PRAGMATICS AND CONTRASTIVE LINGUISTICS :
THE FRENCH CLEFT STRUCTURE ‘CEST QUI...QUF’
AND SOME OF ITS POLISH EQUIVALENTS
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1. Introduction and terminological considerations
The expression ‘cleft sentence’ 1S usually traced back to Jespersen:

“An additional way in which contrastiveness may be expressed is with the use
of a so-called cleft sentence, as in ‘It was Ronald who made the hamburgers™.
The term was used by Jespersen, who noted “A cleaving of sentence by means of
‘it is’ (often followed by a relative pronoun or connective) serves to single out
one particular element of the sentence ...” (Chafe, 1975:37)

There are at least two good reasons for wanting to look at the French cleft
structure ‘cC’est...qui/que’ in a contrastive French-Polish study.

The first is that there is no syntactically comparable surface structure in Polish.

The second is the ease and spontaneity with which this cleft structure can single
out and put into initial sentence position any element of sentence or clause struc-
ture. This is to be compared to the relative difficulty and/or loss of spontaneity
encountered in attempting to bring some components into initial sentence position
by simply changing the order of the elements.

These considerations, together with the fact that 1 had noted numerous cases
in which the cleft structure was misused or ignored in translation from Polish into
French, led me to study the Polish equivalents for this structure, .initially to es-
tablish a typology, and provide translators with a conceptual framework for refle-
xion on the use of the structure.

I was also concerned by the considerable number of terms used in French to
describe the structure in the litterature. They went from ‘présentatif’ (Chevalier
et. al.,, Dubois et Lagagne) to ‘gallicisme’ (Sovché et Grunenwald) via ‘mise en
relief” (Coyaud), ‘mise en valeur contrastive’ (Combettes, Cloarec-Heiss),
‘thématisation’ (Leguil), ‘topicalisation’ (Gross), ‘emphatisation’ (Coyaud) ‘foca-
llsatlon (Leguil), and ‘extraction’ (Creissels).
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This great diversity was due to

- the fact that a clear distinction was not always drawn between apparently
similar structures containing ‘c’est...qui/que’, but which were not in fact cleft
structures.

- to differences in theoretical standpoint and methodological approach, studied
at length clsewhere (Sobierajska 1987).

- to the vagueness or complete absence of pragmatic considerations.

This article looks at the problem from the standpoint of Integrated Pragmatics
as defined by Anscombre & Ducrot, then by Récanati, integrating pragmatic and
semantic considerations in this approach to the structure and its Polish equivalents.

2. Use of the cleft structure ‘c’est...qui/que’ and some of the Polish lexical items found
as equivalents.

In this article 1 shall use the term most frequently found in the litterature:
‘cleft structure’ - in spite of the fact that it refers only to the morphosyntax. This
short cut will allow me to avoid making assumptions about the semantics and
pragmatics of the structure and its Polish equivalents until the evidence has been
examined.

In a more general study (Sobierajska 1987) some 400 examples of ‘Cest ...qui/que’
were taken from an exhaustive study of twelve novels (three French, three Polish,
and their translations). The use of the cleft structure both in the French novels
and in the French translations of the Polish novels was seen to concern all elements
of clause structure, and to concern both ‘given’ and ‘new’ information. It was thus
possible to establish the numerous Polish procedures corresponding to the use of
the cleft structure and to classify them for the guidance of the translator.

In this article I shall consider only the equivalences established between certain
Polish lexical items and the cleft structure.

