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0. Introduction
Scandinavian languages make extensive use of a cleft construction that is structurally very
similar to the one familiar from English. A Norwegian reference grammar (Faarlund et al.
1997:1@G1) cites, among others, the examples in (l) by way of illustration.'

(1) a. Det er berre seg sj6lv han vil snakke om. (No0
it is only RFx self he will talk about
'It is only himself he wants to talk about'

b. Erdetpädennemätendu vil vi skal bli venner igien?
is it on that way you will we shall becorne lriends again
'Is it in that way you want us to become friends ägain?'

c. Det er ondskapsfull han er.
it is malicious he is
'What he is is malicious'

d. Det er liggie i telt eg ikkje vil,
it is lie in tent I not wiU
'What I don't want to do is lie in a tent'

e. Meg var det Staten som investerte i.
mc was it the.state as invested in
'As for me, it was the state that invested in me'

There must be a gap in the embedded clause, though it may be deeply embedded, as shown in
(1b), and the embedded clause may be further extracted from, as in ( 1e). (On the glossing of
som as 'as,' see §1 below.) The only exception to the requirement for a gap (barring
resumptive pronouns) is when the element following the copula includes the main verb of the
embedded clause, in which case the verb §ere'do' may be inserted, as in (2a) (cf. (1d)). If
there is no auxiliary, then insertion of the appropriate form of gjere is obligatory, as shown in
(2b-c). Ttre verb following the copula may appear in its interpreted tense or in the infinitive,
as indicated in (2b).

Det er liggie i telt eg ikkje vil giere.
it ß lie in tent I not will d"o
(same as (1d))
Det var stele/stal han
it wls steaUstole he
'What he did was steal'
Det var stele/stal han.
it was steoustole he

t This paper was presented at the Workshop on the Syntax and Semantics of (Pseudo-)Clefts at ZAS in Berlin in
Noverrber 1997, and at the University of Rey§avlk in January 1998. Many tbanks to the organizers, for making

those events possible, and to the audien@s, for helpful discussion. Spedal thanks to Anders Holmberg, Porbjörg
Ilrdrsd6uir, J6hannes G(sli Jönsson, Jason Merchant, Bodil Kappel Schmidt, Tarald Taraldsen, Sten Viloer,
Marit Richardsen Westergaar( and all the many other people I pestered for data judgmens and discussion

during theresearch fo thisPaPer.t Nonnegian examples are cited in whatever written standard they originally appear in. Those not cited ftom
published works are in te Nynorsk written standard exoept where indicated otherwise. I gloss the third person

reflexive element seg/sig as RFx.
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The expletive and a copular element are necessary for the cleft construction, though the
expletive mey be separated from the copular element by a raising verb, as in (3a-b), and the
copular element need not be the vetbvere'be,' as shown in (3c).

(3) a- Det syoes ä vere seg sjglv han vil snakke om. (Nor)
it seems to be RHxself he willalk about
'It seems to be himself he wants to talk about'

b. Ho fe[* det til ä sjä ut til ä vere han som tok siste kakesty}*et
she got it to to bok out n n be him as took last the.cake.piece
'She made it appear to be him that took the last piece of cake'

c. Det blir nok eg som fär svi.

It_ becomes sure$ I ry get^s-srtng
'I suppose it will be me that suffers

In each of the cases shown thus far, the element following the copula (following the subject,
in the inverted (lb, e)) is in focus. I will refer to this element as the 'focus,' without meaning
to imply that there is any well-defined notion of informational focus consistently associated
with the position. For example, the construction is often used with the subject in 'focus' in
cases where the subject is not set up against a focus set in Rooth's 1985 sense, but where it is
new information, as in the dialogue in (4), from Faarlundl992:L42.

(4) a. Korfor er det sä kalt her? (Nor)
yU.is.it so-coldhere
'Why is it so cold here?'

b. Det er Ola som har opna glaset.
it is Ola as lus opened the.window
'Ola has opened the window'

This use is common in spoken language, presumably because there is a constraint against
new information in the initial position in a sentence (cf. Faarlund 1992, Svenonius
forthcoming). The language of newspapers provides examples where the focus (as I will
continue to call it) is not even new information; Venäs 1978 records the following example:

(5) Det var like fgr U Thant skulle begraves forrige torsdag (Nor)
it was just before U Thant should be.buried previous Thursday

at studenter stormet bygningen og tok bären
that students snrmcd the.building and nok the.bier

1 . , 'Just as U. Thant was about to be buried last Thursday, students stormed the
building and siezed the bier'

Heqe, it seems, the temporal expression is a sort of lead-in, and the potentially new
infbrmation actually comes in thb subordinate clause following the so-called focus (cf.

t Faarlund et al. 1997:1093 for additional examples and discussion).
" ' In spoken language, clefts are also extremely common in questions, more so than in

English. Some examples appear in (6) (cf. Faarlund 1992: 140-1, Faarlund et al. 1997:1091-
2).

(6) a. Er detslik du trur eg vil ha det? (Nor)
i:- il thus you thiltk I will have it
'Is that how you tttink I want it?'

b.' Kvar erdetdu bur?
w_he-re is. it- you live
'Where is it you live?'

Here my examples have been restricted to Norwegian, but similar facts hold for the other
Scandinavian languages. In this paper I examine the structural facts for the construction in
four Scandinavian languages, Ibelandic, Swedish, Norwegian, and Danish (mention of
Faroese is unfortunately limited to this sentence). I do not discuss the informational or
semantic characteristics of the construction in any detail, but focus on the syntax.
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This is a working paper; the primary goal has thus far been to make sense of the data,
and to present it in a coherent fashion. The analysis at this stage is to a certain extent a
descriptive restatement of tlre facts. I suggest specilically that some clefts are derived by
movement of the focus out of the embedded clause, while in others, the focus is base-
genegtgd and there is only operator movement in the embedded clause. On my analysis,
§ryqdish only has the movemeat type, while the other languages make use of both types. The
differences are located primarily in ttre invenüory of complementizers, and secondarily in the
inventory of operators.

The stnrcture of the paper is as follows. In §l I lay out the basic facts for reliative
clauses for the four languages, since relative clause stnrcture is obviously relevant to the
study of cleft consJructions. The data for clefts is presented in §2. In §3 I quickly summarize
some background assumptions I arn making about predication, and in §4 I briefly discuss
some previous analyses of relative clauses and cleffs. In §5 I argue that there are nnrodifferent
types of it-clefts, using English for illustration, and in §6 it is shown how the Scandinavian
data marches this pattern..

1. Relative Clauses
In this section I describe the basic facts for relative clauses, concentrating on the distribution
of the relative elements ('relative pronouns' or 'relative particles,' as they are known in
traditional grammar). I begin with a drive-by look at Old Norse to put the modern patterns
into perspective. I will not in this paper provide any discussion or analysis of Old Norse cleft
constnrctions.

1.1. RELATTYE CLAUSES IN OLD NORSE
Old Norse had several invariant (noninflecting) particles, including e\en, and sem, and
occasionally aö or at, which could introduce relative clauses (cf. Nygaard 1906:256.265,
whence the examples in (7) and (8a); Faar[und 1994 for a recent summary in English; recent
analyses include Christensen 1995 and Afarli 1995). Some representative examples are
shown in (7).

(7) a. Hann tdk hest er Gunnan dtti (ODQ
he tookhorse RELGunnar owned
'He took a horse that Gunnar owned'

b. eptir pvf sem Eyvindr segir
after that as E;nty! sgll
according to what Eyvind says'

fn".r arb äho some types in which the element introducing the RC is a pronoun, matching
either the modified DP or the gap in case, as in (8a). fuiother possibility, used only in what
Nygaard 1906 calls 'learned style' (which he suggests is affected by Latin and other foreign
influences), is to have a wh-expression introducing the relative clause, as seen in (8b), from

,.n Heggstad et al. 1975:361.

(8) a. D6, k6mu hlaupandi dfr mörg pau skorpiones heita (OI.D
then catnz ruwing animals.many those scorpions. are.called
Then came running many animals which are called scorpions'

b. ' ...brdt { hvedu sem hann gaf...
lctter inwhich as he Bave. 'a letter in which he gave...'

In learned style, pied piping is possible with wh-expressions (as in (8b)) and with pronouns,
suggesting ttrat they are phrasal. Such pronouns and wh-elements frequently cooccur with a
relative particle (sem tn (8b)). These facts suggest that the particles were complementizers,
while the pronominal element occupied SpecCP, liJ<e English which (on the standard
analysis; cf. §4 below); this is the analysis proposed in Afarli 1995.
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1.2. RELATIVE CI-AUSES IN MoDERN SCA}.IDINAVIAN
In modern Scandinavian, the forms which have become predominant are those with somlsem
and those with no relative element at all, in Mainland Scändinavian (MS). This is skerched in
(9): sem is obligatory in Icelandic, but somis optional in MS.

(9) a. sträkurinn *(sem) 6e Fkki (Ice)
b. pojken (som) jag känner (Swe)
c. guten (som) eg kjenner (Nor)
d. drengen (som) jeg kender (Dan)

the.boy as I lotow

As with English, a subject gap requires an overt relative element in all of the Scandinavian
languages.

(10) a. sträkurinn *(sem) pkkir mig (Ice)
b. pojken *(som) känner mej (Swe)
c. guten *(som) §enner meg (Nor)
d. drengen *(som) kender mig (Dan)

the.boy as louws mc

Danish has an additional possibility, not realized in the other languages: the locative pronoun
der 'thete' can also appear introducing a relative clause, only if the gap is a subject gap, as
shown in (1la-b). The sarne word is used in expletive constructions, ils in (11c), and appears
in subordinate wh-questions with subject gaps, as in (1ld).

(11) a. drengen der kender mig (Dan)
the.boy there lowws mc

b. 'F drengen der jeg kender
the.boy there I lonw
Der kom en dreng.
there came o boy
'A boy arrived'
Hun vidste ikke, hvem der havde
she lotew not who there had
'She didn't know who had done it'

The other languages have der (där, par) only as a relative pronoun and in certain locative
pxpressigns; though it can have a relative clause attached to it (as can most pronouns, in
Scandinävian; cf. §1.3 below), as shown in (l2a), it cannot head a relative, as indicated in
(12b).

c.

d. giort det.
d^one it

?

