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1 Intr oduction

In thefield of valenyy grammaywhichhasrecevedrelatively little attentionin En-
glishlinguisticssofar, two researcherbave beenparticularlyinfluential: Rudolf
EmonsandD. J. Allerton. Bothwith abackgroundn inflectinglanguageswhere
valeny grammarhasbeena well-acceptecapproachHor decadesthey werethe
first to applythistheoryto extensve fragmentf the Englishlanguage However,
both the linguistic fragmenttreatedin their respectre works andthe cateyories
they arrive at differ greatly This paperaimsto highlight both theories’central
pointsandput themin the contet of otherclassicand contemporarygrammati-
cal systems.Sections2 and 3 give an overview of eachtheory;a comparisorns
attemptedn sectionsectiond.

1.1 Developmentof valencytheory

Thetermvalencyoriginatedin chemistrywhereit denotegshe ability of atomsto
give off or take up a certainnumberof electronsvhenforming a chemicalcom-
pound. The Frenchlinguist Lucien Tesnierewasthefirst to usethis termin the
field of linguistics,in the context of his Dependencysrammardevelopedin Ele-
mentsde syntaxestructurale [Tes59]. Syntacticvaleny is seenasthe ability of
lexemes—théatoms” of syntax—tobind anumberof certainotherelementsn a

1



MatthiasBethke HS Valeny Theory WS2001/2002

grammaticakonstruction This ability cangenerallybe obsenedin verbs,nouns
andadjectvesalike, to alesserdegreeevenin otherword classes However, va-
lency theoriesgenerallyconsiderthe verb the core of a sentenceand other ele-
mentsasdependentboundby theverb’s valenciesbecauseastraditionalgram-
mariangecognizedlongtime ago,the(finite) verbis almostuniversallytheonly
elementof its kind in a clauseandcanthusberegardedasthe“glue” holdingall
otherconstituentsogether

While Tesnieres and other early works on valeny stateda dependeng of
sentenceslementson propertiesof the verb, they didn’t raisethe questionof the
exact natureof this dependeng In the mid-60s,two positionsemegedamong
grammarianspneseeingvaleny asa formal, language-dependephenomenon,
theotherasalargely universalsemantigroperty Thefirst editionin 1968of Hel-
big and Schenlel’'s “Wérterbuch zur Valenzund Distribution deutscheierben”
[HS73] pioneeredsereral publicationson the subjectin the early seventies(cf.
[Her99+#bib] for an extensve bibliography),which led to a fusion of the before
seeminglyincompatiblepositions.Theresultis in principle still consideredalid
by mostscientistdoday It proposedlifferentlevelsof valency logical, semantic
andsyntactic(with the formertwo beingcombinedasonelogical-semantidevel
in sometheories) thattogetherdescribethe combinatoricaspect®of sentencel-
ementgdHel92:6ff].

1.2 Levelsof valency

Logical valencyrefersto the n-ary logical predicateghat formalize a verb’s se-
manticcontent.Themeaningof “to swim” canbeexpressedby aone-placeredi-
cateswim(x) with z denotingthe personswimming;“to visit” is anexampleof a
predicatdakingtwo agumentsavisitor andapersoror placevisited: visit(z, y).
Thesepredicateslescriberelationsandinteractionsof concreteor abstractenti-
ties, English“to visit” thushasthe samelogical valeny as German“besuchen”

1The analogyis evenvalid for elementswith valenciesandonesactingasvaleng fillers, al-
thoughin chemicalterminologyboth aresaidto have a (positive vs. negative) valengy. Sowhen
Allerton’s [AllI82:2] definition of valeng citeselectropositie sodiumandelectropositie hydro-
genastwo elementsthat combinedbecauseof their both being monovalent, this is in factan
exceptionto therule, comparablé¢o nominaluseof averh
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or Hiligaynon“duaw”.

Theconcepbf semantiozalencyis closelyrelatedto this (evenconsideredn-
otheraspecbf the samething by some,asmentionedabove [Hel92:10]), because
it restrictsa predicates agumentdo elementswith certainsemantiqropertiesor
“components” For example,in thepredicatexdmire(z, y), theadmirerz mustbe
[+HUMAN]—a subjectwith [+ABSTRACT] or [-ANIMATE] cannoffill this
predicates agentposition. Thisis similar to whatgeneratre grammarsubsumes
under“selectionrestrictions”,but the lattertermcanalsomeanrestrictionsin the
cooccurrencef elementghatarenotrelatedin avalengy sensé.