2.1. ‘c’est...quijque’ and ‘sam’

(1):  “En parlant ainsi d’Azais, c’est moi que je me rends odieux.”
(Gide:233)
“Mowigc tak o Azaisie zohydzam siebie samego.” (p. 244)

(2): “C’est moi qui serait venu, si je n’étais trop faible, m’a-t-il dit.”
(Gide:310)

“Gdybym nie byl tak ostabiony, bylbym sam przyszedt.” (p. 324)

(3): “Le Sahara c’est en nous qu’il se montre;” (A. de Saint-Exupéry:78)
“Sahara objawia si¢ w nas samych.” (p. 95)

We can see from these examples that different translators have chosen to use
‘sam’ as an equivalent for the Cleft structure. The semantic value of ‘sam’ is clearly
stated by Doroszewski:
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“sam: zaimek wskazujacy (...) W zdaniu okresla podmiot jako wylacznego

wykonawcg czynnoSci (...) wyraz majacy funkcje podkreslajgca”
(1978:671)

The semantics of ‘sam’ thus offers an insight into the nature of the pragmatic
operation carried out by the choice of the cleft structure. It cannot be reduced to
a mere choice of the element to be focussed on. The operation consists both in
selecting one element of the sentence, and in specifically excluding those other
items from the same semantic field as the item chosen which might have occupied
the initial position inside the cleft structure.

This exclusive function can also be illustrated from an example in which the
source language is Polish and the target language French, the French translator
having chosen to use the cleft structure as an equivalent of the Polish author’s

use of ‘sam’:

(4):  “Myslalem, ze sam zwariowalem.” (Lem, Solaris, p. 87)
“J'al cru que c’€tait moi qui étais devenu fou.” (p. 87)

The specifically exclusive nature of the selection of the item brought into initial
position in the cleft structure is also evident from other equivalences established
between the cleft structure and words which, like ‘sam’ are semantically linked to
the notion of exclusivity : jedynie’, ‘tylko’, ‘na pewno’, ‘wcale’, ‘wlasciwie’, ‘wlasnie’,
‘to wilasnie’.

2.2. ‘c’est...quilque’ and ‘edynie’

(3):  “Tu es seul juge. Ce sont les terres qui savent reconnaitre le blé.”
(Saint-Ex.:171)
“1y sam jeste$ s¢dzia. Jedynie ziemia umie rozezna¢ warto$¢ ziarna” (p.
192) '

Doroszewski’s definition of ‘jedynie’ brings out the semantic proximity between
‘ledynie’ and exclusivity:

“Jedynie: ksigzkowe ‘wylacznie, tylko’ uzywane w bezposrednim sgsie-
dztwie z wyrazem lub wyrazeniem przyimkowym, ktérego tre§¢ uwydatnia
(...)” (1978:229)

We can see from this description how the semantics of ‘jedynie, tylko, and wy-
facznie’ makes them particularly appropriate equivalents for the cleft structure,
and feel that the translator’s choice of ‘jedynie’ in (5) is particularly appropriate.

2.3. ‘c’est...quifque’ and ‘tylko’

(6): “Clest dans P'extracrdinaire que je me sens le plus naturel”
(Gide:12)
“lylko w niezwyklych okolicznosciach czujg si¢ po prostu.” (p. 8)
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(7):  “C’est par lui, C’est a travers lui, que je sens et que je respire.”
(Gide:72)
“Przez niego tylko i poprzez niego czuj¢ i oddycham” (p. 340)

(8):  “Un jour vient ou I'étre vrai reparait, que le temps deshabillg de tous
ses vétements d’emprunt; et si c’est de ces ornements que l'autre est
épris, il ne presse plus contre son coeur qu’une parure déshabitée, qu’un

souvenir...” (Gide:72)

“Przychodzi dziefi, w ktérym ukazuje si¢ prawdziwa istota; czas powoli
odziera ja z pozyczonych 0zd6b i jezeli tamten kocha si¢ w tych ozdobach
tylko, to wtedy przyciska do serca str6j bezduszny, wspomnienie..” (p.