(r2) a.

b. rF

In the Scandinavian languages
expletive. Compare (1lc) with

(13) a. . Der kom ein gut.
there carne o boy
'There, a boy came'

(Nor)

other than Danish, der (and its cognates) does not appear as an
( 13).

(Nor)

Vi fann boka der (som) du hadde glOymd
we found the.book there as you had forgotten
''We found the book where you had left it'
guten der §enner meg
the.boy there lmows mc

den.
it

J'

b Det kom ein
it camc a

gut-
boy

'A boy arrived'

Nor can der appear in an embedded question. Compare (1ld) to (14).

166



(14) a. * Ho visste ikkje, kven der hadde giortdet (Nor)
she btew not wlw there had done it

b. Ho visste ikkje, kven som hadde giort der
she lorcwnot who as had done it
'She didn'tknow who had done it'

In some varieties of Danish, som andder can cooccur, as in (15a), from Vikner 1991:115),
and may even appear together with the finite complementizer ar as in (15b) (op. cit. p. 112),

(15) a. de lingvister som der vil lase denne bog (Colloquial Dan)
the Enguis* t s there will readthis book
'the linguists who want to read this book'

b. ? de lingvister som at der vil le.se denne bog
the linguis* as that there will read this book
(same meaning)

I repeat Vikner's judgments. However, see below, where I discuss this phenomena with
respect to clefts and explain the label 'Colloquial Dan[ish].' Är also turns up, at least
marginally, in relative clauses without subject gaps, as in (16b), also from Vikner (op. cit. p.
113). The same type is also possible, and also non-standard, in Icelandic, as shown in (16a).'

(16) a. b6k sem aö pessi mälfreöingur vill lesa (Colloquial Ice)
b. ? en bog som at denne lingvist vil laese (Colloquial Dan)

a book as that this linguist will read
'a book that this linguist wants to read'

Otherwise, the finite complementtznr at/aö does not appear in relative clauses, i4 contrast to
its counterpart that in En-glistr (though there are exardfles from OId Norse, cf. Afarli 1995;
also, Vikner 1991:.L29 cites dialectal Danish examples, from a paper by Lars Heltoft, in
which af is the only complementizer)

Thus, som/sem is clearly the dominant relative element in modern Scandinavian, with
a null option except in Icelandic; the subject oriented element der is important in Danish.
Other relative elements are rarely used. Wh-elements play a limited role in relative clauses in
Scandinavian; they appeitr to some extent in formal styles, and in possessive constructions as
in (17). ((17c) is regarded by many Norwegian speakers as formal, and possessive /rvis is not
used in Nynorsk; the sentence is given in BokmäI.)

(17)
1

a. *?

br,
c.

d.

maöurinn hvers konu 69 hitti
mannen vars fru jag träffade
mannen hvis kone jeg traff
manden hvis kone jeg traf
the.man whose wife I mct

(Ice)
(Swe)

Nor)
(Dan)

n, Wh-expressionsplay no role in clefts in Scandinavian, so I will ignore them in what follows

1.3. RELATTYE CLAUSES WTTH PRONOIJNS

As mentioned above, relative clauses in Scandinavian appear fairly freely with pronouns, ,rs
indicated by the Norwegian examples in (18) (cf. also (7b) above for Old Norse).

(18) a- Han som sglte Olet sit der enno. (Nor)
' . he as spilled the.beer sits there srtil

'The guy who spilled the beer is still sitting there'

2 It is difficult to tnow how to int€rpret the rpducpd accepability of such forms, given that speakers are aware
tbat they are prascriptively 'wrong,' but I have marked (l6b) with '?' to indicate the ontrast with (15a), as does
Vikner, and have left (16a) without any mark, to indicate the contrast with a later example in §2.6. below. On
the whole the two Icelandic informants who volunteered the construction were happier with it than my two West
Jutlandic inforrrans.
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b. Ho eg ville ha var utsolgt.
that I would lunte was sol.d-out
'The one I wanted was sold out'

c. Dei som han ät var fisken og piggsvinet.
those as he ate were the.fish_and *g.fe$eltoq
'The ones that he ate were the fish and the hedgehog'

d. Det som han ät var krydra.
that/it as he ate wa"s spiced

o, Iffi":ffi *'*,"Säfr 
spicv'

The pronouns in (l8a-c) are referentially specifrc and gender specific; for example, in (18b),
ho can only.be used if there is a salient set of things which are referred to by a feminine noun,
for example, books (äot, feminine). Similarly, in (18c) a set must be salient, for example a
set of animals. The relative clauses that appear with these elements arc unexceptional; somis
obligatory with a subject gap, but optional with other gaps (cf. (18b) vs. (18c-d)). Det can
also have this specific meaning, as in the first translation for (18d), where the salient set
might be of animals (dya neuter), but it can also be non-specific; hence the second uanslation
for (l8d). This use of. det instantiates the specificational-predicational ambiguity of the
English translation (discussed in Akmajian 1970b, Higgins 1973), which comes out more
clearly in examples like those in (19).

(19) a. Det Kjersti er er stolt over {seg sj6lv/*henne} (Nor)
it 

-_Kiersti 
is.is proud oye\. nrx-yf / her

'What Kjersti is is proud of herself (specificational)
b. Det Kjersti er er vilcig for {henne/*seg sjolv}

it __.Kjersti is.is importantfor ler- ./ RFX self
'What Kjersti is is important to her' (predicational)

Det can only refer to non-humans, ordinarily; thus (20a) is infelicitous, because only humans
normally pay for anything, while (20b) is odd out of context but would be possible in a
situation where we weren't sure initially that it was a human we were looking at
(20) a. * Det som betalte var Hävard. (Nor)

that/it as paid was Hävard
b. Det som vi säg var Hävard.. it as we saw was Hävard

1 r , 'What we saw was Hävard'

Common in many dialeca are forms with den (the masculine and feminine article/
demonstrative/pronoun) as in (21), but this form is prescribed against in the Nynorsk written
standard, so the examples are in Bokmäl; in BokmäI (as in many dialects), han and ho aret restricted to human referents, so (18b) above would be impossible, referring to a book, and
(2lb) would be used instead.

(2L) a. Den som betalte var Hävard (Nor)
that was paid was Hävard. 'The one that paid was Hävard'

b. Den jeg ville ha var utsolgt.
. !*t I wouldlmve was sol.d-out

The one I wanted was sold out'

These structures are of obvious interest for an analysis of clefts, since they closely resemble
cleft stnrctures. For example, the cleft n (22a) could be derived from the (specificational)
relative clause structure in (19a), and Q2b) could come from (20b), by relative clause
extraposition, as in various analyses of English clefts (e.g. Akmajian 1970a, b; cf. also
Thräinsson 1979 for lcelandic).

r68



I

t

(22) a* Det er stolt 
- 
over seg sjOJy §_jgnti er. (Nor)

. it is proud over RHX self Kjersti is
'What Kjersti is is proud of herself

b. Det var Hävard som vi säg
it was Hävard as we saw
'It was Hävard that we saw'

However, relative clause extraposition in Scandinavian is highly constrained, and such an
analysis would have to explain why extraposition is blocked whenever the pronoun is not def,
ry in (23q-b) (from (18a) and (Zla)), and whenever the predicate is not specificational, as in
(23u c) (from (184 d)); (23d) lacks the predicational reading ttrat is naturäl for (19b), and the
pronoun cannot be read as coreferenl

(23) a. * Han sit der enno som sglte glet
he sits there still as spilled the.beer

b. 'l' Den var Hävard som betalte.
tlrut was Hävardas paid

c. * Det var krydra som han ät.
it was spiced as he ate

d. Det er viktig for henne Kjersti er.
it is imporantfor her Kjersti is
'What Kjersti, is is important to herr' (specificational only)

There are clefts with non-specificational foci, as seen in (1-6) above, but these do not have
relative clause sources, as seen n Qa); Qa$"ß based on (5), nd Q d is repeated from (1d).

(24) a. Det var like fgr gravferda at studentane tok bära. (Nor)
it was just before the.funeral that the.srudents took the.bier

b. 'l' Det at studentane tok bära var like fgr gravferda.
it that the.sruden* nok the.bier was just before the.funeral

c. Det er liggie i telt eg ikkje vil
it is lie in tent I not will

d. * Det eg il:kje vil er liggje i telt.
it I not will is lie in tent

Tttus, even if an extraposition analysis were to be adopted for some clefts, another source
would have to be available. In §5 below I will motivate two different sources for cleft

'constructions, one of which is similar in many ways to the extraposition analysis, but does
not involve literal extraposition from subject position.

t.4. Strrnaanv
To summarize the facts for relative clauses in general, they are usually introduced by som
Qcelandic sem) or by nothing, though this latter option is only available in MS and only
possible when the gap is not a subject gap. Prepositions are regularly stranded, and nothing
may pied-pipe along with sarz. §om does not inflect, and shows no other form of
morphological variation.

I have not mentioned non-restrictive relative clauses. ft"y, too, are introduced by
som (obligatorily), and are otherwise generally similar to their English counterparts, being
possible .with names and clauses as well as with ordinary DPs, and being set off
intonationally. They are discussed briefly in §5.1, but not with respect to any specifically
Scandinavian facts. See Platzack 1997 for discussion and analysis.

2. Clefts
In this section I discuss the pattern for cleft constructions in the four languages, focusing in
particular on the distribution of the introducing element (e.g. som). As noted in the
introduction,I refer to the element after the copula as the 'focus.'

a'
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2.I. DP FOCUS
In the examples in (25) it can be seen that the pattern
relative clauses: sem appears, obligatorily, in Icelandic,
the case generally when the focus is a DP.