Thethird level, syntacticvalency definesrequirements$or the morphosyntac-
tic realizationof aguments. Verbswith equallogical and semanticarguments,
like German‘helfen” and“unterstitzen'{Hel92:9], mayrequirea differentcase
for theiraguments:dative for the bene&ctive of “helfen” vs. accusatre for “un-
terstutzen”.

1.3 Valencyand casegrammar

As the terminology in the last paragraphssuggestedthere is a close con-
nection betweenvaleny and casegrammar[Fil68]. Their different origins
notwithstanding—ualeng as a syntactic theory in the dependeng grammar
framavork, caseasa derivative of Chomsk’s generatre grammas—it is no co-
incidencethatsemantiozaleny asa separatéevel wasintroducednto the model
aroundthetime whencasegrammamwasdeveloped.While theconcepibf seman-
tic restrictionson valeng fillers wasborrovedfrom casegrammaya feedbackn
the oppositedirectiontook placelaterwhenthe verbwasassigneci moreimpor-
tantrole in morerecentversionsof Fillmore’s theory

Thenotionof casesandthedistinctionof various“slots” in syntacticvaleny
by the morphosyntactigropertiesof their potentialfillers alsohints at why va-
lency theoryis usuallymostpopularfor inflectinglanguage$ik e French,German
or Russianthat shav morphologicallymarked casecorrespondindo certainse-
manticrolesof valeng fillers.

2However, accordingto Helbig [Hel92:17f], someauthorsusethe term“semanticvaleng” in
asimilarly broadsense.
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2 R.Emons: “Valenzgrammatik fir dasEnglische”

Rudolf Emons’“ValenzgrammatiKtr dasEnglische”’[Emo7§ is a followup to
the authors 1974 doctoralthesisfEmo74 anddesignedasa university-level in-
troductionto valeng theory It is explicitly notdesignedasanin-depthscientific
treatmenof its subjectout asaworkbookfor practicalusein seminarsthussome-
timestradingaccurayg for the brevity andeaseof useof didacticmaterial.

Thefirst two chaptergyive abrief introductionto theterm“valeng” andother
linguistic conceptsand methodsusedlater on. The obsenation abouta number
of examplesthat expressionnly constitutevalid sentenced the finite verb or
predicateis complementedy a certainnumberof otherelementdeadsto the
notionof valeng itself; thatit is indeedtheverbthatdetermineshenumberof el-
ementaecessarjor acompletesentencés motivatedby thefactthatexchanging
only theverbcanturn awell-formedsentencénto a non-sentencandvice versa
[Emo743]3. The sameexamplesestablishthe differencebetweencomplements
that are necessaryor a well-formed sentenceemploying a certainverb and ad-
junctsasmereadditionsthat may or may not occur andconsequentlyhe notion
of n-ary predicates

This quantitativevalencyasanothertermfor the predicates numberof argu-
mentsis thenrefinedby the distinctionbetweerdifferentkinds of algumentghat
may actasa verb’s complementsits qualitative valency exemplified by the ne-
cessityof oneprepositionaplus onenon-prepositionatomplementor “to aim”
and one complemenin subjectve caseplus onein objective casefor “to see”.
Thedefiningfeaturefor suchkinds of complementss thatdifferentkinds cannot
be substitutedor oneanotherin asinglesentence.

The third factor considerechecessaryor a completevalengy descriptionis
thelist of possiblesubcatgoriesof eachcomplement A subcatgory is defined,
without ary further explanation,asone of “nominal”, an “infinite construction”
or “subclause”j.e. aaspecificatiorof the complemens inner structure A com-
plementcanberealizedby anelementof oneor moreof thesesubcatgories;"“to
please”for exampletakeseithera nominalor a subclausen first positionwhile
“to look [at]” only takesnominals.

3Chapter2 elaborate®n the predicates role asthe centralnodein sentencetructure
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2.1 Generalfeaturesof the theory

In the secondchaptey which introducesmportantlinguistic conceptssomepre-

suppositiongor thefollowing valeng descriptionsareset. A precisedefinitionof

a sentences explicitly avoidedin favor of an“explication” summarizeds“The

sentencas the smallestunit of communication”,which allows expressiondike

“Help!” or“No.” to beregardedassentences becausetherthanfragmentdike

“To” they areby themselescomprehensibleEmonsrejectsotherdefinitionson

groundsof tautology asfor the definition by its parts(“A sentenceconsistsof

subjectandpredicate”)thatarethemselesonly definedaspartsof a sentenceor

inadequay, asfor alist of propertiesa sentencenusthave. Likewiserejectedis

the notion of selectionrestrictionsasa partof grammay so an utterancesuchas
“The treedriveshiscar”is considerevalid sentenceventhoughin TG it would

not, dueto violation of the [+HUMAN] restrictionfor the actantof “drive”. For

thelevelsof valeny asdescribedn sectionl.2,this meansanegationof semantic
valeng.