71)

2.4. ‘c’est...qui/que’ and ‘na pewno’

(9): “..ale spokojne méwienie o rewolucji przejat Chopin na pewno od swoje;
przyjacioki, chociaz nie ona go nauczyla , ze ‘na koficu tego wszystkiego’
bedzie Polska.” (Iwaszkiewicz, Chopin:427)

“..mais c’est elle qui lui a apris a pafler si tranquillement de la révolution,

méme si c’est a quelqu’un d’autre qu’il doit de savoir qu’au bout de tout
cela il y aura la Pologne™. |

The juxtaposition of these two versions is striking. The translation into French
of the text by Iwaszkiewicz shows that the hypothesis of a pragmatic function of

exclusive selection in the use of ‘C’est ...qui/que’ is a reasonable one, for the trans-
lator feels that the cleft structure alone is sufficient to express the elimination of

the other persons who might have been included, and thus convey the certitude
in the Polish text.

2.5. ‘c’est...quijque’ and ‘wcale’

Doroszewski defines ‘wcale’ as follows:
“weale: zwykle z przeczeniem lub z wyrazami zaprzeczonymi”

We can see from the following example how ‘wcale’ reinforces the use of the
negative, excluding the presupposed ‘dlatego’, and that as such it is appropriate
in the translation of the pragmatic features behind the choice of the cleft structure.

(10): “Mais ce n’est pas pour cela qu’il m’intéresse.” (A. Gide:50)

“Ale mnie on interesuje wcale nie dlatego.” (p. 50)

2.6. ‘c’est..quilque’ and ‘wilasciwie’

(11): “Il eut voulu demander a Olivier s’il avait compris que cette carte
adressée a ses parents, ¢’était pour lui qu’il 'avait €crite.” (Gide:79)
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“Miat ochot¢ zapytaé Oliviera, czy zrozumial, ze karta adresowana do
jego rodzicow byla pisana wiasciwie do ntego.” (p. 77)

‘wlasciwie’ with its meaning of “‘SciSle biorgc, prawd¢ mowiac, w rzeczywistosci”
(Doroszewski 1978:874) focusses on ‘do niego’ thus excluding other possibilities
(‘rodzicow’)

2.7. ‘c’est...quilque’ and ‘dopiero, Jjui’

It came as no surprise to find ‘dopiero’ and ‘juz’ among the equivalences of
‘Cest ..qui/que’. Grzegorczykowa (1975:111) has pointed out the extremely complex
nature of the semantics of these adverbs, including non-temporal values

- dopiero:

(12): “Mais il existe une altitude des relations ol la reconnaissance comme
la pitié perdent leur sens. C’est 1a que ’on respire comme un prisonnier

délivré.” (Saint-Ex., Terre:170)
“Ale istnieje taki poziom wzajemnych stosunk6w, na ktérym tak wdzig-
cznos$C jak i litoS¢ tracg swoje znaczenie. I na nim dopiero oddycha sig

jak po wyjsciu z wi¢zienia.” (p. 191)

In this context it would be possible to replace ‘dopiero’, by ‘tylko’, or ‘wiasnie’.
The message conveyed by ‘dopiero’ is “nie sadz, ze jest ich wiecej” (cf. Wierzbicka,
1969:50)

(13): “Comme je me connaissais mal. C’est vous Laura , qui m’avez fait me

connaitre.” (Gide:1995)
“Dopiero przez Panig poznalem siebie.” (p. 202)

(14): “Chciwy wydawca dal mu a conto tego dziela tylko 500 frankéw i dopiero
August Léo, bankier, dodat 1000 frankéw.” (Iwaszkiewicz, Chopin:171)

“Léditeur avare ne lui en donne que cinq cents francs d’a-valoir, et C’est
le banquier Léo qui est obligé d’y ajouter un milier de francs de sa
poche.”

These examples show clealy that ‘dopiero’ conveys not only a temporal meaning
(‘do not think it was before’) but also the notion of exclusion which makes it an
appropriate equivalent for the cleft structure.