(25) a- Faö var I6n sem 69 hini i banum
b. Det var Jon (som) jag träffade i staden
C, Det var Jon (som) eg traff i byen
d. Pet var J_on (som) irg traf .i byen

it was Jon a,§ I mct in town

is like that demonstrated above for
and som, optionally, in MS. This i,s

(Ice i

(Swe)
(Nor)
(Dan)

When the gap is in subject position, sorz becomes obligatory, 6 with relative clauses.

(26) a. Paö var I6n sem hitti mig f banum (Ice)
b. Det var Jon som träffade mej i staden (Swe)

c. Det var Jon som traff meg i byen (Nor)
d. Det var fon som traf mig i byen (Dan)

it was Jon as mct mc in town

As with rclative clauses (cf. (1la) in §1), Danish allows der when the gap is a subject gap,
but not otherwise (cf. (11b)).

(27) a- Det var Jon der traf mig i byen (Dan)
it was Jon there mct me in town

b. * Det var Jon der jeg traf i byen
it was Jon there I mct in nwn

For most speakers of MS, the case on the focus must match the case of the gap (some
speakers allow a default objective case). This is also possible in Icelandic, but the focus can
also appear in nominative case in Icelandic, as discussed in Thräinsson L979. When this
option is employed, the copula agrees with the focus (cf. (28a) below with (25a) above)).

(28) a. Faö voru peir sem 69 hitti f banum (Ice)
b. t Detvar de (som)jagtr?iffadei staden (Swe)

c. * Det var dei (som) eg traff i byen (Nor)
d. 'r' Det var de (som) jeg traf i byen (Dan)

it were they as I nut in town
'It was them that I met in town'

A pronciun is used as the focus in this example because only pronouns show case distinctions
in MS, but the same fact can be demonstrated in Icelandic with full DPs.

(29) & Faö var hestinum sem hann datt af. (Ice)
it was the.horse.DAT as he fell off
'It was the horse that he fell offl

b. Faö var hesnrinn sem hann datt af.
it was the.horse.NoM as he fell off

. (same meaning)

In (29a), hestinum'the horse' shows the dative case appropriate for a complement of the
prepositiqn af.k (29b), however, it shows nominative case, which is ordinarily impossible
for the complement of. af. See Thräinsson 1979:80-82 for examples and discussion. I will
return to the significance of these facts below in §6.3.

2.2.PP FOCUS
Additional differences among the various languages appear when the focus is a prepositional
phrase. Icelandic and Swedish form clefts with PP foci and sem/som, but Norwegian and
Danish do'nol

J,
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(30) Faö var f banum sem 69 hini Jdn
Det var i staden som jag träffade Jon
Det var i byen som eg traff Jon
Det var i byen som jeg traf Jon
it was in town as I mct Jon

In Norwegian and Danish, the complementizer a, appears in c.lefts with PP foci. This is
shoyn in (31) (cf. also (5) above). Är is the usual finite complementizer for embedded
declarative clauses,^ e.g. under logh _verbs as 'believe' As indicated, t}re corresponding
gorypleggntizer ad is also possible in Icelandic, with PP foci, but this option is not ävailablä
in Swedish.'

Paö var f banum aö 69 hitti Jön
Det v$ i staden att jag triiffade Jon
Det var i byen at eE traff Jon
Det var i byen at jeg traf Jon
it was in town that I mct Jon

This pattern represents a sriking contrast with the pattern for relative clauses, where this
complementogl it lot a! option (except in certain cises in varieties of Danish, generally in
conjunction with other relative elements; ct (15b-c) in §1.2).

In the examples of relative clauses in §1.2, the distribution of som versus the absence
of any rela4ve complementizer was consistent with a deletion rule for som by which som
cgqld be deleted (in MS) when it does not immediately precede a subject gap (as in Taraldsen
1978); the contexts in which a relative complementizer could fail to appeai was a subset of
the contexts in which som could appear. This is, however, not the case for MS clefts.
Although so.m i_s not possible in Danish and Norwegian with PP foci, the null option is. This
is indicated in (32).

*
,F

a.

b.
c.
d.

(Ice)
(Swe)
(Nor)
(Dan)

(Ice)
(Swe)
(Nor)
(Dan)

(Ice)
(Swe)
(Nor)
(Dan)

(3 1)
*

a.

b.

c.

d.

(32) a. rF

b.

c.

d.

Paö var i banum 6g hitti Jön
Det var i staden jag trliffade Jon
Det viu i byen eg traff Jon
Det var i byen
it was in town

jeg
I

traf Jon
mct Jon

J,

The pattern here is interesting because it shows that the null complementizer (assuming that
there is a CP dominating the clause 'I met John') has a wider distribution in Norwegian and
Danish than the complementizer som. Now, it might be assumed that in addition to a deletion
rule affecting sorn, there is a deletion rule affecting ar. This would mean that (32c-d) could be
derived from (31c-d). However, there are further examples, discussed immediately below,
which indicate that the null complementizer does in fact have a wider distribution than both
somatdat..

2.3. AP FOCUS
Consider the examples in (33), where the focus is a resultative AP (predicative APs in
general pattern the same way; cf. (1c) above).

(33) a. * Daö var rautt hann mälaöi hüsiö (Ice)
b. Det var rött han mälade huset (Swe)
c. ' Det var raudt han mäla huset (Nor)
d. Det var r/dt han malede huset (Dan)

it was red he paintedthe.house

Consistently with the patterns elsewhere, Icelandic disallows the example without a
complementizer. MS speakers, on the other hand, accept such examples, at least in an

3 AU four Icelandic speakers consulted preferred sem to ad in such sentences, and one regarded sentences like
(31a) as marghal.
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(34)

appropriate context and with contrastive stress on the focused element. However, herc at (an,
ad) is uniformly impossible, and even somß degraded in Icelandic, Norwegian, and Danish.

Paö var rautt sem hann mälaöi hüsiö
Det v:u rött som han mälade huset
Det var raudt som han mäla huset
Det var rfidt som han malede huset
it was red as he pointed the.house

As a result, there is no fully grammatical example of a cleft with a focused resultative AP in
Icelandic,a and Danish and Norwegian prefer the null complementizer to som. Tbe same is
true for certain other classes of elements, for example VPs (cf. (1d) and (2) above). This
means that an optional deletion rule for som (or one for ar as well u som) cannot capture the
distribution of the null complementizer.

This can also be demonstrated using depictive APs, which provide a different pattern
of acceptability. With no complementizer, clefis with a depictive AP focus pattern basically
with resultative APs, though they are slightly deviant, at least in Norwegian and Danish
(Faarlund et al. 1997:1091 mark similar examples with a question mark; I have indicated
their less-than-optimal status here with a question mark in parentheses but will henceforth
treat ttrem as acceptable, as the contrast with (37c-d) below was palpable for all informants).

(35) a. * Daö er nakinn hann pvaer g61fiö (Ice)
b. Det er naken han tvättar golvet (Swe)
c. (?) Det er naken han vasker golvet (Nor)
d. (?) Det er nggen han vasker gulvet (Dan)

it is naked he washes the.floor

With sorz, however, the judgments are quite different from those with resultatives. Only
Swedish allows som here.

(36) a. 'F? Paö er nakinn sem hann pvar 961fiö
b. Det er naken som han tvättar golvet
c. 'F Det er naken som han vasker golvet
d. 'F P"t er nOgen som han vas\er gulvet

it is naked as he washes the.floor

Depictives, in fact, pattern more closely with PPs like 'in town,' shown in (30-32) above, in
that the complementizer ar is preferred to som in Norwegian and Danish (though not in
Icelandic). However, even with atthe clefts are marginal.

(37) a. * Faö er nakinn aö hann pvar g6lfiö (Ice)
' b. * Det er naken att han wättar golvet (Swe)

c. ? Det er naken at han vasker golvet (Nor)
d. ? Det er nogen at han vasker gulvet (Dan)

it is naked that he washes the.floor

Thus, again, the null complementizer in Norwegian and Danish has a wider distribution than
any overt eomplementizer.

2.4. TTß, FEATT'RES RELEVAI{T
It is not clear to me as of yet exactly what the characterization of the different qlasses of
focus elements should be. The correct characterization will almost certainly be semantically
explicit. However, the superficial pattern is split along lexical category lines, at a first
approximation. DPs quite generally take som or nul[, except in Icelandic or when the gap is a
subject gap, in which case they quite generally take som (sem). PPs tairly generally allow at
or its cognates, except in Swedish; they allow a null complementizer in MS but not in
Icelandic- APs are acceptable in MS with no complementizer, but not acceptable in Icelandic

a Though Thräinsson 1979:77 gives examptes with resultative and predicative APs without marking them as

degraded.

a.?
b.
c.?
d.?

(Ice)
(Swe)
(Nor)
(Dan)

(Ice)
(Swe)

Nor)
(Dan)

t
a'
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and not fully acceptable with any overt complementizer in MS except in Swedish, where the
complementtzs must be som. The difference between rcsultative and depictive APs is that
resultative APs are marginally acceptable with sorz in Norwegian and Danish and sem in
Icelandic, in other words they are marginally like DPs, while depictive APs are marginally
acceptable with ar in Norwegian and Danish, in other words they are marginally like PPs.

To see how lexical category seems to be a relatively accurate way to organize these
categories, comparc a subject-controlled expression like 'without clothes' in (38), which is
semagqica[y similarto the depictive AP 'naked' in (35-37), but has the category PP, like 'in
tgup' from (30-32). More or less as in (35), and exactly as in (32), it is accep-table in MS in a
cleftconstnrction with no complementizer, as shown in(38).
(38)

It is also fully
the PP in (31),

(39) a.

b. :r

c.
d.

Paö er 6n

Det er utan
Det er utan

a.

b.
c.
d.

