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1 Intr oduction

In thefieldof valency grammar, whichhasreceivedrelatively little attentionin En-

glish linguisticssofar, two researchershave beenparticularlyinfluential: Rudolf

EmonsandD. J.Allerton. Bothwith abackgroundin inflectinglanguages,where

valency grammarhasbeena well-acceptedapproachfor decades,they werethe

first to applythistheoryto extensivefragmentsof theEnglishlanguage.However,

both the linguistic fragmenttreatedin their respective works andthe categories

they arrive at differ greatly. This paperaimsto highlight both theories’central

pointsandput themin thecontext of otherclassicandcontemporarygrammati-

cal systems.Sections2 and3 give an overview of eachtheory;a comparisonis

attemptedin sectionsection4.

1.1 Developmentof valencytheory

Thetermvalencyoriginatedin chemistry, whereit denotestheability of atomsto

give off or take up a certainnumberof electronswhenforming a chemicalcom-

pound. The Frenchlinguist LucienTesnièrewasthefirst to usethis term in the

field of linguistics,in thecontext of his DependencyGrammardevelopedin Éle-

mentsdesyntaxestructurale [Tes59]. Syntacticvalency is seenasthe ability of

lexemes—the“atoms”of syntax—tobind anumberof certainotherelementsin a
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grammaticalconstruction1 This ability cangenerallybeobservedin verbs,nouns

andadjectivesalike, to a lesserdegreeevenin otherword classes.However, va-

lency theoriesgenerallyconsiderthe verb the coreof a sentenceandotherele-

mentsasdependentsboundby theverb’s valencies,because,astraditionalgram-

mariansrecognizedalongtimeago,the(finite) verbis almostuniversallytheonly

elementof its kind in a clauseandcanthusberegardedasthe“glue” holdingall

otherconstituentstogether.

While Tesnière’s and other early works on valency stateda dependency of

sentenceelementson propertiesof theverb,they didn’t raisethequestionof the

exact natureof this dependency. In the mid-60s,two positionsemergedamong

grammarians,oneseeingvalency asa formal, language-dependentphenomenon,

theotherasa largelyuniversalsemanticproperty. Thefirst editionin 1968of Hel-

big andSchenkel’s “Wörterbuch zur Valenzund Distribution deutscherVerben”

[HS73] pioneeredseveral publicationson the subjectin the early seventies(cf.

[Her99:#bib] for an extensive bibliography),which led to a fusion of the before

seeminglyincompatiblepositions.Theresultis in principlestill consideredvalid

by mostscientiststoday. It proposesdifferentlevelsof valency, logical, semantic

andsyntactic(with theformertwo beingcombinedasonelogical-semanticlevel

in sometheories),thattogetherdescribethecombinatoricaspectsof sentenceel-

ements[Hel92:6ff].

1.2 Levelsof valency

Logical valencyrefersto the n-ary logical predicatesthat formalizea verb’s se-

manticcontent.Themeaningof “to swim” canbeexpressedby aone-placepredi-

cate���������
	�� with 	 denotingthepersonswimming;“to visit” is anexampleof a

predicatetakingtwo arguments,avisitor andapersonor placevisited: 
 ���������
	������ .
Thesepredicatesdescriberelationsandinteractionsof concreteor abstractenti-

ties,English“to visit” thushasthesamelogical valency asGerman“besuchen”

1Theanalogyis evenvalid for elementswith valenciesandonesactingasvalency fillers, al-

thoughin chemicalterminologybotharesaidto have a (positive vs. negative) valency. Sowhen

Allerton’s [All82:2] definitionof valency citeselectropositive sodiumandelectropositive hydro-

gen as two elementsthat combinedbecauseof their both being monovalent, this is in fact an

exceptionto therule,comparableto nominaluseof a verb.
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or Hiligaynon“duaw”.