-‘juz’

(15): “Evidemment Profitendieu reportait la-dessus son orgueil, et s€ montrait
particulicrement fier de sa police; C’est la troisi¢me fois qu’il m’en par-
lait.” (Gide:329)

“Widocznie Profitendicu uwazat to sobie za dumg i byl szczeglOlnie pyszny
Z organizacji swojej policji; juz po raz trzeci mi 0 tym méwil” (p. 345)
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“juz po raz trzeci” can be interpreted on the Wierzbickian model in the follo-
wing terms: “wiedz, ze¢ mi 0 tym moOwil, nie sadz ze po raz pierwszy lub drugi.”

The same type of analysis also applies to the following example:

(16): “Papeczka juz nie trzy grosze na mniec wydal.” (Iwasz. Chopini156)
“C’est bien plus de trois sous que mon petit papa a eu a dépenser pour

. ”

moi.

These examples containing ‘dopiero’ and ‘juz’ show clearly that the French
translators recognize in them a pragmatic function which they can express with
the cleft structure, and that the Polish translators spontaneously use the adverbs
to translate the cleft structure focussing on an element which has been chosen to
the exclusion of the other possibilities.

2.8. ‘Cest...qui/que’ and ‘wiasnie’

(17): “I kto wie, czy tak wczesne wzmianki, jakie spotyka si¢ u Chopina o
Mickiewiczu nie zawdzigczajg swego istnienia wiasnie Elsnerowi.” (Iwa-
szkiewicz, Chopin:279)

“Et qui sait si ce n’est pas a Elsner que nous devons le fait que Chopin
mentionne si t6t le nom de Mickiewicz dans ses lettres.” (p. 50)

(18): “C’est par un tel raisonnement que X, dans mon livre s’efforcera de se

détacher de Z 7 (Gide:74). |
“Wskutek takiego wlasnie rozumowania, X w mojej ksigzce postara sig

oderwaC od Z” (p. 73)

(19): “Il ajoutait ceci sur un ton presque tendre, une main pos€e sur le bras
de Vincent. C’est a celle-ci que je viens faire appel.” (Gide:151)
“Nie jest mi juz pan nic dluzny, chyba troch¢ przyjazni - wypowiedziat
to glosem prawie czulym, z rgkg opartg na ramieniu Wincentego - 1 wias-
nie do niej si¢ odwoluje.” (p. 154)

Here ‘wlasnie’ is not a time adverb but a metalinguistic operator singling out
and focussing on one particular element.

2.9. ‘c’est..quifque’ and ‘ to witasnie’

The use made of ‘wlasnie’ is doubly interesting, for it is found together with
“another purely metalinguistic operator: ‘to’, as can be seen in the following exam-

ple.

(20): “Ici intervient un incident grotesque, et que j’hésite a raconter; mais ce
fut lui qui décida des rélations de Bérnard et de Laura.” (Gide:128)
“Tu zaszedi Smieszny wypadek 1 waham sie, czy go opowiedzieC; ale on
to wlasnie zadecydowal o wzajemnym stosunku Laury i Bernarda.)” (p.
130)
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However, this combined operator is only found twice in the corpus, and is used
in both cases to translate into Polish the French author’s use of the cleft structure.

(21): “IIs m’ignoraient ces barbares, mais leurs soucis, mais leurs élans, c’est
a moi qu’ils les confieraient au lever du jour avec la charge des sacs
postaux.” (Saint-Exupé€ry, Terre:17)

“Nie wiedzieli nic o mnie, ci barbarzyficy, a przeciez to wiasnic mnie
mielt powierzy€ o Swicie swoje klopoty i wylewy uczu€ razem z tadunkiem
woréw pocztowych.” (p. 22)

We have, however come across one example from outside our corpus in which
‘to wilasnie’ 1s used by a Polish writer, and is translated by the cleft structure in
French:

(22): “A jednak miloSC wymaga jeszcze prawdy obiektywnej. Tylko dzigki niej,
tylko na jej zasadzie moze si¢ dokonywac integracja mitosci. Dop6ki roz-
wazamy j3 tylko w $wietle jej prawdziwoSci subiektywnej, nie posiadamy
jeszcze pelnego jej obrazu i niczego tez nie mozemy orzekac o jej obie-
ktywnej wartoscl. Ta ostatnia za$ mimo wszystko jest najwazniejsza. Do
niej to wlasnie mamy dotrze z kolei w drodze analizy etycznej mitosci.”
(K. Wojtyla:95)

