











4. Relative Clauses

According to Kay, “most, but not all, relative clauses inherit the LI construction”
(1996:10). Relative clauses can be divided into modifying relative clauses and non-
modifying relative clauses. Non-modifying relatives have been called headless relative
clauses because they do not occur “within a noun phrase headed by a lexical noun” (Kay
1996:10); instead they function as their own noun phrases and appear in sentences where
one would expect to find a noun phrase. The first sentence of the following pair is a
modifying relative clause and the second sentence is a non-modifying relative clause.
(Both sentences from Kay 1996:10)

147. T have visited the town [where Pat used to live].
148. [Where Pat used to live] was a one-horse town.

In modifying relative clauses, the relative clause is not a part of the valence requirement
of the main verb of the clause. In sentence 147, the verb visit has a valence requirement
of two — the subject and the location. The relative clause modifies the location noun
phrase and does not fulfill part of the valence requirement of the verb. Non-modifying
relative clauses, however, fulfill part of the valence requirement of the verb. In sentence
148, the relative clause functions as the subject of the be verb.

Within each of the above relative clauses, where fulfills a part of the valence
requirement of the verb of the relative clause (live). Within each relative clause, the noun
phrase, where, is left-isolated; as object, its canonical position is after the verb. Thus, the

relative clause inherits the LI construction whether it is a modifying relative clause or a
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non-modifying relative clause. The main clause would be ungrammatical if the relative
clause did not left-isolate the object.

149. *1 have visited the town Pat used to live where.

150. *Pat used to live where was a one-horse town.

The type of relative clause that does not involve the LI construction is the bare

relative clause construction as in:

151. I saw the man [you thought I said she had spoken about] (Kay 1996)

152. I saw the man [she had spoken about].
Unlike other types of relative clauses which contain a left-isolated noun phrase that
fulfills the valence requirement of the verb of the relative clause, there is no such noun
phrase in bare relative clauses. In fact, the object noun phrase of the main clause (the
man) has a valence relationship with the relative clause. In both of these examples, the
man fulfills the valence requirement of the preposition about which is found in the bare
relative clause. This type of relative clause does not inherit the LI construction.

In modifying relative clauses, it is ungrammatical for the relative clause to be the

lett-isolated element.

153. *[Where Pat used to live] I visited the town.

154. I saw a guy who we were talking about.

155. *[Who we were talking about] [ saw a guy.
These sentences are ungrammatical because the relative clause by itself does not fulfill a
valence requirement of the main verb. Only elements that fulfill a part of the valence

requirement of either the verb or the construction may be left-isolated. As the modifying
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relative clause fulfills neither, it cannot be left-isolated. It is grammatical, however, for
both the object noun phrase of the main verb and the relative clause to be left isolated.
156. The town [where Pat used to live] I visited.
157. The guy [who we were talking about] I saw.
The grammaticality of the above two sentences is due to the fact that the full noun phrase,
including the relative clause, fulfills a part of the valence requirement of the verb. The
relative clause portion of the noun phrase modifies the preceding noun. The relative
clause gives additional information about the head noun. In information structure terms,
the head noun is topic, while the relative clause is the new information, or the focus.
In these sentences, there is left-isolation within the relative clause and also left-isolation
of the noun phrase containing the relative clause. As shown by these sentences, it is
possible for left-isolation to occur within a left-isolated element.

It is not grammatical for an element to be extracted from the modifying relative
clause and appear in the left-isolation position. Modifying relative clauses act as
“islands”.

158. *Pat I have visited the town [where used to live].

159. *Where [ have visited the town [Pat used to live].
It is also ungrammatical for only a portion of the noun phrase containing the relative
clause to be left-isolated without the relative clause as in:

160. *The town [ have visited [where Pat used to live].
This example illustrates that the full noun phrase, including the relative clause, must be

left-isolated for the sentence to be grammatical.
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Unlike modifying relative clauses, non-modifying relative clauses act as noun
phrases in their own right. As such, when a non-modifying relative clause fulfills the
object valence requirement of a verb it can be left isolated.