* klaöa hann pver gdlfiö
kläder han wättar golvet
klede han vasker golvet

(Ice)
(Swe)
(Nor)
(Dan)

(Ice)
(Swe)
(Nor)
(Dan)

gulvet
the.floor

and Swedish, and with aö n Icelandic, like

Paö er än klaöa aö hann pvar g61fiö

Det er utan kläder att han wättar golvet
Det er utan klede at han vasker golvet
Det er uden klader at han vasker gulvet
it is without clothes that he washes the.floor

Finally, with respectto som/sem,the PP here is acceptable in Icelandic, as was the case with
the PP in (30), in contrast to the example with a depictive in (36).

(40) z. Faö er dn klaöa sem hann pver gdlfiö (Ice)
b. Det er utan kläder som han wättar golvet (Swe)

c. * Det er utan klede som han vasker golvet (Nor)
d. * Det er uden klader som han vasker gulvet (Dan)

it is without clothes as he washes the.floor

In such cases it seems that generalizing over lexical category leads to a good approximation
of the facts, though a close examination of the data shows ttrat it is not ultimately adequate.

for example, there are subtle differences in acceptability depending on the type of PP in
Tocus. Ih (30-31), a locative PP was in focus. Comparing the results for directional PPs,
presented in compressed form in (41), it may be seen that at is slightly wor_s.e in_ Norwegian
and Danish, and ad is significantly worse in Icelandic, while som is slightly bener in
Nonvegian (the nult complementizer gives the same results as in (32), i.e. good for MS and
bad for Icelandic).

(41) a. Paö var til bejarins sem/*aö viö fdmm (Ice)

b. Det var til staden sorn/*att vi äIice (Swe)

c. Det var til byen ?som/ ?at vi for (Nor)

d. 
' 

Det var til byen *sorn/(?)at vi korte (Dan)
it was to the.town as / thatwe drove

In a sense, then, directional PPs are more like DPs than locative PPs are. I will not attempt
here to get closer to the heart of the matter, using category membership.as a good first
approximation, and taking locative PPs to be representative of PPs in general.'

5 Judgments varied somewhat with respect to the lcelandic. In particular two infomrants felt that the contrast
berween (37a) and (39a) was not so gpat as I have indicated, and one felt the same way about (36a) and (4Oa).
6 With locative PPs pa6ern for exaurple purpose clauses, which are PPs in Scandinavian (cf. (86b) in §6.3).

Det er uden klader han vasker
it is without clothes he washes

acceptable with at Ln Norwegiaq
but täss üke the depictive in (54.'

t
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2.5. STTMMARY OF §§2. l-2.4
Here I briefly summarize the basic facts language by language. The null complementizer is
impossible with a subject gap in all cases.

In Icelandic, sem is used with DP and PP; ad is also possible with PPs. The null
complementizer is never possible. Resultative APs are marginal with sem, and depictive APs
are impossible.

In Swedish, som is always possible, and att never is. Both resultative and depictive
APs are acceptable with sorz and with the null counterparL

In Norwegian and Danish, sam and the null complementttnr are both possible with
DPs; ar and the null complementtznr are both possible with PPs; and the null complementizer
is possible with APs. With APs, there is in addition a distinction between resultative APs,
which are marginally acceptable with sorz, and depictive APs, which are marginally
acceptable with ar.

2.6. MULTIPLY.FILLED COTvTp

There is one more set of data which will be relevant, available only from non-standard
varieties of Danish and Icelandic. It is possible to find multiple introducing elements in clefts,
as with relative clauses (cfl (15) in §1). The distribution of forms is not clear to me, and
judgmena are delicate, in part because the forms are stigmatized. Recall that in Danish, both
som'&s' and der 'there' are (standardly) possible with subject gaps, as shown in (42).

(42) a. Det er Henning som ryger (Dan)

b. Det er Henning der rygerit is Henning smol<cs
'It's Henning who smokes'

Recall, too, that multiple introducing elements were obsenred in relative clauses. This is the
case in clefts as well. The examples in (43) are from N01ke 1984:100, who suggests that
"[w]e may well find" them "in casual speech" (ibid.).

(43) a. Det er Peter, som der ryger (Colloquial Dan)
b. ? Det er Peter, at der ryger
c. Det er Peter, som at der rygerit is Peter as that there stnokes

Vikner 1991, as noted in §1.2, discusses rclative clauses with multiple introducing elements,
and notes that they are reduced in acceptability and that this may be the result of

-prescriptivism (cf. his pp. 132-3, esp. fn. l5). The reference grammar Allan et al. 1995:204
'identifies-the construction as being found (in relative clauses) in "colloquial language and
dialects." In my own experience, some informants reject them outright, and there has been a
tendency for informants from Western Jutland to accept them, suggesting that the form may
be dialectal. An investigation is clearly needed of their distribution. However, in keeping
with the observations of Vikner and others, I have simply labelled them as 'Colloquial
Danish.'

I have marked (43b) with a question mark to indicate that my own informants were
less comfortable with it, but Nglke does not indicate any such difference in relative
acceptability among the examples. My findings are generally in line with Vikner's
annotations for similar examples with relative clauses.

In addition, N6lke shows examples of som cooccurring with ar when the focus is a
non-subjot DP, as in (44c) (44a) is the standard form).

(Dan)
(Ice)

(Colloquial Dan)
(Colloquial Ice)

a'

(M) Det er Peter som hun elsker
Paö er Petur sem hün elskar
Det er Peter som at hun elsker
Paö er Petur sern aö hrin elskar
it is Peter as that she loves

My own informants were hesitant about such examples (as with similar- examples with
re[ative clauses, cf. (l6b) in §1.2 above) but on the whole, examples of the type in (44c)

a.

b.
c.?
d.?
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patterned with the examples in (43), and most closely with the type in (43b). As shown, the
same finding holds for Icelandic (cf. (16a)).

Such examples are particularly interesting as they suggest ttrat the various relative
elements do not occupy the same positions. As Nglke notes, no otler orders of the various
relative elements are possible (ttris is also the case for lcelandic). I discuss the implications
for these facts in more detail below.
_ _I_have not-yet encountered any Norwegian or Swedish speakers who accept such
forms. However, the constnrction is also possible in colloquial Icelandic when the focus is a
PP (compare (45a) to (30a) and (31a), and (45b) to (39a) and (40a)), and is in fact
significantly better than when the focus is a DP, as in (aad).

Faö var { bantrm sem aö 69 hitti Jdn
it wa,s in nwn as that I mct John
Faö er fui klaöa sem aö hann pvar 961fiöit is without clothes as that he washes the.floor

(Colloquial lce)(4s) 4..

b

?

Such patterns are not possible in Sundard Danish, and preliminary investigations suggest that
they are also unacceptable in West Jutlandic and colloquial Danish, but I have not been able
to make a systematic inquiry.

3. Three types of predicate
As a prelude to discussing the structure of clefts, I discuss here some basic ideas about
predicates. A widespread view of predicates is that they basically consist of an XP containing
a gap which is assigned a theta-role. This is consistent with the VP-internal subject
hypothesis outlined, e.9., in Koopman & Spöfiche 1988, which leads to stn"rctures like thät in
(46a), and with the view of phrase strucürre in Stowell 1981, by which subject positions are
available in all lexical XPs, as indicated in (46b-d). These assumptions, coupled with a theory
of small clauses which takes them to contain a functional head, as in Bowers 1993 (cf. atso
Svenonius 1994, 1996), leads to structures like that in (46c).The status of noun phrases is
more controversial, but assuming that predicative noun phrases are NPs and not DPs, the
structure in (46d), as suggested in Holmberg 1993, is fully parallel to the other structures
shown.

(46) a. Lemmingsi [w ti hibernate]

b. The doctorl was [pp ti in his office]
c. They regard himi as [ep ti unpredictable]

r 51.' Andersi is [Np ti a professor]

Assume, then, that the bracketed expressions in (46) represent a type of predicate, and call it
a type L[exical] predicate. Irxical predicates are XPs which contain a theta-marked trace of
the element they predicate over.

Howevei, it does not seem possible to assume that all predicate are type L. Heycock
1991 discusses a number of predicate types in which there does not seem to be a trace of the
element predicated over. Consider, for example, the postulated stnrctures in (47).

(47) a. Sea urchin roe is [sp exactl] whati I need til
b. Eels are [ep Opi hard to carch ti]

The equative construction in $7a) has a CP containing a wh-chain in the predicate position.
Assuming that the wh-word started in the empty theta-position, there is no theta-position to
serve as the origin of the subject sea urchin roe.ln @7b-c) are shown the classic construction
known as 'tough-movement,' which has been argued to contain a null operator, and which
consequently provides no theta-position for the subject (cf. It is hard to catch eels, where it
can be seen that hardß a one-place predicate).

Assume, then, that there is another type of predicate, an XP which contains an
operator-variable chain. Call this a type O[perator] predicate.

A thfud type of predicate, which will not be relevant in the discussion of clefts, is the
equative type illustrated in (48a-e).

a'
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(48) a Clark Kent is [pp Superman]

b. That's [op me]

c. Spot is [pp my dog]

d. That's [ss a load off my mind]
e. For us to give up now would be [cp for Ed to get away with murder]
f. This analysis looks like [cp you've been reading too much Frege]

I1 such examples I know of no evidence for a gap or an operator. To this 6,pe might belong
the non-standard qpe.liscussed in Heycock 1991 and illustrated in (480. Th"y may bä
referred to as qrpe E[quative] (see Chieöhia 1985, Heycock 1991, Bowärs L993, §venonius
1994, and Heycock & Kroch 1997/this volume for discussion of this type).

4. Two analyses of RCs
Modifiers are a sort of predicate, an open expression. Some modifiers are plausibly type L,
for example attributive adjectives. Others, given this typology, must be type O, for example
relative clauses. Consider the classic analysis of English relative clauses sketched in (49)
(based on Choms§ & Lasnik L977).

(49) a. I saw the man [cp Opi that you described til
b. I saw the man [gp whoi you described ti]

Here the structure for the two relative clauses is the same, with the overt complementizer
pairing with the null operator, and the wh-operator cooccurring with a null complemenizcr.
There are also analyses of relative clauses as involving movement of the head out of the
relative clause. Schachter 1973, for example, analyzed relative clauses as being L-type
predicates (in my terms). Specifically, the relative clause is a phrase of category S, and it
modifies a node of category NOM. The NOM head of the noun phrase is empty (marked with
the 'dummy symbol' A) in the underlying structure, and some NP moves from S into the
empty NOU position. An illustration is provided in (50) (cf. Schachter 1973:33).