The modeof sggmentationsuggestedor sentencesnight be calledthe base
for theentiretheory asit will beusedalmostexclusively to determineverbs’com-
plementcateyories. Out of the possibilitiesdiscussed—Ilineaseggmentation,.e.
in onestepfrom thewhole sentencéo morphemessthe smallestunitsof mean-
ing®; repeatedvinarysegmentationyepeatech-ary segmentation—thdatteris the
onerecommendedbr ananalysisthatleadsto a groupingof elementonsistent
with bothintuition andthe resultof commutationrand exclusiontests Sentence
elementghat

a) canbe exchangedfor one anotherin a sentenceandthe resultis still a
well-formedsentence

A man who comes from London sees Mary.

He sees Mary.

4Eventhoughthesearenot treatedlater on dueto their beingverblessandthusuninteresting

for valeng descriptions.
SActually, a sgmentationwould have to be into allomorphswhich couldin turn be reduced

to morphemes.Thelow level of allomorphyin Englishis a likely reasonfor not distinguishing
betweerthese.



MatthiasBethke HS Valeny Theory WS2001/2002

b) cannotoccurtogetherin the samepositionin a sentence

xHe a man who comes from London sees Mary
He came quickly.
He came home.

He came home quickly.

are called “commuting”. In the above examples,“he” commuteswith “a man
who comesfrom London”, while “home” and “quickly” are exchangeabldout
don't excludeeachotherandthusdon't commute.A commutatiorclassconsists
of all elementscommutingwith eachother Partsof a sentencarethusdefined
ascommutatiorclassesthe samegoesfor the classificationof potentialcomple-
ments.

Emons’classificationdistinguisheonly betweencomplementandadjuncts;
the otherwisecommondistinctionbetweerobligatoryandoptionalcomplements
is consideredh “plausibleassumption[Emo7420] but not actuallyused(though
sometimesnentionedasa possibleclassification)dueto lack of precisecriteria.
The definition of a complemenis thatof a first-level sentenceconstitueninter-
dependentvith the predicate,.e. neithercanbe omittedwithout renderingthe
sentenceingrammaticalywhile an adjunctis a dependenthat canitself be omit-
tedwithout any effectonthe sentences well-formedness.

Caseavherethe meaningof the predicatedepend®n acomplementcf. look
at vs. look after in section2.2) areresoledby creatinga separatdexicon entry
with certainrestrictionson possiblecomplementg$or eachvariety.

2.2 Complementcategories

In thistheory all englishverbsfall eitherinto themonovalent, divalentor trivalent
catgory. The avalent(or zeo-valentcateyory proposedoy othervaleny gram-
marianslike Allerton for the so-called‘weatherverbs” (to rain, to snav etc.) is
considered specialcaseof monovalentverbsthatonly take an*it” asacomple-
ment.
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The possiblecomplementdor eachvaleng are organizedin an orthogonal
systemof 15 cateyories: 5 catgoriesnumberedE1l-E5 (‘E’ for “Ergdnzung”)
with 3 subcatgorieseach.CateyoriesE1l andE2 areestablishedy examininga

seriesof examplesof thekind [Em07426]

(1) A man sees a child.

(2) Achild sees a man.

(3) xHe sees he.

(4) *xHim sees him.

anddefinedasthe setof complementgommutingwith “he”, “she” etc. (E1)
and“him”, “her” etc. (E2). While a man anda child in (1) and (2) seemto
commutewith eachother (3) and (4) demonstratehat this is a misinterpreta-
tion causedy thelack of casemarkingin Englishcommonnouns,andthatboth
belongto differentcommutationclasses.The commutationwith the respectre
case-mar&d pronounss actuallyareformulationof traditionalgrammars defini-
tion of a subjectandanobject,i.e. casemarking,subjectbecomingthe objectof
a passve sentencandvice versa,etc.—criteriathathappeno be satisfiedif the
commutatiorcriterionfor E1/E2is aswell.

Complementcategory E3 comprisesvariouskinds of prepositionalphrases
[Emo07428]:
(5) John depends on his father.
(6) He jumped on the table.

(7) He jumped against the door.

(8) Some doctors look at the patient.

(9) Some doctors look after the patient.

(10) The driver explained the accident to the policeman.