161. She discovered [what he had hidden]. (Kay 1996)

162. [What he had hidden] she discovered.
In sentence 162, there is left-isolation within left-isolation which, as shown in sentences
containing modifying relative clauses, is acceptable. When non-modifying relative
clauses act as subjects, they cannot be left-isolated just as noun phrase subjects cannot be
left-isolated because they cannot appear to the left of themselves.

To recap, both modifying and non-modifying (or headless) relative clauses
require the inheritance of the LI construction except in the case of bare relative clauses.
Since non-modifying (or headless) relative clauses fulfill part of the valence requirement
of the verb, they may be left isolated. Due to the fact that modifying relative clauses do
not fulfill the valence requirement of the main verb by themselves, they cannot be left-
isolated without the noun phrase that they modify. Since, in addition to the left-isolation
that appears within the relative clause, either the relative clause (in the case of non-
modifying relative clauses) or the entire noun phrase containing the relative clause (in the
case of modifying relative clauses) may be left-isolated, it is understood that it is possible

for an element to be left-isolated within a larger element that is left-isolated.
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5. Caused Motion and Resultative Constructions
According to Goldberg (1995), the caused motion construction is instantiated by
sentences like:
163. He pushed the box into the room. (Goldberg 1995:162)
164. Joe squeezed the rubber ball inside the jar. (Goldberg 1995:52)
165. He sneezed the napkin off the table. (Goldberg 1995:55)
The resultative construction, according to Goldberg, is instantiated by sentences such as
166. He hammered the metal flat.
The resultative is, in effect, an extension of the caused motion. The difference between
the two is that the caused motion construction requires a causer and a theme while the
resultative construction requires both those participants as well as a result, whether that is
in the form of a prepositional phrase or an adjective. The goal or destination is not
required in the caused motion construction. Therefore, the caused motion is responsible
for sentences such as:
167. He pushed the box.
In order for verbs that do not inherently include movement to be thought of as
having a caused motion meaning, a result is required, making them part of the resultative

construction. A sentence such as Joe squeezed the rubber ball does not have a caused

motion reading but Joe squeezed the rubber ball into the jar does have a caused motion

reading by virtue of the fact that the causee has changed position as a result of the action

of the verb, which is due to the fact that the sentence includes a result (i.e. Joe squeezed
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the ball and the ball ended up inside the jar). Thus, the sentences listed above as caused
motion according to Goldberg are actually resultatives.

Sentences that inherit the caused motion construction and sentences that inherit
the resultative construction can inherit the Left-Isolation construction. The theme, or the
object of the verb, of the constructions may be left-isolated.

168. The box he pushed.

169. The box he pushed into the room.
The result, into the room, is an argument-adjunct and as such functions as an argument of
the construction. As an argument of the construction, it can participate as the left-isolated
element.

170. Into the room he pushed the box.

When the result is an adjective, it is sometimes possible for that result to be the

left-isolated element.

171. He hammered the metal flat.

172. Flat he hammered the metal.

173. He closed the door shut.

174. *Shut he closed the door.
In the cases that are ungrammatical, the result is entailed as part of the meaning of the
verb. For those that are grammatical, the result is not entailed as part of the meaning of
the verb. Prince said, “if the instantiation is redundant...then there is no motivation for

using a Topicalization” (Prince 1997:13). In this sentence, ‘Topicalization’ is understood
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to be left-isolation. While sentences like 172 have been deemed grammatical, some

speakers of English question the grammaticality of these types of sentences.

6. Conditionals
The conditional construction is responsible for sentences such as:
175. I’ll watch the movie if Sean brings the popcom.
176. Mary will sing a song if Kate plays the piano.

When the LI construction is inherited by sentences involving the conditional
construction, the noun phrase object of the main clause may appear to the left of the main
clause as in

177. The movie I’ll watch if Sean brings the popcorn.

178. A song Mary will sing if Kate plays the piano.
The noun phrase object of the subordinate clause may appear to the left of the
subordinate clause.