Theconceptof semanticvalencyis closelyrelatedto this(evenconsideredan-

otheraspectof thesamethingby some,asmentionedabove[Hel92:10]), because

it restrictsapredicate’sargumentsto elementswith certainsemanticpropertiesor

“components”.For example,in thepredicate��� ���������
	������ , theadmirer	 mustbe

[+HUMAN]—a subjectwith [+ABSTRACT] or [-ANIMATE] cannotfill this

predicate’s agentposition. This is similar to whatgenerative grammarsubsumes

under“selectionrestrictions”,but thelattertermcanalsomeanrestrictionsin the

cooccurrenceof elementsthatarenot relatedin avalency sense2.

Thethird level,syntacticvalency, definesrequirementsfor themorphosyntac-

tic realizationof arguments.Verbswith equallogical andsemanticarguments,

like German“helfen” and“unterstützen”[Hel92:9], mayrequirea differentcase

for their arguments:dative for thebenefactiveof “helfen” vs. accusative for “un-

terstützen”.

1.3 Valencyand casegrammar

As the terminology in the last paragraphssuggested,there is a close con-

nection betweenvalency and casegrammar[Fil68]. Their different origins

notwithstanding—valency as a syntactic theory in the dependency grammar

framework, caseasa derivative of Chomsky’s generative grammar—it is no co-

incidencethatsemanticvalency asaseparatelevel wasintroducedinto themodel

aroundthetimewhencasegrammarwasdeveloped.While theconceptof seman-

tic restrictionson valency fillers wasborrowedfrom casegrammar, a feedbackin

theoppositedirectiontook placelaterwhentheverbwasassigneda moreimpor-

tantrole in morerecentversionsof Fillmore’s theory.

Thenotionof casesandthedistinctionof various“slots” in syntacticvalency

by the morphosyntacticpropertiesof their potentialfillers alsohints at why va-

lency theoryis usuallymostpopularfor inflectinglanguageslikeFrench,German

or Russianthat show morphologicallymarked casecorrespondingto certainse-

manticrolesof valency fillers.

2However, accordingto Helbig [Hel92:17f], someauthorsusetheterm“semanticvalency” in

a similarly broadsense.
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2 R. Emons: “Valenzgrammatik für dasEnglische”

Rudolf Emons’“Valenzgrammatikfür dasEnglische”[Emo78] is a followup to

the author’s 1974doctoralthesis[Emo74] anddesignedasa university-level in-

troductionto valency theory. It is explicitly not designedasanin-depthscientific

treatmentof its subjectbut asaworkbookfor practicalusein seminars,thussome-

timestradingaccuracy for thebrevity andeaseof useof didacticmaterial.

Thefirst two chaptersgiveabrief introductionto theterm“valency” andother

linguistic conceptsandmethodsusedlater on. The observation abouta number

of examplesthat expressionsonly constitutevalid sentencesif the finite verb or

predicateis complementedby a certainnumberof other elementsleadsto the

notionof valency itself; thatit is indeedtheverbthatdeterminesthenumberof el-

ementsnecessaryfor acompletesentenceis motivatedby thefactthatexchanging

only theverbcanturn a well-formedsentenceinto a non-sentenceandvice versa

[Emo74:3]3. The sameexamplesestablishthe differencebetweencomplements

that arenecessaryfor a well-formedsentenceemploying a certainverb andad-

junctsasmereadditionsthatmayor maynot occur, andconsequentlythenotion

of n-ary predicates.

This quantitativevalencyasanothertermfor thepredicate’s numberof argu-

mentsis thenrefinedby thedistinctionbetweendifferentkindsof argumentsthat

mayactasa verb’s complements,its qualitativevalency, exemplifiedby thene-

cessityof oneprepositionalplusonenon-prepositionalcomplementfor “to aim”

andonecomplementin subjective caseplus one in objective casefor “to see”.

Thedefiningfeaturefor suchkindsof complementsis thatdifferentkindscannot

besubstitutedfor oneanotherin asinglesentence.

The third factor considerednecessaryfor a completevalency descriptionis

the list of possiblesubcategoriesof eachcomplement.A subcategory is defined,

without any further explanation,asoneof “nominal”, an “infinite construction”

or “subclause”,i.e. a a specificationof thecomplement’s innerstructure.A com-

plementcanberealizedby anelementof oneor moreof thesesubcategories;“to

please”for exampletakeseithera nominalor a subclausein first positionwhile

“to look [at]” only takesnominals.