Someof thesecomplementdjk e to jump, allow the prepositionto commutewith
therestof the E3, otherslike to depend don't. Wherethe meaningof the pred-
icatedependn thekind of complementasin (8) and(9), the differentvariants
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are consideredlifferentlexemeswith equalvaleng but differentrestrictionson
thecomplements.

In catggory E4 thereareprepositionabndnon-prepositionatomplementshat
commutein onesentenceExampleg11)to (14) [Emo7430] could beanalyzed
usingEl-E3alreadybut thefactthat(11)/(12)and(13)/(14)eachmeanthe same
thing promptsEmonsto assumea separateateyory here,to avoid two different
lexical entrieswith differentvaleng but equalmeaning.

(11) I give books to him.

(12) 1 give him books.

(13) My friend writes a letter to her.

(14) My friend writes her a letter.

Anotherreasonfor not analyzingthe above examplesas‘E1 E2 E3’ and‘E1 E2
E2’ respectrely is that “him und to him bzw. her und to her in (69) bis (72)
[sind] nichtsounabh&ngigyoneinandemwie manesvon Elementerverschiedener
Kommutationsklassesrwartenwirde” (* himandto himor herandto herin (11)
to (14)arenotasindependenfrom eachotherasmightbeexpectedrom members
of differentcommutatiorclasses”JEmo7430]:

(15) =l give him books to him.

(16) =l give John books to Mary.

It seemshowever that after statingthat an English verb can have at mostthree
complementsa testthatwould resultin four of themisn’t likely to yield a well-
formedsentencanyway, sothis exclusionwould saymoreaboutverbsin general
thanabouttheindependencef complementsnvolved.

The motivationfor the lastcomplementategory E5 is partly a semanticand
partly a grammaticalbne. The following complement®f bi- andtrivalentverbs
areclassifiedasEb5:

(17) He is a man.
(18) He seems happy.
(19) He seems to be happy.
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(20) They think him to be a coward.

(21) We regard him as a fool.

Whatthesesentencefiave in commonis thatthey assignsomekind of property
to eitherthe subject/Elor anotherE2 (in the caseof trivalentverbs),so two of

the complementgienotethe sameentity. Happy in (18) is a specialcaseof an
adjectve asa complement,E5 canoften be replacedby these. A grammatical
consequencef the above is thatmary sentencesising E5 complementsre not

passvizable,becaus¢he semantidunctionof assigningoropertiess usuallyper

formedby “middle verbs”.

2.3 Subcategories

Eachcomplementcategory, which is assignedaccordingto functional criteria,
gets subdvided into three subcatgories accordingto the complemens inner
structure. The subcatgoriesare called NOM, IK and ES (“Nominal”, “Infini-

tivkonstruktion”and“Ergédnzungssatzespectiely), andathedescriptiorof their
individual featuresandoccurrenceestrictiondills therestof theworkbook'sthe-
oreticalpart(thelastchapterdealswith practicalapplicationsof thetheory).

NOMs arethe mostlooselydefinedof the above subcatgories. As the name
saysthey containsomekind of nominal,however, asnominalsalsooccurasparts
of othersubcatgories,a NOM canonly be assumed]...] esseidenn,die jew-
eilige E enthaltnochandereTeile, die fur anderdJnterkatgoriencharakteristisch
sind, alsoetwa to oderthat in der Bedeutungvon (69) bzw. (97)” (“unlessother
parts characteristidor other subcatgories, like to or that in the senseof (96)
or (97)°") arepresentin the complemen{Emo7437]. Most notably the NOM
subcatgory comprisesnot only what grammarssuchas CGEL [QGLS85] clas-
sify as noun phraseshut also prepositionalphrasesasin the examplesbelow
[Emo07438]:

SExample96: | hope to see you; example97: | hope that you are successful

9
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(22) The man gave his friend a book
E1[NOM1] E4[NOM4] E2[NOM2]’

(23) The man looked at his friend
E1[NOM1] E3[NOM3]

NOMs filling valenciesfor E2, E4 andE5 have alreadybeenshowvn in (2), (11)
and(17) respectiely.

SubcatgorieslK andEScanoccurfor ary of thefive E categoriesaswell. In-
steadof examplesfor their classificationonly a few characteristicef both shall
be givenhere;seesection4 for someproblematiccases.The term“infinite con-
struction”is well establishedn literature(cf. [HSW91:102]),andEmons’classi-
ficationfollows this definition. IKs arecharacterizedby infinite verbforms, often
but notalwaysmarkedby ato or -ing-suffix (mandatoryfor IK1).