(50) a. [Np üe [no*rko, 
^ 

] [s we made [ypheadway]lll
b. [Np üe [roo"kor [Npheadway]il [s we made ti ]1I

Notice that the determiner takes a sister of the category NOM, while make takes an NP
complement. This means that an NP must move into a NOU position. Translated into
tontempofary categories (and adding the complementizer), Schachter's structure looks like
the one in (51), with CP adjoined to NP, NP a sister of D.

(51) a. [op the [Np [Np 
^ 

] [6p that we made [ppheadway]lll
b. [»p üe [r.rp[.rp [ppheadway]il [cp that we made ti ]11

Here a DP moves into an NP position. This falsely predicts structures llke *the sotne
hea.dway that we made. Compare the very similar stnrcture proposed in Kayne L994.

(52) a. [op the [cr [sp".ce ] [", that we made [Npheadway]lll
b. [pp ttre [cn [sp""cr [rypheadway]il [c. that we made ti ]11

Here there is no need for 'Ä' because the sister of the definite article is not a nominative
category with an adjoined CP, but the CP iaelf, which has an A-bar specifier position into
which some element can move. Kayne suggests furthermore that what moves is not DP but
NP, as indicated. However, sincn, make ordinarily takes a DP complement, it is still unclear
exactly what prevents*the somc headway thatwe tna.de. Furthermore, Kayne assumes that in
clefts (and in-wh-relatives),? the moved element is in fact a DP. Compare Schachter's cleft
structure in (53a) (category labels updated) with Kayne's in (53b).

7 Kayne's struchue for awhichrcliative starts out as in [i]; from there, the DP which bookmoves to SpecCP, as
in [ü]; then the NP äooß moves to Spe{DP within SpecCP, as shown in [üi].
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(53) a. It isn't [o- [pp the cough]il [cp that ti carries you off]
b. It's [cp [op linguistics]i that we're studying tilI

In Schachter's structure, the CP is extraposed, and a DP moves out of it into an empty 'A'
position in the VP, a sister of be labr-led 'PRED.' In Kayne's analysis, the sister of ää is not
PRED but CP; once again, the 'Ä' position is unnecessaD/, as a SpecCP position is available.
But in both analyses, wiat moves must be a full DP (or other XP, since various categories
can be focused in the cleft constnrction). On Schachter's analysis, CP is a type L predicate,
while on Kalme's uralysis, it is C'which is a type L predicate.

There are various issues remaining to be cleared up with respect to the postulated NP
movement for relative clauses. Various other problems arise with the movement analysis as
well; see for example Borsley 1997 and Platzack 1997 on $ayne's analysis. However,
movement analyses have been adopted for Scandinavian in Afarli 1994 and Christensen
1995. Below I will not treat relative clauses in any detail but will use the classical analysis as
a starting point for the inve.stigation of cleft structures. However, I do accrue some evidence
supporting a movement-type analysis for some qpes of cleftconstmctions.

5. An analysis of clefts
Consider again what I am calling the classical analysis of relative clauses. Here there is a null
operator which may appeareither with üat or with a null complementizer, and in addition the
possibility of wh-movement exists. Wh-movement always requires a null complementizer.
Thus some element in SpecCP binds a trace in either case.

(54) a. the elephant [cp Opi that ti escaped from the zoo]

b. the elephant [cp Opi A you released ti from the zoo]

c. the elephant [sp whichi6 tiescaped from the zoo]

This analysis is adopted, in essence, for Scandinavian in Taraldsen 1978, and more recently
in Platzack 1997, with sorz taking the place of that in (54a), and with the null variant in (54b)
being esseritially the same as the Scandinavian null variant. The version in (54c) is assumed
for the stylisticatly formal wh-relatives mentioned at the end of §1.2.

Since clefts are, as Schachter 1973 established, cross-linguistically similar to relative
clauses, the obvious starting point for an analysis of clefts is the analysis of relative clauses.
This leads to something like (55) (several analyses from the seventies have something like
these structures at a stage of the analysis, after extraposition of the clausal element from

.subject po.sition; cf. §1.3 above).

(55) a. It was an elephant [sp whichi I released ti from the zoo]

. b. It was the city zoo [sp from whichi I released an elephant ti]
c. * It was from the city zoo [sp whichi I released an elephant ti]
d. It was an elephant [cp Opi that I released ti from the zoo]

e. * It was the city zoo [6p from Opi that I released an elephant t1]

f. It was from the city zoo [cp Opi that I released an elephant ti]

The good examples are exactly parallel to the relative clauses. There are two bad examples,
(55c) and (55e). (55e) is ruled out because the null operator cannot pied-pipe a preposition.
And (55c) is ruled out because which is a DP; there is a matching requirement benreen the
element in SpecCP and the element in focus. In (55b), that element is a PP, but in (55c), it is
not.

The basic idea is that a relative clause-like CP is predicated over the element which I
have been calling the focus. The focus plus CP appears as the complement of the copula, and

i. [op the [cp I read [pp which [Np book]lll
ii. [op the [cp [op which [Np book]lj I read §]1
iü. [pp the [cp [op [Np book]i which rilj I read !))

Compare (52), where what moves to SpecCP is NP.

('
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a dummy subject appears. Thus the focus plus CP can be taken to form a small clause,
perhaps wittr a null functional head as is often assumed for small clauses.

In the following subsections I will discuss the structure in (55), which is in some
sense the zero assumption, and propose some modifications.

5. 1. PROBLEMS wrru AI{ oPERATOR BASED AC]CoI.,NT
The sketch of an analysis of cleft structure immediately above leaves several things to be
explained. The first difference to note between these CPs and relative clauses is the fact that
they can predicate over elements other than DP (or NP), as in (55f). Restrictive relative
clauses are very much limited to DP modification, while clefts allow a wide variety of
categories to be in the focus position Consider, for example, the examples in (56). (56a-b)
are attempts at modifying a PP. (56c1 is an attempt at modifying an AP. All are quite
ungrarnmatical.

(56) a. * We looked under the bed [Opi that Ed had hid the money ti]
b. * We sent it to the charity [Opi that Bridget always donates her clothes ti]
c. i The walls were bright green [Opi ttrat somebody had painted the ceiling ti]

If the null operator in (550 can bind a non-DP trace, it is unclear why the examples in (56)
are bad. Non-restrictive relatives can appear as clausal modifiers, but they do not se,em to be
able to modify XPs in a senten@ otherthan DP. Consider examples like those in (57).

(57) a. We found the money under the bed, which wrrs a terrible place to hide it.
b. We found the money under the bed, a tenibly ill-conceived hiding place.

s. * We found the money under the bed, which Ed had hidden it.

It may seem at first that (57a) has a relative clause modifying a PP. However, note that an
appositive DP, as in (57b), is also licit here. In general, the distribution and intonation of non-
restrictive relatives suggests that of appositive DPs. I suggest that non-restrictive relatives are
really appositive; possibly, there is a null DP head in (57a), so that which in (57a)
corresponds not to under the bed but to a null DP having the same force as a place does in
(57b). Note that when it is clear that the gap in the relative clause corresponds to a PP, as in
(57c), which is quite impossible.

However, some varieties of English may allow non-restrictive relative clauses at least
over verb phrases. This is suggested by the pair in (58).

(58) a. If we get the money, which I expect we will, we'll give it to you.
. b. * If we get the money, something which I expect we will, we'll give it to you.

Whatever the correct analysis of non-restrictive relative clauses, the operator that appears
witb that id restrictive relatives always binds a DP gap, and is therefore unlike the one in
(550. In fact" the problem is more general. Null operator constructions do not typically allow

-t a variety of categories (cf. Browning 1987). Consider the nugh construction in (59a) or the( 
parasitic gap constructions in (59b+).

(5e) After lunch is difficult [Opi o give a talk t1]

In which bed did you hide an egg [Opi before you slept tJ?
Why did you sell the car [Opi before you got rid of the motorcycle ti]?

(59b) cannot be read with a parasitic gap in rke before clause. This is explained if the null
operator which appears in parasitic gap constructions cannot bind a PP trace. If why leaves a
non-DP trace (plausible, given e.g. that it does not need Case), then this would also explain
why (59c) c:mnot be understood with a parasitic gap in the before clause.

Other questions are raised by the structures in (55) as well. For instance, if the copula
can appear generally with a small clause complement and a dummy ir subject, why are other
types of predicates not allowed? For instance, small clauses with AP and DP predicates, Iike
those in (60), are legitimate elsewhere, so why can they not appear in the cleft construction?

a. 'F

b.*
c.*
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(60) a. * It was an elephant upset

b. + It was an elephant my pet

Moreover,'if relative clause-type CPs like those in (55) are possible as small clause
predicates, why do they not show up morc generally in small clause contexts? Assuming that
the copula generally takes a small clause, and allows raising of the subject (as in Stöwell
1981), then (61a) is a small clause context; and (61b) is another one, on very common
assumptions. But the relative clause-type predicate is quite impossible.

(61) a. * An elephant was which you released from the zoo
b. * I consider the elephant that you rcleased from the zoo

I have now raised three quastions regarding the analysis sketched in (55). First, there is the
question regarding non-DP null operators. Second, there is the question regarding the
distribution of the postulated CP predicate. Third, there is the question regarding the
distribution of predicates in the cleft construction. I will now deal with these three questions
in turn.

5.2. AN ARGUMENTFOR MOVEMENT
First, with respect to the nature of the null operator, it is perhaps an overstatement to claim
ttrat null operators only bind DP traces. There are many examples in the literature of null
opemtors which have been postulated to bind categories other than DP. For example, yes-no
questions are commonly assumed to involve a null operator which presumably binds
something corresponding to the polarity of the sentence. Constructions such as comparative
deletion construction (Olaf was quicker than we were) have been taken to contain a null
operator (binding an AP trace in that case). It has been proposed, for exarnple in Aoun & Li
1993 for Chinese, that languages without overt wh-movement have null operator movement
instead. Such a null operator must bind non-DP categories in examples like that in (62) (from
Aoun & Li).

