det var. (JSn: 99) (... or what it actually was it was.)
142b. ... down in the desolate, funereal garden behind the hotel, the inn, that recreation centre
or whatever it was. (JSe: 36)

1. Object.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft.

143. NezaleZi na tom, jak se tomu tika, pravila. Ani Bih nemusite fikat. Na slovech nezaleZi.
Ale musite znat pravdu. (JSc: 42-43)

143a. Det spiller ingen rolle hva en kaller det, sa hun. En mé ikke engang si Gud. Det er ikke
ordene som teller. Men man ma kjenne Sannheten. (JSn: 105) (lit. It is not the words that
matter. But one must know the truth.)

143b. Words don’t matter. But you must know the truth. (JSe: 43)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft, different FSP.

144. ... ale jemu ta cesta a ta budoucnost nebyla souzena, protoze jemu také neslo o
budoucnost, ale jen o pfitomnost kratkého rekreacniho tydne, jen o oplzlou vzpominku, ktera
mu méla zistat. To ja mél jit po té cesté ... (JSc: 58)

144a. Men denne veien og fremtiden skulle ikke bli hans, for han interesserte seg ikke for
hennes fremtid, bare for denne ferieukens korte natid, for en liderlig opplevelse og det
sanselige minnet om den. Det var jeg som skulle g& denne veien ... (JSn: 120) (lit. It was I
who should go this way ...)

144b. T was the one who could follow that path ... (JSe: 59)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast, FSP.

4. English counterpart: reversed pseudo-cleft (th-cleft).

145. To je nesmysl, vykfikl jsem. To vam namluvil ten pitomec, ten u¢itel. (JSc: 77)

145a. Dette er vanvidd, utbret jeg. Dette er det den idioten av en laerer som har satt i hodet pa
Dem. (JSn: 139) (lit. This is it the idiot teacher who has put into your head.)

145b. That’s nonsense! I exclaimed. It was that idiot schoolteacher who made you believe
that. (JSe: 80)

1. Subject.
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2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Fronting. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. English counterpart: cleft.

146. ... a fekla mi Nezlobte se, ale mohl byste mi ukézat obcanskou legitimaci? [...] a
okamzité jsem veédél, Ze je to ucitel, ze ucitel ji ve svém bezmocném vzteku namluvil, Ze jsem
podvodnik ... (JSc: 76-77)

146a. Og hun sa, Ikke ta det ille opp, men kunne jeg fa se identitetsbeviset Deres? [...] Og jeg
innsa straks at det var leereren som i sitt avmektige sinne hadde overbevist henne om at jeg var
en bedrager ... (JSn: 138-139) (lit. that it was the teacher who in his impotent rage had
persuaded her that I was a cheat ...)

146b. ... and mstantly I knew it was the schoolteacher, that in his impotent rage the
schoolteacher had convinced her I was a cheat,... (JSe: 80)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP

4. English counterpart: different construction, two clauses, corresponds better to the
Czech original.

147. Ale snad to byl Osud, ten mlynaft, mstitel, vladce, pfitel a pan — snad spravedlivy, ktery ji
[valeénou sekyru] vykopal v tom vlaku, ujizd&jicim $tavnatym krajem ... (JSc: 80-81)

147a. Men kanskje var det Skjebnen, denne moller, hevner, hersker, venn og herre — rettferdig
som den vel er — som tok hevnen ut i dette toget som rullet gjennom ettersommerens
bugnende landskap ... (JSn: 142-143) (lit. But maybe was it Fate, this miller, avenger, ruler,
friend and lord — just as he hopefully is — who took revenge in this train that rolled through
late summer’s ripe landscape.)

147b. But maybe it was Fate, the miller, the avenger tyrant, friend and lord who provided the
means on that train rolling through the ripe August landscape.... (JSe: 84)

5. Subject.

6. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
independent. Informative-presupposition type.

7. Possible motivation: FSP.

8. English counterpart: cleft. Czech original cleft.

148. ... par asi tiicetiletych bezdétnych manzell, on technicky ufednik projekcni kancelare,
ona ufednice Statniho Ufadu statistické¢ho, zamlkly tovarni mistr, pasek, vedouci odévni
prodejny, jeho manzelka, ja a ucitel. A hrala se hra. Navrhl ji projek¢ni Gfednik a jeho
manzelka: ... (JSc: 81)

148a. ... et par barnlese ektefolk pa omlag de tredve, han teknisk tegner ved et
planleggingskontor og hun ansatt i Statistisk Sentralbyra, den famelte fabrikkformannen,
Jyplingen, sjefen for klesbutikken med frue, lereren og jeg. Vi lekte en lek. Det var den
tekniske tegneren og hans kone som foreslo den: ... (JSn: 143) (lit. It was the technical
draftsman and his wife who suggested it: ...)

148b. It was the idea of the draftsman and his wife. (JSe: 84)

1. Subject.
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2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: selection.

4. English counterpart: different construction, word order.

149. “Davejte spravny otazky, jo?*

Ucitel zrudl vztekem.

,.Copak nedavam?* (JSc: 89)

149a. ”Kom med noen ordentlige spersmal!”

Lareren ble rad 1 ansiktet av sinne.