An EScomplementonstitutesa subclausevith apredicateandcomplements,
oftenlinked to the main clausewith that or a “wh-word”; characteristicompo-
nentsarewho(ever), what(ever), whee(ever), when(&er), whyandas). The En
catgyoriesvary in the restrictionsthe poseon elementsof the ES subcatgory,
particularlythe characteristicérom thelist above thatmustor mustnot occur

3 D.J. Allerton: “Valencyand the English Verb”

D. J.Allerton’s 1982bookon valeng in the Englishlanguages differentin most
aspects—audiencscope,methodand aim—from Emons’. It is explicitly not
meantfor practicalapplicationin languageaeachindik e the latterandmostother
contemporaryreatment®f thematter but ratherasa contributionto thescientific
communitygiving atheoreticabasisto thetheory Accordingly, it doesnt aimfor
coverageas extensve asEmons’“Valenzgrammatik’but rathera more detailed
andin-depthanalysisof a smallerfragmentof English,namelysimplesentences
with only onelexical verb (i.e. without anything thatwould fall in Emons’ES

"Thenotation'En[CATn] meansThis is anelemenbf subcatgory CAT of categoryn filling
a valeny for elementsof category En”. The critique of tagmemicistslot/filler redundang in
[All82:6] applieshereaswell.

10
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subcatgory) andwith several otherrestrictionspertainingto complementypes
[All82:142f].

Althoughthistheoryis almostexclusively developedandshavn to beapplica-
ble to English,Allerton make it clearthatit is actuallya universalonethatshould
not be basedon specificfeaturesof an SVO, or generallyfixed-word-ordey lan-
guage.

3.1 Generalfeaturesof the theory

The systemof sggmentationand constituentclassificationusedby Allerton bor-
rows from several schoolsof grammar It doesnt starton a level as basicas
Emons’, defining sentence®tc., but acceptscertain establishedermssuchas
“predicate”, “phrase” or “object” asvalid without further scrutiry®. He partly
agreesvith Chomslky’s Standad Theory(ST) thatan elements classcanbe de-
rived configurationallyi.e. from the structuresof its neighbors.OtherthanST
howeverhedoesnt go asfarasto claimthatstructurewastheonly definingfactor
andfunctionssuchassubject-ofor object-of couldbe completelyderivedfromiit.
Ontheotherhandhealsoacknavledgeson groundsof differencesetweercon-
figurationally equalsentencesike (1) and (2) [AllI82:6] belon—sentencesvith
anobjectarepassvizablewhile sentencewiith a predicatve (or “subjectcomple-
ment” in CGELs [QGLS85] terminology with “complement”obviously not in
thesamesenseasin valeng theory’s complement/adjunct-distinctioanddiffer-
entagainfrom Chomsk/’susein the TG context!) canusuallyhavethepredicatve
partreplacedby an adjectve phrase—thgoositionof Chomsly critics like Hall-
iday andDik who seesubjectand objectaselementon the samesegmentation
level® andstresshe needfor a functionalclassification.

(1) Oliver met an expert.

(2) Oliver became an expert.

Fromrelationalgrammarcomesthe ideato seefunctionalrelationsasa phe-
nomenonof deepstructure (seefigure 2 on pagel5), which may or may not be

8«Assumingthatwe canrecognizenounphrasesadjectve phrasesand prepositionaphrases

assuch,[...]" [All82:33]
9ST'sS — NP, VP ; VP — V, NP rulesresultin amoreprominentstatusof the subject.

11
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reflectedn theactualsurfacestructure. In atypical active sentenceéhey would be
retainedwhile atransformatiorsuchassubjectpromotionwould changesomeof
them.

For the purposeof distinguishingbetweensyntacticfunctionssuchas“sub-
ject” or “object” on differentlevels, Allerton introducesthe terms perject and
objoid, with the latter subdvided into matd, measue and possessiombjoids
Whatappearsasa subjectin the surfacestructurecorrespondgitherto a subject
or avalencygaponthelevel of valeng structurejn asentencevhereconstituents
arereorderedy atransformatiorbetweerthe valeny andthe surfacelevel, such
asonein passve voice,thevaleny subjectappearsasa perject—somethinghat
lookslik e anobjectbut actuallystill hasthe semantiaole of a subject—whilethe
valeny objectturnsinto the surfacesubject. The latter is however only possi-
ble for a (large) subsetof transitve verbsthattake “real objects”. Out of exam-
ples(3) to (6) below [AlI82:81], only thefirst oneallows passvization,the other
sentences"pseudo-objects’are unableto becomesubjectsand are thus called
objoids.