179. I’ll watch the movie if the popcorn Sean brings.

180. Mary will sing a song if the piano Kate plays.
It is also possible for both the noun phrase object of the main clause to be left-isolated to
the front of the main clause and the noun phrase object of the subordinate clause to be
left-isolated to the front of that clause.

181. The movie I’ll watch if the popcorn Sean brings.

182. A song Mary will sing if the piano Kate plays.

183. If her he could find he’d worship her heel in toe-toe. (“Boots and
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Shoes,” lyrics by Rubens and Greenbank)

184. The other begged, if him she would wed, she would twine in her hair

a rose of red. (“Wild Roses of California” by GraceHibberd)
In the conditional construction, the subordinate clause (the one following if) is an island,
meaning that the constituents within that clause cannot appear outside of that clause.

185. *The popcorn I’ll watch the movie if Sean brings.

186. *The piano Mary will sing if Kate plays.
It has been shown that generally only one element within a sentence may be left-isolated
unless it is the case that the left-isolation occurs within a phrase that is left-isolated.
However, the examples above show that it is possible for the Left-Isolation construction
to be inherited by multiple clauses of the same sentence and for the result to be
grammatical. The reason this is acceptable is that each of the clauses could stand alone
as its own sentence (sans if). Haiman (1978) claimed that the conditionals are topics, or
given information. It has since been shown that conditionals carry both new and given
information (Lee, Chang-Bong 2001). Both the main clause and the subordinate
conditional clause contain topic and focus, supporting the idea that each clause could
stand alone, and therefore each clause can inherit the LI construction. A further example
of multiple inheritance of the Left-Isolation construction will be explored below under

coordinate constructions.
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7. Coordinate Clauses

In coordinate constructions, both sides of the coordinate structure are islands,

meaning that none of the constituents may appear outside of its clause.

187. Dana knows the answer and Jenny believes the rumor.

188. * The rumor Dana knows the answer and Jenny believes.

189. * Dana knows and Jenny believes the rumor the answer.
Additionally, both sides must have the same structure. Thus, if one side of the coordinate
construction has inherited the LI construction, the other side must also.

190. The answer Dana knows and the rumor Jenny believes.

191. * The answer Dana knows and Jenny believes the rumor.

192. * Dana knows the answer and the rumor Jenny believes.

A problem arises if the second clause of a coordinate construction that has
inherited the LI construction contains a pronoun that has the same referent as the left-
isolated noun phrase of the first clause. As has been shown, if one clause inherits the LI
construction, the other must also, however, the result is ungrammatical.

193. Jenny picked the apple; and Jim ate it;.

194. *The apple Jenny picked and Jim ate it.

195. *The apple Jenny picked and it Jim ate.
This problem is resolved by requiring that the control construction also be inherited. The
control construction deletes the pronoun of the second clause when that pronoun is
coreferential with a noun phrase of the first clause. The resulting sentence is:

196. The apple Jenny picked and Jim ate.
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Shared constituent coordination is possible only when the shared phrase is a possible

phrasal constituent of both clauses.

8. Summary

The LI construction is an abstract construction that is inherited by many other less
abstract constructions. The most basic instantiation of the LI construction is the
topicalization construction. Other constructions examined here that inherit the LI
construction include main clause non-subject questions, complement clauses, relative
clauses, caused motion and resultative constructions, conditionals, and coordinate
clauses. Each of these types of constructions illustrate different points regarding
inheritance and the Left-Isolation construction.

One of the main requirements of the Left-Isolation construction is that what is
left-isolated must fulfill a part of the valence requirement of either the verb or the
construction. In the case of relative clause constructions, one type of relative clause
tulfills the valence requirement of the verb while the other type does not. The non-
modifying relative clause, which functions similarly to a noun phrase, fulfills the valence
requirement of the verb and can be left isolated while the modifying relative clause does
not and cannot be left-isolated. While the clauses differ in their ability to be left-isolated,
both require left-isolation within the clause itself. Also made apparent through the
examination of relative clauses is that it is possible for left-isolation to occur within a

left-isolated element. This was shown by examples 156 and 157 (repeated below as 197
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and 198) in which there was left-isolation within the relative clause and the noun phrase
containing the relative clause was also left-isolated.