“Er det ikke det jeg gjor?” (JSn: 151) (lit. Is it not it I am doing?)
149b. ”What do you think I am doing?” (JSe: 93)

1. Object.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question, FSP.

4. English counterpart: different construction.

150. Zase to zaprasténi, jako by se v ném pii kazdém shybnuti lamala kostra, roztfisténa
jakymsi dum-dum, na drobné kosti¢ky — ale ¢im vlastné drzel pohromadé? (JSc: 107)

150a. Igjen knakte det som om hele skjelettet hans ble brutt opp i smaknokler av en eller
annen dumdum med hver bevegelse — men hva var det da egentlig som holdt ham sammen?
(JSn: 31) (lit. ... but what was it then actually that held him together?)

150b. ...but what held him together then? (JSe: 111-112)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question, FSP.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft.

151. ,,Nac vy tolik potfebujete svobodu? zeptal jsem se ho. ,,Nac ji potiebujete vy? oplatil
mi otazku. ,,Jsem dévkart,* odpovédel jsem. ,,Nepotiebuji svobodu kviili Zenam, chci ji sdm
pro sebe,“ (MKZc: 14)

151a. ”Hvorfor har du sant behov for frihet?” spurte jeg. ’Og du selv?” sparket han ballen
over til meg. Jeg er en jentefut,” svarte jeg. "Det er ikke pa grunn av jenter, det er for meg
selv og meg alene jeg trenger min frihet,” (MKZn: 8-9) (lit. It is not because of girls, it is for
myself and me alone I need my freedom,”)

151b. “I don’t need freedom for women, I need it for myself,” (MKZe: 6)

1. Adjunct (reason).

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft, word order.

152. ... protoze kdyz jsem s nim, nemusim ménit své idealy a vkus, je obyCejny, prosty,
vesely, jasny, a to je to, co miluju, co jsem vzdycky milovala. (MKZc: 21)
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152a. ... sammen med ham behover jeg verken & forandre idealer eller smak, han er en vanlig
mann, enkel, munter, klar og det er det jeg elsker og er glad i, alltid har elsket. (MKZn: 16)
(lit. ... itis it I love and like, always have loved.)

152b. That’s what I love, that’s what I’ve always loved. (MKZe: 15)

1. Object.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: summarizing effect, FSP.

4. English counterpart: reversed pseudo-cleft. Czech original cleft.

153. ... Pavel je moje mladi, Praha, fakulta, kolej a hlavné Fucikiiv soubor pisni a tancti, dnes
uZ nikdo nevi, co to pro nas bylo, tam jsem Pavla poznala ... (MKZc: 21-22)

153a. ... Pavel er min ungdom, Praha, fakultetet, studenthjemmet og forst og fremst Sang- og
danseensemblet Fucik™, 1 dag er det ingen som vet hva alt dette betydde for oss, det var der

jeg ble kjent med Pavel ... (MKZn: 17) (lit. ... it was there I got to know Pavel ...)

153b. ... that’s where I met Pavel ... (MKZe: 16)

1. Adjunct (place).

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: identification.

4. English counterpart: pseudo-cleft.

154. ... zpivali jsme sovétské pisné, naSe budovatelské pisn€ a ovSem lidové pisné, ty jsme
zpivali nejradéji ... (MKZc: 22)

154a. ... sang sovjetiske sanger, sanger om bygging av sosialismen og selvsagt ogsa
folkesanger, det var de vi var gladest i & synge ... (MKZn: 17) (lit. ... it was they we were most
fond of singing.)

154b. ... and of course folk songs, we liked those the best ... (MKZe: 16)

1. Object.

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: selection.

4. English counterpart: different construction.

155. ... opisovala jsem mu ve volném Case referaty [...] naramné mu na nich zaleZelo, to vim
jen ja, jak mu zaleZelo na uspéchu jeho politickych vystoupeni .... (MKZc: 23)

155a. ... 1 fritiden skrev jeg av og mangfoldiggjorde de foredragene [...] han var seren sa
opptatt av dem, det er vel bare jeg som vet hvor opptatt han var av at de politiske innleggene
hans skulle sld an ... (MKZn: 19) (lit. ... it is actually only I who knows how cared he about
that his political appearances would be successful ...)

155b. ... only I know how much the success of his political appearances meant to him ...
(MKZe: 17)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent, Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.
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4. English counterpart: non-cleft, focusing adverb.

156. Vzdyt' co mi nakonec zbylo v mém Zivot&? (MKZc: 25)

156a. For hva er det egentlig jeg har igjen i livet? (MKZn: 20) (For what is it actually I have
remaining in my life?)

156b. What else do I have to live for? (MKZe: 19)

1. Object.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
independent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question.

4. English counterpart: different construction.

157. ... jenomze ja se nebudu nikdy styd¢t za to, ze mam partaj rada [...] Pavel ma jiné Zeny,
uz po nich nepatram, dcerka zboznuje otce, ma prace je uz deset let beztéSné stejna,
reportaze, rozhovory, potady o splnénych planech, kravinech, dojickach, domacnost je stejna
beznadgj, jenom strana se na mé nikdy neprovinila ... (MKZc: 25)

157a. ... men jeg for min del vil aldri skamme meg over at jeg er glad i Partiet [...] Pavel har
andre kvinner, jeg gidder ikke lenger & prove a finne ut hvilke, Zdena forguder sin far, mitt
arbeid har veert til kjedsommelighet det samme i ti ar nd, reportasjer, intervjuer, programmer
om oppfylte planer, om mensterfjos, om melkemaskiner og mensterbudeier, og hjemmet mit
er like haplost, det er bare Partiet som aldri har gjort noe galt mot meg ... (MKZn: 20-21) (lit.
... 1t 1s only the Party that never has done anything wrong to me ...)