(3) Oliver damaged the key.
(4) Oliver resembled Richard.
(5) Oliver weighed twelve stone.
(6) Oliver had the documents.
Finally, thereis theinfluenceof dependengcgrammariansik e Helbig [HS73]
and Hays, who refined the establishedhead/modifieror governor/dependant
schemaby distinguishingbetweerconstructiondik e ripe apples with anunilat-

eraldependengof ripe on apples, andoneslike (people) from Bavaria where
bothelementsaremutuallydependerif.

3.1.1 Construction types

The synthesisof the the above positionsleadsto an extensionof Bloomfield's
classificatiorsystenfor constructionsvhich originally differentiatecbetweerex-

0Thoughthe Bloomfieldianclassificationmentionedoelon could be saidto includethis dis-
tinction already

12
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very N mary
subordinatie rather few

(endocentric) nearly N sixty
over eight

a+ dog

semi-subordinatie _
is 4+ coughing

coordinatve Sixty N twenty
(endocentric) | eight five
lent
exocentric {p en y} + of
lots

leligh
irreducible by + candlelight

Mary + smoles

Figurel: Constructiortypes

ocentricconstructionof baseandcorvertor!!, andendocentricones. The latter
were further subdvided into subodinative (head+ modifier) and coodinative
(coordinatet+ coordinatexonstructionsThe extensioncompriseswo new types
of construction: semi-subadinative with a core that is “essential,and which
could, given the appropriatesubclass standas the isolate representatie of the
construction”,anda specifierwhich “though not the principal elementjs for the
most part a requiredpart of the construction”[All82:13], and irreduciblecon-
structionsof two corneistoneghatarebothindispensable.

Figurel (mostlyfrom [AlI82:11-16]) shavs someexamplesfor eachtype of
construction.

Thisclassificatiorseemnly applicableto two-elementonstructionstonger
onesarediscussedriefly, but laterontheabove formsareshavn to accommodate
more elementsaaswell, asthey areneededor verbswith severalvaleng fillers.
In graphicalrepresentationg&f. figure4 on pagel7 and[All82:34]), connecting
lines canbe madeto join at differentpointsto symbolizea kind of hierarchyin
a multi-elementconstruction—anot formally not very well-definedbut intuitive
way.

INeitherin this constructiomorary of theof theothershave theelementgo bein ary particu-
lar order, althoughtherewill usuallybespecificrestrictionsontheirorderin aparticularlanguage.

13
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3.1.2 Elementclasses

Theelementof theabove constructionganbe subdvidedinto threegroups:

a) Pure markers suchasthe infinitival to in | want to sneeze or the of in
plenty of money maysene aswhatTesniérecalleda “translatif’, i.e. con-
vertersfrom oneclassto anotheyor mayberequiredfor othergrammatical
reasons.Generally they don't contrastwith any otherwordsin the same
positionandthusdon't contritute ary lexical meaningto the construction.
Theircontributionliesin thefactthatthehave “the powerto determinevhat
kind of elementgheir neighborsshallbe andwhatthe higherunit shall be
of whichthey form apart” [All82:16].

b) Contrastivegrammaticaitemscanbereplaced“commute”)with anumber
of other elementsfrom a closedword class. This includesmost notably
prepositionsbut alsosubset®f conjunctionsarticlesandadverbs.

c) Lexical items

Not every constructioncan consistof all typesof elements,so multiplying
constructionsy elementclassesnly yields ten overall constructiontypes? (Or
eleven, countingone extra type addedfor the analysisof copularverbs,cf. sec-
tion 3.2).

3.1.3 Semanticrelations

Semanticgloesnt play animportantrole in the actualtheoryof valeng. In fact,
Allerton considergt “useful to keepour syntacticdescriptionrelatively free of
semantianformation” [All82:31]. This is becausevenif in the majority of in-
stancesof a particularsyntacticconstructionone canfind this constantsematic
relationship therearealwayssubtlegradientsof meaningthatmake it difficult to
seta point from which on meaningscanbe consideredlifferent. The reasorfor
fairly big differencesn meaningoetweenrsyntacticallyequalconstructiongcom-
pare: “tall friends” vs. “old friends” vs. “falsefriends”) is partly the so-called

?Insteadof 20 werethis not so—elemenbrderasa languagespecificohenomenoiis ignored.
For mostly obviousreasonsgonstructionsuchas‘irreducible of two puremarkers” don'’t occut

14
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rain: 0)
sneeze: (1) subject‘patient”

blow: (1) subject‘agent/force”,
(2) (object“patient/result”)

. see: (1) subject‘experiencer”,
semantiaolesandprocesses

(2) object“mentalfocus”

valeng structures read: (1) subjectagent”,
| (2) (object“mentalfocus”)
surfacestructures tear: (1) Subject“agent”1

(2) object“patient”

give: (1) subject‘agent”,
(2) object“patient”,
(3) indirectobject“recipient”

Figure2: Semantiaolesandtheir relationto surfacestructurgfAll82:52]

“semantictailoring” thattakesplacein construction@ndthatadaptg¢he meaning
of oneelementto thatof the other sothata“tall friend” is actuallya friend but a
“falsefriend” is notafriend atall.