197. The town [where Pat used to live] I visited.

198. The guy [who we were talking about] I saw.

One type of inheritance states that parts of a sentence can inherit a construction
while other parts remain unaffected. In main clause non-subject questions, one
possibility is that the whole sentence inherits the Left-Isolation construction while only
the non-left isolated portion of the sentence inherits the SAI construction, as in sentence
114, repeated below at 199. Complement clauses are another example of a construction
which may undergo this type of inheritance. In this type of construction, the complement
clause can inherit the LI construction while the larger clause does not, as in sentence 127,
repeated here at sentence 200. It may also be that each construction is fully specified as
in Goldberg’s full entry model or that there are inheritance links between the
constructions which indicate how inheritance between those constructions works.

199. Where did Lynn go?
200. I think (that) the pizza Pat ate, not the hamburger.

In sentences involving topicalization, whether topic-topicalization or focus-
topicalization, the Left-Isolation construction is responsible for the syntax, while the
individual constructions are responsible for their own semantics. In both types of
topicalization, the LI construction is completely inherited without conflict. The other
constructions examined are less basic than the topicalization construction and can often

require that additional constructions also be inherited in order to create a grammatical
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sentence. One such construction is the main clause non-subject question construction
which requires inheritance of both the LI construction and the Subject-Auxiliary
Inversion construction in order to create a grammatical sentence. When multiple
constructions are inherited, it is sometimes necessary to include other restrictions to word
order or to the order in which the constructions are inherited.

Some constructions place stringent rules on when the LI construction can be
inherited while others inherit it freely. One construction which does not inherit the LI
construction freely is the resultative construction. While the noun phrase theme seems to
be left-isolated freely, that is not the case with the result. As shown, it is grammatical for
the result to be left-isolated only in certain cases. When the result is in the form of an
argument adjunct prepositional phrase, it may be left-isolated, but when it is in the form
of an adjective, there are instances where left-isolation produces an ungrammatical
sentence. Even the sentences deemed grammatical by some are deemed ungrammatical
by others.

Conditional constructions and coordination constructions which inherit the Left-
Isolation construction illustrate that it is possible for there to be two separate cases of left-
isolation within the same sentence, as in sentences 177, 178, and 190, repeated below as
201, 202, and 203, respectively. This is only possible when there are two separate verbs
and there is only one left-isolated element per verb. In these types of constructions, the
clauses are islands and can stand alone as sentences.

201. The movie I’ll watch if Sean brings the popcorn.

202. A song Mary will sing if Kate plays the piano.
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203. The answer Dana knows and the rumor Jenny believes.

While the different types of constructions examined here show how inheritance of
the Left-Isolation construction can work, there are many other constructions that may
also inherit the Left-Isolation construction. There does not appear to be any
straightforward rule about when and if the LI construction can be inherited and it is up to

the intuition of the speaker to judge the grammaticality of the results.
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CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSION

A construction is a combination of form and meaning and as such it is
incorporated into the discourse to communicate coherent thoughts; therefore it is
important to note the syntax, the semantics and the pragmatics of the construction. The
Left-Isolation construction is a clausal construction which licenses long-distance
dependencies. This means that what would canonically appear after the verb as a valence
requirement of that verb instead appears as the leftmost element of the clause. The LI
construction is used in many different types of sentences including both interrogative and
declarative. What all the constructions that inherit the LI construction have in common is
that they draw attention to the left-isolated element, whether that element is a wh-phrase,
a lexical noun phrase, a prepositional phrase, or in a very limited number of cases, an
adjective. What appears in the left-isolated position may function as an object, indirect
object, or object of a preposition.

The two profiled argument roles of the LI construction are the subject and the
object. These two roles fuse with the participant roles of the verb. The object may be a
noun phrase or it may be a prepositional phrase that is either an argument or an argument-
adjunct. It is possible for a sentence with fewer or more participants than the two
arguments of the LI construction to inherit that construction. When there is only a single
participant of the verb, the LI construction imposes a second participant on the verb.