157b. ... it’s only the Party that’s never done me any harm ... (MKZe: 19)

5. Subject.

6. Focused element: context dependent; highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
independent. Informative-presupposition type.

7. Possible motivation: textual: selection

8. Norwegian example: cleft.

158. ... to Pavel by mluvil jenom o sobé, ale to prave bylo legracni, Ze jsem u n¢ho byla celou
hodinu a o jeho tstavu jsem védéla tolik, co predtim ... (MKZc: 28)

158a. ... Pavel for eksempel ville bare ha snakket om seg selv, men det var nettopp det som
var sd komisk: jeg var hos ham en hel time og likevel visste jeg like lite som for om instituttet
hans da jeg kom ut ... (MKZn: 24) (... but it was precisely it that was so comical: ...)

158b. ... Pavel would have talked about himself the whole time, but it was really funny, |
spent a full hour with him and didn’t know any more about his institute than when I came.
(MKZe: 23)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft, no focusing device.

159. Rekla jsem mu, Ze proti tomu nic nemam, Ze jsem byla vzdycky vyznavackou radosti, ze
mi neni nic protivnéjsiho neZ vSechny ty modni smutky a chandry, a on mi fekl, Ze to nic
neznamena, co vyznavam, ze vyznavaci radosti byvaji vétSinou ti nejsmutnéjsi lidé. (MKZc:
28-29)
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159a. Jeg svarte at jeg ikke hadde noe & innvende mot det, at jeg alltid hadde bekjent meg til
gleden, at det ikke var noe jeg avskydde mer enn all denne moteriktige melankolien, og han sa
at det ikke betydde noe hva jeg bekjente meg til, det var stort sett de sergeligste figurer som
bekjente seg til gleden. (MKZn: 25) (lit. ... it was usually the saddest figures who professed

joy. )
159b. ... people who shout joy form the rooftops are often the saddest of all ... (MKZe: 24)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. English counterpart: different construction, word order.

160. Byl jsem vazny, nadSeny a piesvéd¢eny na schiizich; Stouravy a popichovacny mezi

sam (a myslil na Markétu), byval jsem bezradny a Skolacky rozechveély.

Byla snad ta posledni tvaf ta prava? (MKZc: 37)

160a. P4 meatene var jeg alvorlig, entusiastisk og overbevist; foretaksom og ertende i den
narmeste kameratkretsen; overfor Marketa var jeg kynisk og krampaktig andfull; og nar jeg
var for meg self (og tenkte pd Marketa) var jeg gjerne radvill og skoleguttopphisset.

Var det kanskje dette siste som var mitt sanne ansikt? (MKZn: 31) (Was it maybe the last that
was my true face?)

160b. Was that last face the real one? (MKZe: 33)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context dependent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: selection; syntactic: question.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft.

161. ,,Kdo jesté tady vi, Ze jsme byli jedini, kteti se zvedli k odporu?* (ALc: 87)

161a. Hvem andre er det som vet at vi var de eneste som reiste oss og gjorde motstand? (ALn:
60) (lit. Who others is it who know that we were the only ones who rose up and put up
resistance.)

161b. How many people here know that we were the only ones to resist? (ALe: 75)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft.

162. Zeptala jsem se ho, odkdy je tak galantni? (ALc: 102)

162a. Jeg sa at det var sveert sa galant han var blitt. (ALn: 69) (lit. I said that it was very much
gallant he has become.)

162b. I asked him why he was being so polite. (ALe: 88)

1. Subject complement.
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.
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3. Possible motivation: FSP.
4. English counterpart: different construction, word order.

163. Nebylo to jen jeji télo, na které se divala a jemuZ naslouchala. SlySela sviij vnitini hlas,
sloZzeny z mnoha hlast, zpévi 1 narkt a ozvén. (ALc: 109)

163a. Det var ikke bare sin kropp hun iakttok og lyttet til. Hun Iyttet til en stemme inne i seg.
(ALn: 72) (lit. It was not only her body she gazed at and listened to. She listened to a voice
inside her.)

163b. It was not only her body that Dita gazed at and listened to. She listened to a voice
within her, compounded of many voices and echoes. (ALe: 93)

5. Object.

6. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

7. Possible motivation: textual: contrast, FSP.

8. English counterpart: cleft. Czech original cleft.

164. Uvazovala o niti, kterd podivuhodné spojuje vSechno, co Clovek vidél, slysel a prozil,

s tim, co od Zivota o¢ekava. (ALc: 110)

164a. Hvilken merkelig trdd var det som forbandt alt det et menneske sé, herte og opplevde
med det som man ventet seg av livet? (ALn: 73) (lit. What strange thread was it that joined
everything what a person saw, heard and experienced with what one was waiting from his
life?)

164b. She thought of the extraordinary thread binding everything that a person has seen,
heard, and experienced with what that person expected from life. (ALe: 94)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question.