(62) [Op] ta renwei Zhangsan weishenme laile? (Mandarin Chinese)
he think Ztangsanwhy came

'Why does he think Zhangsan came?' 
.

A similar case can be made for Northern Norwegian, where degree questions fail to show any
overt wh-movement.

(63) [Op] er du gammel?
are you old

'How old are you?'

(Northern Norwegian)

?

The operator here, I argue in work in progress, binds a degree variable provided by the AP.' Thus it is reasonable to assume that there are in fact operators that bind elements other
than DP trace. However, the operators postulated in the work discussed above are restricted
to very specific bindees (polarity, for yes-no questions, a class of indefinites, in (62), a degree
variable, in (63)). It is still unclear that a null operator such as the one in (55d, 0 should be
postulated. It would have to be allowed to bind virtually any category, cf. the examples in (l)
in §1. If such an operator exists, it is quite unclear what prevents it from appearing in other
constflctions than the cleft" i.e. what prevents such constnrctions as (56-59).

Instead, I propose that that-clefs are, at least in some cases, the result of movement,
somewhat as in, e.g., Schachter 1973, Pinkham & Hankamer 1975, and Kayne 1994.
However, unlike those works, I do not assume that which-type clefts are the result of
movement out of the CP, and furthermore I am not committed to any modern Scandinavian
relative clauses being derived by movement of the NP head (cf. Platzack 1997). Specifically,
I assume the stnrctures in (65) for the CP predicate in E4glish clefts; the classical structures
for relative clauses are given here in (64) for comparison.'

t Pinkham & Hankamer 1975 argue as I do that there are two types of ctefts, one derived by movement of the
focus, and allowing a range of categories, and the other having the mid-70's equivalent of a null operator
analysis and allowing only DP foci. They argue on wholly different grounds, however, and it does not seem that
their argumentation goes througb. See Gundel 1977 for discussion.

a'
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(64) a- RC: [cp whi A tp... ti ...]I
b. RC: [cp Opi (tha0 tp...ti...]l

(65) a Cleft [cp wtri O tp...q ...]l
b. Clefü [gp q (tha$ tp...q...]I

Ttrc (a) stnrctues are essentially identical, while the (b) structures are importantly different:
in the relative clause, there is a null operator, which I assume is of the category DP; this
rnearrs that the whole relative claurc is a type O predicate, in the sense explained in §3. The
Cleft predicate in (65b), on the other hand, is a type L predicate: it contains a üace for a
moved element which is not bound within the predicate itself. This trace may be any
category, in principle.

These structures turn out to be nearly identical to the structures proposed for clefts
with that and which in Kiss 1996. There, what I have been calling a small clause is a FocusP,
headed by a Focus head. The element that moves (in clefts with that) or is base-generated (in
clefts with wlro or which) in SpecFocusP is interpreted as having 'exhaustive' focus, called
'identificational focus' in Kiss 1997. The only structural difference is that Kiss assumes that
tbe copula originates in R and raises out of it, while I assume that the copula selects the small
clause as its complement.

There is a slight contrist in (66) that might be taken as support for this distinction.
The idea would be that (66b) is perfect, because the reflexive actually moves, and can be
reconstructed, while (66a) is less than perfect" because the reflexive is never actually in a
position to be bound by its antecedent, and must be interpreted via an operator.

(66) a. ? It is himself who fohn likes best
b. It is himself ttrat John likes best

It may at first seem to be a disadvantage of this analysis that it fails to more closely unify
relative clauses and clefts. On the contrary, I believe that this is an advantage of the analysis.
There are several indications that cleft predicates and relative clauses are not the same. For
example, the distribution of wh-elements is different. Consider the pairs in (67).

(67) a. the part of the airpon where they stopped me

b. * It was in customs where they stopped me
c. the reason why they stopped me
d. * It was berause of my hair why they stopped me

Here it cah be seen that where ard why are possible relative operators, but not possible cleft
operators (note also that even the occasional wh-elements in MS relative clauses, such as
Sw.edish vars discussed in §1.3, are not possible in clefts). Similarly, Icelandic, Norwegian,
and Danish allow ailat rn clefts, but not in relative clauses, as discussed in §§1-2.

The operator analysis skerched in (65a) raises questions regarding case; there must be
some mechanism for assigning case to the focus. Examples like those in (68) show that in
English, this case is the objective one (but cf. §2.1 in which it is noted that Scandinavian
shows connectivity effects here, and that Icelandic also allows nominative in general).

(68) a. . It's me who always hurts myself/trimself.
b. * It's I who always hurt myself.

I will not propose any specific case-assignment mechanism here, leaving the problem
unresolved. More troubling is the fact that the movement analysis of (65b) falsely predicts
(69b) rather than (69a).

(69) a. It's me that always hurts myselflhimself.
b. * It's I that always hurt myself.

This problem does not arise in Scandinavian (cf. §§6.2-3 below), and I will leave it as an
unresolved problem for English.

If clefts and relative clauses are two different kinds of structure, then why are they so
alike, a faqt stressed by Schachter 1973'! I think that they are alike because they both

J.
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represent ways of converting a clause into a type of predicate. However, they are different in
that the relative clause, a modifier, is a predicate of type NPA'{P or DP/DP, in categorial
grammar tetms, while a cleft predicate is a pre$icate of type S/DP, in the case of ctefti wittr
which, and S/XP, in the case of clefts with that.'

It can be assumed that this distinction has its locus in the complementizer (assentially
following the line in Rizzi 1990). This means there is a variety of null complementizeri.
There must be a null +wh relative complementizer, which allows which, who,why, and
where, but disallows what,whichever, and various other wh-elements. It heads a CP which
can be adjoined to NP (or DP) (Rizzi 1990 marks it '+predicative'). I assume ttrat this has to
do with its semantic tyge; pgriaps this C converts thg operator-variable chain into an open
position 4 th9 semantics (-lik_§ a thetl-positi-o9) which can only be discharged throügh
identification, in the sense of Higginbotham 1985. Another way to describe the restriction öu
the distribution of relati.ve complementizers would be to say that the relative complementiz,er
creates an open NP position, rather than a DP position; since NPs are not valid arguments, it
would not be possible to use the relative clause as a small clause predicate.

In addition, there must be a +wh complementizer which appears withwhich and,wha
(but not what or why or where) and which heads a CP that appears as a small clause
predicate; this C head must convert the operator chain into an open DP position
(uncontroversially, in fact, since wlrich and who are DPs). Below I will propose an
explanation for why such CPs do not appear more generally as small clause predicates.

Continuing on the assumption that the differences among clauses are determined by
the features of the complementizer, there must also be a variety of -wh complementizers.
There must be a that which heads a relative clause, and which requires a null operator of the
category DP in its specifier (presumably handfed by checking theory). There must also be a
null variant of this complementizer, whictr- is not a proper governor (because it cannot
cooccur with a subject gap). There must be another complemenitnr that which,like the +wh
cleft complementizer, heads an open proposition, but which, unlike that element and unlike
the relative that, does not require any operator in its specifier. Finally, there must be a null
non-governing variant of this cleft that.

Another option would be to try to work out a theory of operators and chains that
derived the various differences. On such a theory, for example, there would not be many
complementizers that,but one; the null operator that appears in relative clauses would be of a
type that binds a DP gap but creates an open NP position. The cleft CP would become a type
L proposition simply by virtue of a constituent moving out of it. I will not try to work out
such a theory here but simply note its appeal.

5.3. AN§WERrNG rHE QUSSUONS
Now it is possible to answer the questions raised in §5.1 above regarding the first version of
the analysis sketched at the beginning of this section. The fust question had to do with why
such a wide range of categories were allowed , when null operators typically have a very
restricted range of binders. In the new version of the analysis, there is no null operator; the
clefts that allow a range of categories, namely the clefts with that and its null counterpart,
involve actual movement

The second question had to do with why other categories of predicate were not
possible in the cleft construction. Here I will suggest that this is because the it in subject
position in a cleft is extraposition ir, an element independently observed only to appear in
connection with elements of the category CP. I.e., the dummy subject ir in the cleft in (70) is
linked to the CP in essentially the same way as the subject in the structure in (70b).

e In Montague 1973, relative clauses are t)?e <e,b (basically equivalent to S/DP), and a special rule allows
them to combine (under intersection) with nominative elements §Ps in tie temrs assumed here), which are also
<e,D, to produce nominative elements of t;'pe <e,t>. However, intersection seems to me too coarse a device for
noun phrase modifircation, and I assume that relative clauses are actually second-order predicates over NPs, i.e.
tx)e <<e,t>,<e,D>.

J,
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(70) a. It was this little tube of glue thathe shoplifted
b. It was unforhrnate foreverybody involved that he shoplifted

To see the CP restriction on extraposition ir, consider (71). Qla-b) show that extraposition ir
can appear even when the predication over the CP subject is equative. (71c) is an example
with a relatively heavy AP subject; cf. Svenonius 1994 on non--entity-denoting elements-as
subjects. (7ld) shows that extraposition wittr ir is not possible for the AP.

(71) a. That the king was foolish was the point of the story
b. It was the point of the story that the king was foolish
c. Expensive for me is cheap foreverybody else
d. * It is cheap for everybody else expensive for me

Thus, we do not expect to find cleft constructions with non-CP predicates. Consider the
derivations sketched n (72).

(72) a. was Ted Turner [q,who gave a billion dollars to the U§
b. It was Ted Turner [owho gave a billion dollars to the IJIrIJ

c. was Ted Turner [^p eccenuic]
d. 'l' It was Ted Turner [^r, eccentric]
e. Ted Turner was eccenüic

ln (72a-b), the copula takes a small clause, and because the predicate there is CP, ir can be
inserted in subject position. la (72c), the copula takes a small clause, but since there is no CP,
ir cannot be inserted. Instead, the only option to satisfy the EPP in the main clause is to raise
the subject of the small clause, resulting n (72e).

