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Abstract

This thesis studies the enhanced theme construction (i.e. ‘cleft sentence’ or © it-
cleft’ in formal grammars) in English from a systemic functional perspective. It
uses the Cardiff Grammar as the theoretical basis, and draws on a corpus of natural-
ly occurring written data. The six major aspects of the work are as follows:

(1) Previous studies that seek to identify the basic elements of the construction
are critically evaluated, and four basic elements of the structure are then proposed.

(2) On this basis, a comprehensive syntactico-functional analysis of the con-
struction is proposed, based on the full recognition of the functional roles of the ele-
ments of the matrix clause. Two types of the construction are recognized, the ‘con-
trastive’ type and the ‘non-contrastive’ type, the latter being as important as the
former. )

(3) This study draws on, and contributes to, two traditions in linguistics: the
text-descriptive and the generative. Thus the generation of the enhanced theme con-
struction is discussed, as it is being implemented in the framework of the computer
system in the Cardiff Grammar, and examples of ‘multi-strand’ analyses in textual
description are provided.

(4) Tt is widely assumed that the enhanced theme construction is the result of
‘clefting” a corresponding simple clause. Following Fawcett (in preparation c),
this study argues that the ‘incongruent’ enhanced theme construction and the *con-
gruent’ simple clause are related at the ‘ pre-linguistic’ level of logical form, rather
than within language .

(5) There is a widely-accepted assumption that Henry in It was Henry that
kissed Helen means ‘Henry and only Henry’, and I call this the ‘uniqueness’ hy-
pothesis. The present study repudiates this view for a number of reasons, including
the existence of cases where the Enhanced Theme is filled by two or more indepen-
dent units (as in It was in Edinburgh in 1988 that I first met Tom) .

(6) The study concludes with the first reasonably full proposal for a taxonomy
of the discourse functions served by this construction, and correlates the two types
recognized here with these functions.
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