4. English counterpart: different construction, word order.

165. Uvazovala o niti, kterd podivuhodné spojuje vSechno, co Clovek vidél, slysel a prozil,

s tim, co od Zivota o¢ekava. [...] Co to je, co oboji spojuje? Minulost a pfitomnost s tim, co
teprve piijde? (ALc: 110)

165a. Hvilken merkelig trad var det som forbandt alt det et menneske sé, herte og opplevde
med det som man ventet seg av livet? [...] Hva var det som kunne forene fortid og natid og
fremtid i ett eneste eyeblikk som dette? (ALn: 73) (Ilit. What was it that could join past and
present and future in just one moment like this?)

165b. What was it that joined the past and the present with what was still to come? (ALe: 94)

5. Subject.
6. Focused element: highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context dependent. Stress-focus
type.

7. Possible motivation: FSP, syntactic: question.
8. English counterpart: cleft. Czech original cleft.

166. ,,Nebesa, probudila se Liza. ,,To snad né¢kdo v noci ukradl nebo zastavil budika, ze
nezvoni?* (ALc: 116)
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166a. Lisa vaknet med et rykk. "Herregud, er det noen som har solgt vekkerklokken? Jeg har
ikke hert den?” (ALn: 77) (lit. Lisa woke up with a jerk. “God, is it somebody who has sold
the alarm clock? I have not heard 1t?”)

166b. “Has someone sold the alarm clock, or has it disappeared? It didn’t go off.” (ALe: 99)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question; FSP.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft.

167. ,,Byl bys radsi, kdybych mlc€ela, abys mohl taky mi¢et? Nic nefikat?*

Nebyla to jen slova, po kterych se ji styskalo, ale 1 hlas, ktery si prala slySet. (ALc: 154)
167a. D.E bare smilte. Det var ikke ordene hun lengtet etter & here. Hun ville bare here en
stemme. (ALn: 106) (lit. D.E. only smiled. It was not words she longed to hear. She wanted
only to hear a voice.)

167b. It was not his words she longed for. She just wanted to hear his voice. (ALe: 136)

5. Prepositional object.

6. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent; Stress-focus type.

7. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

8. English counterpart: cleft. (the Czech original does not correspond to the translations;
there are probably two versions of the original.)

168. ,,Taky se ti to zda vSechno nahé?*

,Jenom my dva.“ (ALc: 160)

168a. ”Synes du ogsa at alt her er forferdelig nakent?”

”Det er bare vi to som er nakne.” (ALn: 116) (lit. “It is only we two who is naked.”)
168b. Does it seem naked to you too?” “There’s only the two of us,” (ALe: 146-147)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. English counterpart: different construction, word order.

169. ,,Holky tikaji, ze mi slusi vSechno. I naramek. Ale ty jediny viS, jak je to se mnou, kdyz
nemam nic nez naramek.*“ (ALc: 166-167)

169a. Folk sier at jeg kler alt. Men det er bare du som vet hvordan jeg ser ut nar jeg bare har
pa meg et armbéand. (ALn: 123) (lit. But it is only you who know how I look when I only have
on me a bracelet.)

169b. ... but only you know what I look like when I’'m wearing nothing but a bracelet. (ALe:
153)

1. Subject.
2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type.
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3. Possible motivation: textual: selection.
4. English counterpart: non-cleft, focusing adverb.

170. Horsi bylo, kdyZ mé poprvé osttihali dohola. A ze mé sttthal muz. (ALc: 167)

170a. Det verste var at de na for forste gang snauklipte meg, og at det var en mann som gjorde
det. (ALn: 123) (lit. The worst was that they now for the first time cut my hair, and that it was
a man who did it.)

170b. It was worse when they first shaved my head bare, and that it was a man who did it.
(ALe: 153)

5. Subject.

6. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

7. Possible motivation: FSP.

8. [English counterpart: cleft.

171. ... mdm v imyslu podniknout — jestli to ptijde — urcity krok (pozval jsem v té véci
obhajce). Chci to udélat predevsim kviili svému dobrému pocitu — Ze jsem to byl ja, kdo
udélal za celou véci tu spravnou tecku. (VHe: 25)

171a. ... for at den ikke skal gjore det, akter jeg — hvis det gar — & foreta et viss skritt (og i den
anledning har jeg bedt forsvareren om & komme hit). Jeg vil gjore det forst og fremst form
min egen sjelefreds skyld — at det var jeg som satte det riktige punktum for hele saken. (VHn:
29) (lit. ...that it was I who put the right full stop for the whole matter.)

171b. I’d like to think it was I who brought the whole matter to a proper conclusion. (VHe:
38)

9]

Subject.

6. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

7. Possible motivation: FSP.

8. English counterpart: cleft. Czech original cleft.

172. ... po svém navratu z vézeni v roce 77 jsem byl z toho, jak se to tehdy semlelo, tak
neStastny, ba piimo zoufaly, Ze mi bylo vSechno jedno a Slo mi pouze o jediné: ukézat, ze
jsem nedal piednost svému pohodli. (VHc: 31)

172a. ... 11977, etter hjemkomsten fra fengslet, var jeg sa ulykkelig over hvordan saken var
falt ut, ja jeg var direkte fortvilet, slik at alt var likegyldig og det var bare én ting det gjaldt for
meg: 4 vise at jeg ikke hadde foretrukket mitt eget velvaere. (VHn: 35) (lit. and it was only
one thing it mattered for me: to show that I not had preferred my own well-being.)

172b. ... I became obsessed with proving that I had not put my own well-being first. (VHe:
43)

—

Subyject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

Possible motivation: FSP.