Thepartwheresemantianformationis used mostlyin theform of constituent
semantiaolesasin casegrammayis in thedevelopmenbf appropriatestructures
for avalengy constructiorandto motivatea valencydeepstructure. There,exam-
ple lexical entriesgenerallyhave their valeng fillers labeledwith their semantic
role:

beat (1) subject‘agent”, (2) object“patient” [All82:48]

Seefigure 2 for the proposedhreelevels betweensemantiaolesandsurface
structureandalist of possiblesemanticolesfor severalverbs’valeng fillers. The
numberbehindeachverbindicateshe numberof valenciesfollowedby possible
fillers andtheir respectre semantiaole. Fillersin parentheseareoptional.
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3.2 Verb elaborator structures

To avoid confusionwith the aborementioneddifferent usesof “complement”,
Allerton usesthe termverb elabormator for elementsoccurringasvaleng fillers.
In the context of the constructiontypology describedn sections3.1.1and3.1.2
verbsandtheir elaborator@areconsideredo form a semi-subordinatie construc-
tion with theverbasa lexical or grammaticatoreandthe elaboratorasa lexical
specifier(the graphicalrepresentatiochoserfor sucha constructions shovn in
figure 3). They exhibit thetypical propertiesof semi-subordinatie constructions
in thatthe verbis clearly the centralpart of the construction put the elaborators
areoptionalonly to a certaindegreewhich depend®n theverbitself but alsoon
the context (cf. contetual vs. indefinitedeletionin [AlI75]), sothereis some
mutualdependencbetweernhe elements.

CORE SPECIFIER

Figure3: Semi-subordinatie construction

As mentionedn section3.1.1alreadytheverb-plus-elaboratstructuresan
be accommodately the constructiortypeslistedthere,but they getallittle more
complicatedf onedoesnt wantto stickto thebi-partitioningschemeof ST, which
doesnt fit well in this context, becauseat would requirea separatéwo-element
substructureo be madefrom the verb with oneobjector the other or oneout of
bothobjects.For eitherthereis not muchevidenceto befound.

Figure4 onthe next page[All82:34] shaws the constructiorhierarchyof the
sentenc®liver gave Fagin the watch. Allerton considerssomeevidence such
as the possibility of contectual or indefinite deletion, towardsa “hierarchical”
configurationthat would make the direct objectmore closelyrelatedto the verb
thanthe indirect object, but optsto keepboth “separatethoughnot necessarily
equal,elaborator®f theverb|...]” [All82:34].

As showvnin figure 4, thesubjectis assignea specialstatusn thesentences
onecornerstonef anirreducibleconstructionwith the otherbeingthe verband
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Oliver gave Fagin the watch

Figure4: Irreducible+ semi-subordinate constructionsn S+ V + O; + Oy

all objects(cf. Chomsk’s S — NP,V P scheme).The mainreasonfor this is
thatthe subjectcannever be deletedfrom an Englishdeclaratve sentenc®, and
in languagesuchas Spanishthatallow subjectdeletionit mustbe contextually
recoverable.Amongthe othersis thatthe verbusuallydoesnt assignany caseto
thesubjectasit doeswith objects,andontheotherhandthesubjectis morelikely
to governverbinflectionthantheobjects.

The constructiontype “grammaticalcore + lexical specifier” (the additional
type mentionedn section3.1.2occurswith copularverbsasin Oliver was un-
happy or He seems a coward. Thesemantiozalueof the constructionis almost
completelycarriedby the elaborator which hastemptedgrammariandike Tes-
niere to considereitherthe elaboratoror the whole constructionas the “actual
verb”. However, the semi-subordinatie constructiortype allows to integratethe
verb asa grammatically—notlways semantically as can be seenin languages
without auxiliaries—requiredcore with the adjectve phraseor otherelaborator
into the sameconfiguratiomasfor “regular” verbs.

4 Comparison

Giventhe big differencesn intendedaudienceand scopeof the two works, it is
noteasyto make anoverall comparisonWhatmayjustly be comparedaresingle
aspectdik e methodologyor empiricalfoundation.