When the verb has a greater number of participant roles than the two argument roles of
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the LI construction, the profiled status of the argument roles of the construction fuse with
two of the participant roles of the verb. Of all the participant types, only agent cannot be
left-isolated. This is due to the fact that if an agent occurs with a transitive verb, it is
generally the subject. As subject, it cannot appear to the left of itself. Neither the
Aktionsart type, nor whether or not a participant has a macrorole play a role in
determining what may be left-isolated.

Information structure is the component of grammar that deals with the speaker’s
assumptions about what the hearer knows and how the speaker chooses to transmit the
lexical and propositional content of what is spoken. The speaker’s choice of information
structure may be evident in his prosody, his use of special grammatical markers, his
choice between related lexical items, or his syntax, among others. The Left-Isolation
construction is a construction that expresses a difference in information structure. The
unmarked constituent order in English is subject-verb-object, while in the LI
construction, the constituent order is object-subject-verb. Additionally, the unmarked
sentence accent position in English is clause final, while in the LI construction, the accent
may fall on the left-isolated element. The unmarked order of information in English is
topic-focus. Since there is a correlation between sentence accent and focus, it follows
that, in sentences involving the LI construction in which the accent falls on the left-
isolated element, the focus is that left-isolated element. In sentences involving the LI
construction in which the accent does not fall on the left-isolated element, it is the
prosody, in addition to the word order, that illustrates the difference in the information

structure.
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The study of valence relations has focused on verbs which are divided according
to the number of participants they require. The four primary valence factors are
correspondence, profile determinacy, autonomy and dependence, and constituency.
Generally, the verb is the dependent constituent no matter what type of construction it
inherits, while the complements are autonomous constituents. The verb is the profile
determinant since it, as part of its inherent structure, determines the participants. Of the
four primary valence factors, constituency is the one in which the LI construction differs
from the unmarked English constituency. In the LI construction, unlike in the unmarked
structure, intonation and word order both suggest that the subject and the verb form a
constituent which then combine with the left-isolated object to form a larger constituent.
The left-isolated element fulfills either part of the semantic valence requirement of the
verb or the valence of the construction. The left-isolated element must be semantically
contentful meaning that it is the semantic valence that is of importance in determining the
grammaticality of sentences involving the Left-Isolation construction.

As an abstract construction, the Left-Isolation construction is inherited by many
other constructions including the topicalization construction, main clause non-subject
questions, complement clauses, relative clauses, caused motion and resultative
constructions, conditionals, and coordinate clauses. Main clause non-subject questions
and complement clauses are both constructions which may undergo a type of inheritance
in which part of the sentence may inherit a construction while other parts remain

unaffected. This is just one type of inheritance. It may also be that each construction is
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fully specified as in Goldberg’s full entry model or that there are inheritance links
between the constructions which indicate how inheritance between constructions works.

Some constructions inherit the Left-Isolation construction freely while others
have rules as to when it may be inherited. In the resultative construction, the noun phrase
theme seems to be left-isolated freely, but the result may only be left-isolated under
certain circumstances. Another construction which has rules about when the Left-
Isolation construction may be inherited is the relative clause construction. In relative
clause constructions, the Left-Isolation construction is required within the relative clause.
Of the two types of relative clauses, only non-modifying relative clauses may be left-
isolated, as they fulfill part of the valence requirement of the verb while modifying
relative clauses do not. Relative clause constructions illustrate that left-isolation may
occur within an element that has been left-isolated. Conditional constructions and
coordination constructions may only inherit the Left-Isolation construction when both
sides of the sentence inherit the construction. It is only possible for multiple cases of left-
isolation to occur when left-isolation occurs within a left-isolated element as in
resultative constructions and also when there are two separate verbs within the sentence
and each verb has the same construction.

There does not appear to be any hard and fast rule as to when and if the LI
construction can be inherited grammatically. It is up to the speaker and hearer to choose
when the LI construction is pragmatically appropriate and in which cases it is

grammatical.
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