4. English counterpart: different construction, word order.

(98]
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173. Nikdy jsem jesté takto nepsal: mam malo mista, nemizu psat v noci, musim Setfit
papirem, nemam se ¢im pfi psani povzbudit atd. Moc toho zatim, pravda nemam — — asi 10
stranek. (VHc: 38)

173a. Jeg har aldri for skrevet pa denne maten, jeg har lite plass, kan ikke skrive om natten,
ma spare pa papiret, han ingen ting & friske meg opp med under skrivningen osv. Det er
riktignok ikke stort jeg har skrevet forelobig — omtrent 10 sider ... (VHn: 41) (lit. It is indeed
not much I have written so far — about 10 pages.)

173b. The fact is I haven’t written much yet — about 10 pages. (VHe: 50)

1. Adjunct (measure).

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft, word order.

174. KdyZ na mne pada beznadé¢j, joguji — a pomaha to. Deprimuji mne malickosti — nikoli
celkova situace. (VHc: 47)

174a. Nér héplesheten faller over meg, driver jeg med yoga — og det hjelper. Det er smating
som deprimerer meg — ikke situasjonen i sin helhet. (VHn: 47) (lit. It is little things that
depress me — not the situation as a whole.)

174b. It’s the trivial details that depress me, never the general situation. (VHe: 57)

5. Subject.

6. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

7. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

8. [English counterpart: cleft.

175. ... jediny zajimavy rozhovor by mne vyprovokoval k nepomérné vyraznéjsim duSevnim
¢inlim nez tyden soustfedéné¢ho premyslent [...] Inspiruje mé zkusenost svéta, nikoli vlastni
nitro. (VHc: 48)

175a. ... en eneste interessant samtale, ville provosere meg til uendelig mye mer utpregede
andelige handlinger enn en hel uke av kontrert ettertanke [...] Det er erfaringen av verden som
inspirerer meg, ikke mitt eget indre. (VHn: 48) (lit. It is the experience of the world that
inspires me, not my own inner being.)

175b. What inspires me are experiences of the world, not of my own inner being. (VHe: 58)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: summarizing function, contrast.

4. English counterpart: pseudo-cleft.

176. K Tvym dopisim celkove: trochu se mi zda, Ze nepiSe$ docela spontanné, protoze piilis
mysli§ na to, ze to nectu sdm. (VHc: 71)

176a. Generelt til dine brev: det ser litt ut som du ikke skriver helt spontant, for du tenker for
mye pa at det ikke er bare meg som leser det. (VHn: 71) (lit. ...that it not is only me who reads
it.)

176b. ... that I’'m not the only one who reads them. (VHe: 84)
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—

Subyject.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD, cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. English counterpart: reversed pseudo-cleft (th-cleft).

177. Bylo to po delsi dobé poprvé, co mne néco napadlo — néco adekvatniho mym novym
zivotnim zkuSenostem; jestli ten ndmét vydrzi nebo bude zavrzen jako vSechny ptfedchozi, to
zatim prfirozené nevim. Ale o tom jsem psat nechtél, licil jsem jen svou naladovost. Inu, jsem
uz takovy, jak se fik4 ,,nervni“ clovék ... (VHce: 89)

177a. Dette var forste gang pa lang tid at noe var falt meg inn — noe s& adekvat til min nye
livserfaring; om dette tema holder seg eller om det vil bli forkastet som alle de tidligere, det
vet jeg naturligvis forelebig ikke. Men det var ikke dette jeg ville skrive om, jeg ville bare
skildre mine skiftende stemninger. Ja, jeg er na en gang et sant ’nerve-menneske” ... (VHn:
88) (lit. But it was not this I wanted to write about.)

177b. But I didn’t intend to write about that ... (VHe: 100)

1. Prepositional object.

2. Focused element: context dependent; highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking, contrast.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft, word order.

178. ... ama dobry zvyk, ktery u mnoha jinych I€kait postradam, ze totiz ¢lovéku poradné
vysvétli, co mu chybi a co a pro€ s tim udéla. (VHc: 105)

178a. ... og har den gode vanen som jeg savner hos mange andre tannleger, at han forklarer
skikkelig for en hva det er som er i veien og hva og hvorfor han vil gjere det eller det. (VHn:
102) (lit. ...what it is that is wrong ...)

178b. and has a good habit, which I miss in other doctors, of explaining clearly what’s wrong
with you, what he’s doing about it and why. (VHe: 116)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft.

179. ... dnes mi naptiklad vic zaleZi na duchovni a mravni komunikaci s nékterymi jinymi
lidmi, nez kteti miij horizont tvofili feknéme pred deseti nebo jesté pied péti lety (pozor:
fyzické pfemisténi roli nehraje, hraje ji reorientace osobnostni ... (VHc: 113)

179a. ... 1 dag legger jeg for eksempel storre vekt pa dndelig og moralsk kommunikasjon med
andre mennesker enn dem som dannet min horisont la oss si for ti ar siden eller enna for fem
ar siden (merk: den fysiske forflyttingen spiller inger rolle, det er personlighetens re-
orientering som avgjoer det ... (VHn: 110) (lit. ... it is reorientation of the person that decides it
)

179b. ... physical change of place plays no role here; the operative factor is a redirection of
personality ... (VHe: 123)

1. Subject.
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2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD, cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. English counterpart: different construction, word order.