Oneobvious superficialdifferenceis the sheervolumeof both books. Aller-

13They canfrom imperatvesandcertainsubclauses!
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ton’s is almostone and a half timesthe numberof pagesin a tighter print, so
togethewith thefactthathe only treatsarelatively restrictedragmentof English
it is clearthat“Valeny andthe EnglishVerb” cango into far greaterdetail. Its
highly compressedhformationandmary referenceso variousschoolsof linguis-
tics make it probablytoo hardto digestin a first seminarafter secondaryschool
andagenerabreparatorycourse.

This is certainlynot a shortcomingof the “Valenzgrammatik”.The question
whethereaseof useshouldbe taken asfar aswriting a university-level gram-
marof Englishin alanguageotherthanEnglishaside thefirst striking featureof
Emons’classifications thatit is very cleanandorthogonal:a systemof threeby
five catgyories,all of which actuallyoccurandare definedby only two criteria,
commutatiorclassesandwell-establishedonstituentateyories—Allertons cat-
egory overview in [All82:120] looksdownright chaoticin comparisonThereare
someadmittedlyproblematiccasesandeven a few constructiondabeled“O” as
in “open”, but all in all hisis avery smalltemplatendeedconsideringhealmost
universalapplicability it claims. But looking at someof the complicatedandof-
ten contradictorytheoriesdevelopedin the lastcentury it is likely that Allerton
is right whenhe statesregardingdubiouscategory boundariesand membership:
“Lik e Matthews, we mustseesuchproblemsof indeterminag asstemmingfrom
the very natureof languagepecauseasa system Janguagds only ‘partly codi-
fied’” [AlI82:143]. Allerton himselftakestheseuncertaintiesnto account,and
becausdne needsnot be concernedwvith avoiding confusionin unpreparedead-
ershe canpoint to problemcasesand aspectsvherefurther researchs needed.
Anotherpoint consideredmportantin scientificwork is that he exactly defines
the subjectof his studies—BritishEnglish,in “a usagethatis fairly restrictve”
[AlI82:iii]—and pointsout thatwriters with differentideolectscould give differ-
entratingsto dubiouscases.Emonspresentsa supposedlycompleteandready-
to-usecatgyory system,which it may well be, but the resulting cateyorieslook
suspicioushik e theonesknown from traditionalgrammar In fact,theE1andE2
commutatiornclassesrecongruentwith “subject” and“direct object”, E3 almost
identical with “prepositionalobject”, so the categoriesoverall dont seemvery
innovative.

Both theoriesmay be criticized for dubiousfoundationon empiricalevidence
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aswell aswithin a theoryof languageasa whole. That both usecontrived ex-
amplesastheir soleevidencecould be criticized from a 215-centuryperspecitie,
but at their time of writing neitherhad muchchoice. Chomsk’s and other“in-
trospectve” grammariansallegationthatcorporadidn’t constitutevalid evidence
becausé¢hey werecorruptedor asmerelinguistic performanceanotrelevantin the
first placemay have beenunjustified; what certainlywas not wasthat available
corporaof the late seventieswerefar too smallto yield reliablestatistics.Around
amillion words—thesizeof the Brown Corpus—ardine for finding positiveev-
idencefor a construction put the more frequentonesthat canbe identified this
way areusuallyuncontraversialanyway. For strongnegative cluesaboutdubious
examplediketo put a request howeverit is not sufficient.

While the main point of against‘Valenzgrammatik’is its overly simplified
approachthat bringslittle innovation, Allerton’s theory can be criticized along
the samelines as TransformationalGrammay from which it borrons somebasic
assumptionsTG hascomeunderattackasa theoryof “armchairlinguists” who
neithersearchnor would be ableto find empiricalevidencefor their results. As
detailedandjustifiedashis categorizationanaybe, the basicassumptiorof trans-
formationsbetweeroneor moresub-surécelevelsandthe actualrealizationof a
sentencas a corvenientoneto explain actve/passre andsimilarly relatedcon-
structionsjut still anassumptiornhatis notderivedfrom empiricevidence.Actu-
ally, the probabilitythattransformationsiscomplex® astheonesproposedy TG
actuallytaker placein thehumanmindis notvery high. Integrating“transformed”
structuredirectly into the theorywould be requiredto make a verificationusing
the extensve corpusevidenceavailabletodayat leastpossible.

14This examplecouldwell be acceptabléo spealersof aregionalvarietyof Englishlike Indian
or Filipino. Especiallythe latter are notoriousto preferto put over otherverbsif they have a

choice,asin switch off vs. put off.
15Complex in the senseof “hard to perform” givena setof propositionsanda targetgrammay

not necessarihasin “having complicatedules”.
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