This leads to the third question originally posed in §5.1, namely, why do CP
predicates not turn up in other contexts than that of the cleft? Namely, why do we not find
structures of the type in (73), where for example (73a) is derived straightforwardly from
(72a)?

(73) a. * Ted Turner was who gave a billion dollars to the UN.
b. 'r I consider Bill Gates who has the most money.
s. + With Michael Milken that got out of jail, things should get fun.

Here I would like to suggest that this is because extraposition fr is not only possible in clefts,
it is in fact necessary. Specifically, I propose that ir serves not only to satisfy the EPP, but
also to anchor the CP predicate, in the sense of Svenonius 1994, an analysis of clausal
anchoring which builds on Eng L987, and Farkas 1992.

The concept of anchoring which is relevant here is a point of interface benveen the
syntax and the semantics. In order to be interpreted as a proposition, CP must be anchored to
some set of possible worlds. I have argued (Svenonius L994) that this anchoring is mediated
by the complementizer. Various factors affect the choice of anchor, including the verb used;
cf. the factive (74a), where the content of the embedded CP is presupposed to be true, and the
non-factive (74b).

(74) a. . The UN realizes that the US will never pay its debt
b. The UN s$pects that the US witl never pay its debt

It has been pointed out that anchoring is sensitive to syntactic structure (cf. Kiparsky &
Kiparsky 1970); although both of the sentences represented by (75a) are ordinary, the
sentences in (75b) are likely to induce factivity, with the result that the version with/a/se is
anomalous.

(75) a. It is true/false that Clinton has attacked kaq.
b. That Clinton has attacked Iraq is tnre/#false.

It seems that DPs can provide anchoring as well; compare (76a), which has a factive
interpretation, to (76b), which does not.
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(76) a. the realization that ozone depletion is harming amphibians
b. the suspicion that ozone depletion is harming amphibians

Given that a DP may provide anchoring, and that a CP must be anchored, I propose that in
the configuration of the cleft, there is no anchor for the CP, and this is why extraposition ir
must be inserted. Consider again the strucnres represented n (72a-b), slightly modifed here
as (77a-b).

(77) a.

b.

c. {3

was Ted Turner [cpüat gave a,billion dollars to the tII.{]
It was Ted Turner [cpüat gave a billion dollars to the tII.{]

[othat gave a billion dollars to the tII.ü was Ted Turner

ln Q7a), I argue, there is no anchor for the CP. This leaves it without a complete
interpretation. When extraposition ir is inserted, as in (77b), I suggest, CP is anchored to the
real world as a prcsupposition. This is the semantic contribution of extraposition it, not
substantially different from the semantic contribution assumed for referential ir, which is to
point out some familiar non-human entity in the context of the discourse. This anchoring is
overridden .in examples like Q5a), where the predicate provides a different, non-
presuppositional anchoring. The point with (75b) was that when the syntactic configuration is
disturbed, the anchoring supplied by the predicate is no longer available; in that case,
presupposition is the default anchoring (see Svenonius 1994 fsl dstails).

The next obvious question is why (77c) is not allowed, given that movement to
subject position is generally allowed for CPs. I assume that it is because the CP has no anchor
in that position. I must assume that the default anchoring (as in (75b)) is not available in
(77c) as a result of the CP in that exarnple being a predicate.

This is generally consistent with the rare nature of CP predicates. Most apparent cases
of CP predicates can be shown to actually be subjects, in inverse constructions (Moro 1997,
Heycock 1994). For example, (78a) looks like a case of a CP predicate. However, it should
actually be analyzed as in (78b), where a DP predicate has been promoted from the small
clause complement to the copula. Heycock 1994 demonstrates this with examples like those
in (78c-d), where, she argues, in the small clause complement to consider, inversion is not
possible.

John's problem was [that nobody wanted to know about his problem]
fohn's problemi was [that nobody wanted to know about his problem \J
I consider [that nobody cares the problem]

I consider [the problem that nobody cares]

(78) a.

b.

c.

d. ,F

t

The CPs in (78a-c), then, are in subject positions, and are different from the cleft CPs in not
being predicates (they also do not contain gaps or operator-variable chains). Truly predicative
CPs, it appears, cannot be licensed by their own subject, nor by any default rule. They can
only be saved by the insertion of extraposition ir.

6. Scandinavian Clefts
Here I briefly summarize the findings from §2 above, the patterns for Scandinavian clefts,
and then show how the analysis described in §5 applies to Scandinavian.

6.1. SwronH
First, reca[ that Swedish has som optionally in all cases, except where there is a subject gap,
in which case sorn is obligatory. A few representative examples are repeated here from §2.
Swedish clefts never contain an.

(79) L. Det var Jon (som) jag ttiffade i staden (Swe)
it was Jon as I mct in town

b. Det var i staden (som) jag träffade Jon
it was in town as I mct Jon

c. Det var rött (som) han mälade huset
it was red as he painted the.house
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This suggests, in the context of the curent analysis, ttrat Swedishsom is like English that, a
category-neutrd C head which allows movement to form an L-type predicate from the CP.
.Recall from §1 ttrat there was evidence that sorn was a head in Old Norse as well. The
optionality of som is most simply analyzed as being due to a null counterpart of som. As for
the difference benreen subjecrgaps and other gaps, I have no improvemönt to make on the
analysis of Taraldrcn 1986 of som as a proper govemor, its null counterpart failing to be one.
Recall that predicative and depictive APs are perfectly acceptable in clefts in Swedish, with
and without som. This is expected, given ttrat all cleffs are derived by movement

6.2. NORWEGIAN AT.ID DAI\IIsH
Next, there is the NorwegianlDanish pattem (there were, it will be recalled, only slight
differences benneen the nro standards). Norwegian and Danish fairly strictly use som only
with DP foci.ro

(80) a. Det var lon (som) eg mffi byen (Nor)
it was lon as I mct in town

b. Det var i byen (*som) eg uaff lon
it was in town as L,ut Jon

c. Det var raudt (?som) han mäla huset
it was red as he paintedthe.house

Thus it is natural to take som to be an operator of the category DP, like English which. Of
course, it could be maintained that som is a complementizer, as in the analyses (of relative
clauses) in Taraldsen 1986 and Vikner 1991, among others. This is especially natural in light
of the facts from subordinate interrogatives, in which som cooccurs with wh-elements, as in
(l4b) in §1 above, or the similar (81).

(81) Eg lurer pä kven som ikkje har betala (Nor)
I wonder onwho as not has paid
'I wonder who hasn't paid'

But if we are to ilssume that som is a head, then we nerd a way to restrict the cleft focus to
DP. This could be accomplished either by supposing that sam obligatorily enters into a spec-
head configuration with a null DP operator, essentially as in Vikner 1991, or that there is
mo\Ement but that sonr checks DP features in SpecCP, disallowing non-DPs from passing
out of CP. On any of these variants, som can in some sense be said to have DP features.
However, the multiply-filled COMP examples from non-standard Danish, some of which are
shown here, make it appealing to put relative and cleft som in SpecCP, rather than in C as in
interrogatites.

(82) a. Det er danskene som at der laver det bedste 0l (Colloquial Dan)' it is the.Danes as that there make the best beer
b. ? Det er Frankrig som at Danmark skal spille mod pä lgrdag

it is France as that Denmark slull play against on Saturday

Assuming, as is natural, that at is a complementizer element, either we must have CP
recursion in (82) (as explicitly argued for by Vikner 1991), or else sam is in SpecCP. I will
assume that som is in fact an operator that lands in SpecCP, exactly like Englishwhich.

Recall that Norwegian and Danish allow atwith PPs.

(83) iI. . Detvari byen at egtraff lon §or)it was in awn that I nut Jon
b. 'F Det var fon at eg traff i byen

it was Jon that I mct in town
c. ? Detvarnakenat hanvaska golvet

it was naked that he washedthe.floor

to Actually, finite clauses and infmitives with the infinitive marker d also appear fairly freely in clefs with sort,
but they appear generally in DP contexts in MS, for example as the complements to prepositions.
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Either there is an operator which binds just PP traces, or else clefts with ar are derived by
movemenL I will assume that they are the result of movement, and that ar is in C. This ar
must have prepositional features which prevent non-PPs from moving through SpecCP.

Recall that the one time at appe,arcd with a DP focus was in combination with other
relative elements, as in (82). If som is a complementizer in a CP above the one headed by at,
as Vilcrer 1991 proposes, then this remains unexplained. However, if sorz has whatever
feanrres a/ checks, then sentences like those in (82) are expecüed to be good. Thus, although
sorn orily binds DP trace, it appears to have P features.

Moving on to the null complementizer, recall that Norwegian and Dar,rish are rather
liberal with rcspegt to wtat catcgories could appear as the focus in a cleft (cf. the cxarnples in
(80), or those in (1) in §1). This kind of categorial frcedom was what motivated a movement
uralysis for English. Thus, I suggesg Norwegian also has a complementizer like English that
and Swedish som which allows any category to move out of CP; morc specifically, it is like
the null variants of those complementizers, since it,like them, is not pronounced and is not a
proper governor.

With respect to AP, recall that AP foci were acceptable with no
complementizer . This is now expected. In finer detail , a AP was marginally
acceptable with som (cf. (80c)

generally
resultative

relevant sense
are

(84)

. A depictive AP
like PPs.
also has the element der, with subject DPs.

Det var Jon der traf mig i byen
it wcts Jon there mct m.e in town

), suggesting that those APs are
was marginally acceptable with a

marginally DP-like in the
r (cf. (83c)), so those APs

(Dan)

Recall, too, that der can cooccur with other elements, in non-standard Danish.