180. ... chtéli jsme to opravdu kdysi na zabradli uvadét [...] Pokud si dobfe vzpominam,
hlavnim prosazovatelem té hry jsem byl ja. (VHc: 125)

180a. ... 1 sin tid hadde vi virkelig tenkt & sette det opp hos oss [...] Minnes jeg rett var det jeg
som gikk sterkest inn for stykket. (VHn: 120) (lit. Remember I right, was it [ who went in
strongest for the play.)

180b. If I remember it correctly, I was the main proponent of the play ... (VHe: 135)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. English counterpart: different construction, different FSP.

181. Pravdu mate, Ze byl také filozof — ptece nejsou filozofy jen profesofi, kazdy myslici
&lovék ma né&jakou svou filozofii ... (KCc: 165)

181a. De har rett i at han ogsa var filosof. Det er jo ikke bare professorer som er filosofer,
hvert tenkende menneske har sin filosofi ... (KCn: 163) (lit. It is not only professors who are
philosophers, every thinking man has his philosophy ...)

181b. You are right, he was a philosopher too — after all it is not only professors who are
philosophers, every thinking man has some philosophy of his own ... (KCe: 13)

5. Subject.

6. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

7. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

8. [English counterpart: cleft.

182. Na védcich a filozofech neuctivame jejich nadani, nybrz to veliké usilovani o pravdu — to
je ¢in mravni. (KCec: 167)

182a. Hos vitenskapsmannen og filosofen er det ikke deres begavelse vi nerer slik beundring
for, men deres kamp for & vinne fram til sannheten — det er deres moralske innsats. (KCn:
165) (lit. In the scientist and philosopher is it not their talent we give such an admiration to,
but their fight to gain the truth.)

182b. We do not honour the talents of the scientists and philosophers, but their great struggle
for the truth. (KCe: 17)

1. Prepositional Object.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
independent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft, word order.
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183. To je to celé: to co vime, védet bezpecné a s jistotou, aspoii s veskerou jistotou té doby
dosazitelnou. Jak to fekl Aristoteles: ¢lovék od prirody bazi po poznani — ano ale bazi prave
po poznani jistém a bezpeéném. (KCc: 169)

183a. Dette er avgjerende: a vite det vi vet sikkert og bestemt, 1 hvert fall med den visshet
som for tiden er oppnéelig. Som Aristoteles har sagt: Det er naturlig for mennesket & strebe
etter erkjennelse — ja vel, men det er nettopp klar og sikker erkjennelse det streber etter. (KCn:
167) (lit. ... yes, but it is precisely evident and certain knowledge he desires.)

183b. ... yes; but it is just that certain and sure knowledge that he desires. (KCe: 20)

5. Object.

6. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

7. Possible motivation: FSP.

8. [English counterpart: cleft.

184. Kazdé védecké poznani je podrobeno ustavicné kontrole a kritice nescetnych lidi; mize
byt a je potad ovérovano, korigovano nebo potvrzovano. Nepiibyva jenom poznatki, ale 1
metod kritickych. (KCc: 170)

184a. Hver eneste vitenskapelig erkjennelse er under stadig kontroll og kritikk av utallige
mennesker, kan undersegkes, korrigeres eller bekreftes og blir det faktisk ogsa. Det er ikke
bare erkjennelser det blir flere av, men ogsa kritiske metoder ... (KCn: 168) (lit. It is not only
facts there is more of, but also critical methods.)

184b. Not only is there an increase in the facts of knowledge but also in critical methods.
(KCe: 22)

1. Prepositional object.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft, initial adverb.

185. Primitiv je UpIn€ pohrouzen ve své okoli, je naprosty objektivista; do sebe se ¢lovek
pozorngji diva hodné pozdgji. (KCc: 171)

185a. Det primitve menneske gér totalt opp 1 sitt miljo, det er absolutt objektivistisk. Det er
forst langt senere at mennesket mer rettet blikket inn mot seg selv. (KCn: 169) (lit. It is first
much later that man more directed the sight into himself)

185b. ...man looks with more attention into himself much later on. (KCe: 24)

1. Adjunct (time).

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
independent. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: FSP.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft, word order.

186. Chceme veédét, musime védet, které pozndni je platné, spravné a bezpecné. Prakticky
mame dvoji zaruku toho, Ze poznavame spravné. Piedné, fekl bych, zaruku etickou: spravnost
naSeho poznavani je do zna¢né miry zarucena nasi pravdivosti, opravdovosti, intelektudlni
poctivosti; (KCc: 176)

186a. Vivil og mé vite hviklen erkjennelse er gyldig, riktig og pélitelig. I praksis har vi to
slags garantier for & erkjenne riktig. Forst vil jeg nevne den etiske garanti: i stor utstrekning er
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det var redelighet, vart alvor, var intellektuelle srlighet som gir sikkerhet for riktig
erkjennelse. (KCn: 175) (lit. ... to a great extent is it our integrity, our seriousness, our
intellectual honesty that gives certainty to the right knowledge.)

186b. ... the correctness of our knowledge is guaranteed by our truthfulness, seriousness,
intellectual honesty; (KCe: 34)

—

Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

Possible motivation: FSP.