“Mais 'amour exige encore une vérit€ objective, condition nécessaire
de I'int€gration de 'amour. Tant que nous ne 'examinons qu’a la lumiére

de sa v€rit¢ subjective, nous n’appréhendons pas I'image compléte de
Pamour et nous ne pouvons juger de sa valeur objective, qui, malgré

tout, est la plus importante. C’est elle que nous allons tacher de dégager
par voie d’analyse morale de 'amour.” (p. 108)

In the reformulation tests we used for our study of the equivalences between
the order of sentence elements and the cleft structure (Sobierajska 1987, ch.7),
we found ‘to wlasnie’ to be particularly appropriate and useful, for the combination
of ‘to’ and ‘wlasnie’ corresponds to ‘C’est..qui/que’ in all the reformulations, and
the two parts of the complex operator can take up different positions in relation
to the element focussed on.

Thus

(20): “ale on to wilasnie zadecydowal”
could be reformulated as:

(20.1): “ale to wlasnie on zadecydowal”,
Or again as:

(20.2): “ale to on wlasnie zadecydowal”.

In (20.2.) (‘to on wiasnie’) we can see that the two parts of the complex ope-
rator (‘to + wiasnie’) can, like the cleft structure ‘c’est...qui/que’, enclose the ele-
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ment focussed on to the exclusion of others. This can also be seen if we reformulate
one of the examples seen earlier:

- (21): “to wiasnie mnie (mieli powierzyC)”
could be reformulated as:
(21.1): “to mnie wiasnie (mieli powierzyc€)”,
and
(22) “Do niej to wlasnie (mamy dotrzec)”
could be expressed as:

(22.1.) “to do niej wiasnie (mamy dotrzec)”

“To + wilasnie’ thus appears as a particularly appropriate equivalent for the
cleft structure, carrying out the same pragmatic operation, and also offering, like
‘Cest...qui/que’, a means of enclosing the item selected and focussed on. We are
surprised to see it used so infrequently in our corpus (2 occurrences out of 400),
and it remains to seen whether this is also the case in other corpuses, notably

those containing more colloquial dialogue.

3. Conclusions

These examples show the specific pragmatic function of the cleft structure in
French, that of focussing on one item selected to the exclusion of the other po-
ssibilities which might have been envisaged by the participants in the act of com-
munication.

The Polish lexical items studied as equivalents of the cleft structure with the
same pragmatic function have been variously referred to as: ‘przystowky’, ‘partykuly’
(Mirowicz), ‘dodatkowe wyznaczniki intelektualne’ (Klemensiewicz), ‘stowa inter-
pretacyjno-uwydatniajace’ (Klemensiewicz), ‘operatory pragmatyczne’ (Wojtasie-
wicz), ‘leksemy partykulowo-przystowkowe’ (Saloni), ‘modulanty (waloryzujace,
modalne, afektujgce, wprowadzajace)’ (Jodlowski), ‘wyrazy wtracone’ (Bak), ‘mody-
fikatory leksykalno-skiadniowe’ (Pisarkowa), ‘modyfikatory catych zdan’ (Grzegor-
czykowa).

This contrastive study focusses on some of the numerous and varied Polish
equivalents of the French cleft structure ‘C’est...qui/que’. Of the lexial items studied,
one appears to have the potentiality of being a priviledged and versatile equivalent:
‘t0 wlasnie’.

The contrastive approach enables us to stress the specific nature of the pra-
gmatic function of the Polish lexical items studied, that of focussing on an item
that has been selected to the exclusion of the other possibilities, and as such we
feel that they might usefully be referred to as ‘operatory podkresSlajace selekcje

wykluczajacy’.
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