(85) a. Det er Peter, som der ryger (Colloquial Dan)
b. ? Det er Peter, at der ryger
c. Det er Peter, som at der rygerit is Peter as that there smokes

Nglke 1984 proposed that der is in subject position, like expletive der. This is also adopted
and defended in Taraldsen 1992. Still assuming that ar is in C, this accounts neatly for the
obligatory ordering seen in the construction. Vikner 1991 argues against this approach,
suggesting that relaiive der occupies C0; but in order to explain the cooöcurrence hei§ forced
to allow CP-recursion, and in order to explain the obligatory order of the various relative
elements, he is forced to make additional assumptions. I will not review the various

'argument3 here, but refer the reader to the literature.
This set of assumptions straightforwardly captures the observed combinations of

re[ative elements: somis a DP operator in SpecCP, ar is in C and has P features, and der is or
can be in SpecIP and has subject features. One last comment is in order for (85b), because
there is no prepositional element in the specifier of. at.I must assume that although at
prevents non-PPs from entering its specifier, it does not require anything to appear there. The
subject Peter in (85b) is base-generated, as der creates a type O predicate, so nothing ever
moves tfuough the specifier of attn (85b).

6.3.ICE-AI.IDIC
The last pattern is the Icelandic one. In Icelandic, sem was seen to allow only DP and PP foci
in clefts, though perhaps also marginally AP, as in (86c) (from Thräinsson 1979l.77, who does
not mark it as marginal).

(86) a. Paö eru islendingarnir sem eru bestir f skäk. (Ice)
it are the.Icelanders as are best in chess
'It is the Icelanders that are best at chess'

b. Faö var til aö bria til kak6 sem viö keyptum mj61k.
it was to to prepare to cocoa as we bought milk
'It was to make cocoa that we bought milk'
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c. ? Faö er gulur sem blllinn er
it is yelbw as the.car is

The pattern can be captured by assuming, as for Norwegian and Danish, that sem is like
English which, an operator landing in SpecCP. However, unlike which and Norwegian and
Danish som, semis not strictly limited to binding DP trace; it can also bind PP trace. This can
be described by assuming that sem ts'-V,' the featural specification that N and P have in
common (recall that Norwegian and Danish som w:§ argued to have P features, even though
itcould only bind DP trace).

If this is the right analysis, then serz has apparently been reanalyzed since Old Norse
times (cf. (8b) in §1.1). This also means ttrat there must be a null complementizer in
Icelandic, though it can only cooccur with the operator element sem.lfihannes Gfsli Jdnsson
(personal communication) points out that the lack of inflection on sem makes it an unlikely
pronoun in Modern Icelandic. However, an advantage of the analysis is that it captures the
possibility, noted for colloquial lcelandic, of sem cooccurring with a4 without multiplying
head positions.

(87) a. ?

b.

(Colloquial Ice)

g6ltiö
the.floor

lf sem is not in SpecCP, then these examples require either CP recursion, as in Vikner 1991,
or a split Comp, as in Rizzi 1995. Note also that the assumption that sem is an operator, and
that the DP has not moved, allows an account of the cases in which the case on the focus fails
to match that of the gap, as seen tn (28-29) above, in §2.1, or as in (88a).

(88) a. Paö er brennivin sem hann varö fullur af (Ice)
it is liquor.NoM as he becamc drunk of
'It's liquor he got drunk on'

b. * Brennivfn varö hann fullur af
liquor.NoM becamc he druri* o7

c. Brennivfni varö hann fullur af
liquor.DATbecame he drunk of
'Liquor, he got drunk on'

(88b-c) show that topicalization requires the case on the fronted element to match that of the
gap, i.e. there is connectivity benreen the moved element and the gap. The argument here is
teminisaent of early arguments from failure of connectivity for non-movement analyses of
clefts, e.g. as in ttre examples in (89) (cf. also §5.2 above).

(89) a. It's myself I don't like
b. It's me I don't like
c. * Me,I don't like

(89a) shows connectivity, which is consistent with movement, but which of course can be
achieved in other ways as wetl. (89b) shows failure of connectivity, which is not consistent
with more uncontroversial cases of movement, such as topicalization, shown in (89c). The
failure of connectivity argues that there is (or can be) an operator in clefts with sem, not that
sem acttally is ttrat operator. However, I will continue to assume that sem in Icelandic clefts
is an operätor, and that it occupies SpecCP.

Thrdinsson 1979, chapter 2, argues, following Pinkham & Hankamer's 1975 analysis
of English, that Icelandic allows two different derivations for clefts: one is relative
extraposition, and the other is a cleft transformation. Clefts with DP foci are ambiguous, and
clefts with non-DP foci must come from the cleft transformation. Thus, the relative structuie
in (90a), which requires nominative citse on the predicative DP, is the source for the version
of the cleft in (90b) that has nominative case on the focus, while the version of (90b) that has
dative case on the focus is derived by a cleft transformation.

Paö er Pdtur sem aö hün elskar
it is Peter as thot she loves

Faö er än klaöa sem aö hann pvar
it is without clothes as that he washes
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(e0) a. Faö sem 69 gleymdi var stefrrumdtiö /*stefrrun6tinu.
it as I forgot was the.dnte.Nolü/ the.date.DAT
'What I forgot was the dare'

Faö var stefnumdtiö /stefnumdtinu sem 69 gleyrndi.
it was the.date.NoM/the.date.DAT as I forgot
'It was the date that I forgot'

(Ice)

b.

However, as noted in §1.3 above, an extraposition analysis raises more questions than it
answers. I will assume instead that both versions of (90b) involve the same structure, and that
the differerice has to do with the assignment of nominative case, which is less restricted in
Icelandic than in English or MS.

Icelandic, it will be recalled, also allows clefts just with a4 but only when the gap is a
PP.

(91) a. * Faö var J6n aö 69 hitti f banum (Ice)
it was Jon that I mct in town

b. Paö var f banum aö 69 hitti J6n
it was in town that I mct Jon

c. * Faö var rautt aö hann mälaöi hüsiö
it was red that he painted the.house

Here, as with Norwegian, it could be assumed that ad is a complementizer which allows
movement, like English täaq except that adchecks prepositional features. Interestingly, there
is also a preposition aö, historically the same word as the complementizer (Danish also has
the preposition, ad). Thus it is even more plausible for Icelandic than for Norwegian that aö
checks prepositional features on the trace in its specifier. In Icelandic, there is no null
counterpart to aö.

The facts about cooccurrence are also satisfyingly solved. Ad appears (albeit
marginally) alongside sent in clefts with DP foci, as in (87a), when it could not appear by
itself. The analysis allows an explanation of this fact: ad is impossible in clefts with DP foci
because ad must check prepositional features. But sem has been shown to be -V, neutral
between a prepositional and a nominal. So when sern appears in the specifier of ad, it
plausibly checks the prepositional features, even when itself binding a DP trace.

A final comment about Icelandic concerns the marginally acceptable resultative and
predicative AP examples, as in (86c). If they :re to be captured, a simple way to do so would
be to assume that they can marginally be treated as DPs, or rather, their traces can marginally
be treated as DP ffaces. Depictive AP was generally impossible in Icelandic clefts, and this is
'describedty the proposal made here.

T..Conclusion
As I stated in the introduction, this is a working paper and the primary goal has been to
present a tangled thicket of data in as clear a way as possible. In particular I have not done
justice to ttre previous literature, especially the wealth of literature on relative clauses. The
differences among the Scandinavian languages in the cleft construction turn up most clearly
in what relative element is used, and this is what I have concentrated on. Descriptively, there
is a correlation between what can show up as the focus of the cleft and what can show up as
the introducing element in the CP predicate of the cleft

In §5 I examined a similar correlation in English and suggested that there is evidence
for moverhent of the focus out of the cleft predicate,-in some casei (evidence which is lacking
in relative clauses). The fact that Kiss 1996 independently arrived at the same conclusion is
quite encouraging. However, the analysis entails that there ate movement and non-movement
structures that look superficially very similar, for example, the pair in (66), or the similar pair
in (92).

(92) a. ?. It was himself who John was going to talk about
b. It was himself that John was going to talk about

I have suggested that in the example with who, who is an operator occupying the specifier of
a CP which functions as a type O predicate over a base-generated small clause subject, while
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(94) a.

in ttre example with that, that heads a CP which functions as a type L predicate over a DP
which has moved out of it

Seuing this interpretation of the distinction to work on the Scandinavian data,I am led
to claim that the same contrast holds for the pair in (93), where Norwegian som is like
English wlo, wlile Swedish som is like English that.

(93) a^ ? Det var seg sj6lv som han skulle snakke om (Nor)
b. Det var sej sj?ilv som han skulle tala om (Swe)

it was REX self as he slpuld talk about

The judgments seem consistent with the hypotlresis, though the contrast is subtle, as it is in
(92), and the explanation for it is not entirely understood (specifically, it is unclear why the
(a) examples should be good at all). Note that there is no contrast in (94), nor is there
expected to be, since the null complementizers in Norwegian and Swedish are alike.

Det var seg sjolv han skulle snakke om
Det var sej sjlilv han skulle tala om
it was Rm self he should tolk about

I have stated the resuictions in terms of categorial features, and have located them in the
complementizers as well as on the various operators proposed. None of these moves have
been extensively justified. In particular, the restictions as stated are too coarse to capture the
observed patterns in the data, such as the differences benreen depictive and resultative APs,
or the difference between locative and directional PPs. I believe that a more refined
understanding of the relation between syntactic category and semantic interpretation is
needed.

Other shortcomings of the analysis are many. No explanation has been given for the
consistent failure of null complementizers to allow subject gaps; the claim that they are not
proper governors is simply descriptive. The connection benveen the Danish use of der as an
expletive and its use as a relative element has not been explored. The sorz discussed here and
the som whic[ appears in embedded interrogatives (and in main clause interrogatives in some
dialects; see Afarli 1986, Rice & Svenonius to appear) appear to be more distant from one
another than they are on other analyses, where they are both heads. The exceptional nature of
the predicates postulated in §5.2 , which predicate over such a wide range of categories, has
not been investigated. I can only say that I hope to address these and other problems in the
not too distant future.
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