4. English counterpart: different construction, word order.

(98]

187. ... tieba egoism skupiny, strany, tfidy. Lidé¢, kteti mluvi jménem néroda nebo doby,
pficitaji sobé samym ten jedin€ spravny cit a smysl pro narod, vlast, dobu: ti druzi, hlavné ti
kriti¢t&jsi, podle nich toho pravého citu a smyslu nemaji ... (KCc: 181)

187a. ... en gruppe-, parti- eller klasseegoisme. Mennesker som taler pa vegne av en nasjon
eller av tiden, gir det utseende av at det bare er de selv som har den riktige forstdelse av
nasjonen, fedrelandet, tiden. De andre og sarlig da de mer kritiske, har, etter deres pastand,
ikke denne sanne forstaelse ... (KCn: 179-180) (lit. People who speak in the name of a nation
or of the times, give the impression that it only is they themselves who has the right
understanding of the nation ...)

187b. People who speak in the name of the nation, or of the times, attribute to themselves the
only proper feeling and understanding for the nation, fatherland, the times ... (KCe: 42)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. English counterpart: different construction, word order.

188. Také zlocinec ma city, je veden a hndn city a viili. Cit ani ville nejsou argument, chybi-li
rozum. [...] A nejen z citl a z vile se d¢€lava takova nadrozumova autorita, nybrz 1 z pudi. [...]
Vsimnéte si, jaké hlouposti nékteti spisovatelé provadéji s pudem pohlavnim, nékteti
demagogové s instinktem narodnim ... (KCc: 181)

188a. Ogsa en forbryter har folelser, blir ledet og drevet av sine folelser og sin vilje. Folelse

og vilje er ikke noe argument nar fornuften ikke er med [...] Det er ikke bare folelsen og
forstanden som en gjer til en overrasjonell autoritet, men ogsé driftene. [...] Bare tenk pa hvor
mye tey det kan presteres fra forfattere nar det gjelder kjonnsdriften, og fra demagoger nar det
gjelder den nasjonale instinkt ... (KCn: 180) (lit. It is not only feelings and reason that one
makes into a superrational authority, but also instincts.)

188b. And not only out of feelings and will is such a superrational authority being created, but
also out of instincts ... (KCe: 43)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking, contrast.

4. English counterpart: different construction, negative adjunct with inversion, initial
adjunct.
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189. Takzvané poznani citem byva prosté rozumové poznani, ale provazené silnym citem.
Vzdyt je to pravé ¢innost vnimaci a rozumova, co dava citiim, vili a tak dale predstavitelny
obsah. Clovék chce néco, sméfuje k né¢emu. To néco neni vytvofeno citem ani chténim, je
dano pozorovanim, pfedstavovanim, zkusenosti, rozumem; to néco miize byt spravné nebo
nespravné, mozné nebo nemozné ... (KCc: 182)

189a. Den sakalte folelsesmessige erkjennelse pleier ganske enkelt vaere en forstandsmessig
erkjennelse som er ledsaget av en sterk folelse. Det er jo sansingen og den intellektuelle
virksomhet som gir felelsene, viljen osv. det konkrete innhold. Mennesket ensker & oppna et
eller annet, viljen og folelsen har satt seg et mal. Men dette mal er ikke et produkt av vilje og
folelse, det er betinget av iakttagelse, forestilling, erfaring, forstand. Dette mal kan veere riktig
eller uriktig, mulig eller umulig... (KCn: 181) (It is indeed perception and the intellectual
activity that gives the feelings, will etc. the concrete content.)

189b. Is it not the perceiving and reasoning activities which give feelings, will, and suchlike
things, their imaginative content? (KCe: 45)

5. Subject.

6. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

7. Possible motivation: textual: topic launching.

8. [English counterpart: cleft.

190. Podle Platona smylové nepoznavaji, jen rozum; ne zkusenost, ale obecné pojmy jsou

pravym poznanim. (KCc: 182)

190a. Ifelge Platon er det ikke sansene, men bare forstanden som erkjenner. Ikke erfaring,
men almene begreper er sann erkjennelse. (KCn: 181) (lit. According to Plato is it not the

senses, but only the reason that apprehend.)

190b. According to Plato the senses do not apprehend, only reason does that ... (KCe: 45)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft.

191. ,Kdyz jdes k zen€, vezmi si bi¢,* citoval Nietzscheho, z jehoz dila znal pravé jen tuto
vétu.

,2Hochu drahej,” povzdechl si Klima, ,,bi¢ si na m¢ vzala ona.“ (MKVc: 19)

191a. ”Nar du gér til en kvinne, ta pisken med,” siterte han fra Nietzsche, med den eneste
setningen av ham han kjente.

”Kjaere den,” sukket Klima, pisken er det hun som kommer til meg med.” (MKVn: 14) (lit.
...whip is it she that comes to me with.)

191b. ... “unfortunately it’s not I who has the whip hand, but that woman.” (MKVe: 10)

9]

Subyject.

6. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

7. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

8. English counterpart: cleft.
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192. Pak pftistoupil se stolku s telefonem a zeptal se: ,,Kdy jste piijel?* (MKVc: 30)

192a. Sa gikk han bort til telefornbordet og spurte: "Nar var det De kom?” (MK Vn: 26) (lit.
When was it you came?)

192a. “When did you arrive?” (MKVe: 20)

1. Adjunct (time).

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft.

193. ... a zavolala na ni: ,,Telefon!*

Tvatila se tak slavnostné€, Ze Rlizena hned véd¢la, kdo ji vola. (MKVc: 39)

193a. ... og ropte pa henne: "Telefon!”

Hun satte opp en sa heytidelig mine at Rlzena straks forstod hvem det var som ringte.
(MKVn: 34) (lit. ... that RiiZena immediately understood who it was that called.)
193b. ...that Ruzena knew at once who was on the phone. (MKVe: 27)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft.

194. ,Mam v komisi dvé baby, které zastupuji lidovladu, jsou nesmirn¢ Skaredé a nenavidi
viechny Zeny, které k nam pfichazeji. Vite, kdo jsou nejvétsi mizogynové na svéts? Zeny.
(MKVc: 43)

194a. Jeg har to megger 1 kommisjonen som representerer folkestyret, de er forferdelig
stygge og hater alle kvinner som kommmer til oss. Vet De hvem det er i verden som er de
storste kvinnehatere? Det er kvinnene. (MKVn: 37) (lit. Know you who it is in the world that
are the biggest woman haters?)

194b. Who are the greatest misogynists in the world? (MKVe: 30)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft.

195. Psi, to je opravdu vazny problém a nemyslim si to jen ja, nybrz 1 ty nejvétsi politické
osobnosti. (MKVc: 48)

195a. Hunder, det er virkelig et meget alvorlig problem, og det er ikke bare jeg som mener
det, men selv de hayeste politiske personligheter. (MKVn: 41) (lit. ... and it is not only I who
means it, but even the highest political personalities.)

195b. That’s not just my opinion, it is the opinion of some of our highest statesmen. (MKVe:
34)

1. Subject.
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2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

4. English counterpart: different construction, word order.

196. ... a fekl divce, Ze si neumi piedstavit, jak hrozné dva mésice zazil. Divka se ho zeptala,
co se mu stalo ... (MKVc: 50)

196a. ... og sa til piken at hun overhodet ikke kunne forestille seg hvilke fryktelige to maneder
han hadde gjennomlevd. Piken spurte hva det var som hadde hendt ham ... (MKVn: 43) (lit.
The girl asked what it was that had happened to him ...)

196b. She asked him to explain ... (MKVe: 36)

1. Subject.

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question.

4. English counterpart: different construction, word order.

197. ,,Celé dva mésice ses viibec neozval a ja jsem ti dvakrat napsala.

,Nezlob se na me, fekl trumpetista. ,,Schvaln€ jsem se ti neozyval. Nechtél jsem. Bal jsem se
toho, co se ve mné déje. Branil jsem se lasce. (MKVe: 52)

197a. "Hele to maneder lot du ikke here fra deg, og jeg skrev til deg to ganger.”

”Ver ikke sint pd meg.” sa trompetisten. ”Det var ikke med hensikt at jeg ikke lot here fra
meg. Jeg ville ikke. Jeg var forskrekket over det som foregikk inne i meg. Jeg verget meg mot
kjerligheten. (MKVn: 45-46) (lit. It was not intentionally that I not let hear from myself.)
197b. I didn’t answer you on purpose. (MKVe: 37)

1. Adjunct (manner).

2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

3. Possible motivation: textual: topic launching.

4. English counterpart: non-cleft, word order.

198. A o tom ditéti nechce mluvit, protoZe pro né¢ho je diilezita RliZzena, a ne jeji dité. (MKVc:
52)

198a. Om barnet vil han ikke snakke, for ham er det Rizena som er det viktigste og ikke
hennes barn. (MKVn: 46) (lit. About the baby wants he not talk, for him is it RliZena that is
the most important and not her baby.)

198b. There was no point in talking about the baby, for it was Ruzena who was important to
him, and not her baby. (MKVe: 38)

5. Subject.

6. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Fronting. Stress-focus type.

7. Possible motivation: textual: contrast.

8. [English counterpart: cleft.

199. ,,Piijel jsem také proto, abych ti vratil tabletu,* fekl Jakub. [...] Pak ji kone¢né pokynul,

aby se oblékla a obratil se na pfitele: ,,Cos to fikal?*
,»Ze jsem ti piiSel vratit tabletu. (MKVc: 69-70)
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199a. ”Jeg kom for & levere tilbake tabletten ogsa,” sa Jakub. [...] S& vinket han endelig til
henne at hun skulle ta pa seg og vendte seg mot vennen: “Hva var det du sa?”
At jeg kom for & levere tilbake tabletten.” (MKVn: 61-62) (lit. What was it you said?)

199b

1.
2.

3
4,

200.

. “Sorry, what were you saying?” (MKVe: 53)

Object.

Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context
dependent. Stress-focus type.

Possible motivation: syntactic: question, FSP.

English counterpart: non-cleft.

,» 10 je moc zajimavy chlapik. Vylécil jsem mu Zenu. Nemohli mit déti.*

,»A co sitady 1&¢i on?* (MKVc: 73)

200a

. ”Det er en meget interessant fyr. Jeg har kurrert hans kone. De kunne ikke fa barn.”

”Og hva er det han tar kur for?” (MKVn: 64) (lit. And what is it he takes treatment for?)

200b

1.
2.

3.

. “And what’s his problem?” (MKVe: 56)

Prepositional object.

Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type.

Possible motivation: syntactic: question.

English counterpart: different construction, both Norwegian and English sentences
will probably require contrastive stress on the pronoun “han” and “his”, word order.
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