3Chapter2 elaborateson thepredicate’s role asthecentralnodein sentencestructure
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2.1 General featuresof the theory

In thesecondchapter, which introducesimportantlinguistic concepts,somepre-

suppositionsfor thefollowing valency descriptionsareset.A precisedefinitionof

a sentenceis explicitly avoidedin favor of an“explication” summarizedas“The

sentenceis the smallestunit of communication”,which allows expressionslike

“Help!” or “No.” to beregardedassentences4, becauseotherthanfragmentslike

“To” they areby themselvescomprehensible.Emonsrejectsotherdefinitionson

groundsof tautology, as for the definition by its parts(“A sentenceconsistsof

subjectandpredicate”)thatarethemselvesonly definedaspartsof a sentence,or

inadequacy, asfor a list of propertiesa sentencemusthave. Likewiserejectedis

thenotionof selectionrestrictionsasa partof grammar, soanutterancesuchas

“The treedriveshiscar” is consideredavalid sentenceeventhoughin TG it would

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

thelevelsof valency asdescribedin section1.2,thismeansanegationof semantic

valency.

The modeof segmentationsuggestedfor sentencesmight be calledthe base

for theentiretheory, asit will beusedalmostexclusively to determineverbs’com-

plementcategories. Out of the possibilitiesdiscussed—linearsegmentation,i.e.

in onestepfrom thewholesentenceto morphemesasthesmallestunitsof mean-

ing5; repeatedbinarysegmentation;repeated� -arysegmentation—thelatteris the

onerecommendedfor ananalysisthat leadsto a groupingof elementsconsistent

with both intuition andthe resultof commutationandexclusiontests. Sentence

elementsthat

a) can be exchangedfor one anotherin a sentence,and the result is still a

well-formedsentence

A man who comes from London sees Mary.

He sees Mary.

4Eventhoughthesearenot treatedlateron dueto their beingverblessandthusuninteresting

for valency descriptions.
5Actually, a segmentationwould have to be into allomorphswhich could in turn be reduced

to morphemes.The low level of allomorphyin Englishis a likely reasonfor not distinguishing

betweenthese.
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b) cannotoccurtogetherin thesamepositionin a sentence He 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 exchangeablebut

don’t excludeeachotherandthusdon’t commute.A commutationclassconsists

of all elementscommutingwith eachother. Partsof a sentencearethusdefined

ascommutationclasses,thesamegoesfor theclassificationof potentialcomple-

ments.

Emons’classificationdistinguishesonly betweencomplementsandadjuncts;

theotherwisecommondistinctionbetweenobligatoryandoptionalcomplements

is considereda “plausibleassumption”[Emo74:20] but notactuallyused(though

sometimesmentionedasa possibleclassification)dueto lack of precisecriteria.

Thedefinitionof a complementis thatof a first-level sentenceconstituentinter-

dependentwith the predicate,i.e. neithercanbe omittedwithout renderingthe

sentenceungrammatical,while anadjunctis a dependentthatcanitself beomit-

tedwithoutany effecton thesentence’swell-formedness.

Caseswherethemeaningof thepredicatedependson acomplement(cf. look

at vs. look after in section2.2)areresolvedby creatinga separatelexiconentry

with certainrestrictionson possiblecomplementsfor eachvariety.

2.2 Complementcategories

In thistheory, all englishverbsfall eitherinto themonovalent, divalentor trivalent

category. Theavalent(or zero-valentcategory proposedby othervalency gram-

marianslike Allerton for theso-called“weatherverbs” (to rain, to snow etc.) is

considereda specialcaseof monovalentverbsthatonly take an“it” asa comple-

ment.
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The possiblecomplementsfor eachvalency are organizedin an orthogonal

systemof 15 categories: 5 categoriesnumberedE1-E5 (‘E’ for “Ergänzung”)

with 3 subcategorieseach.CategoriesE1 andE2 areestablishedby examininga

seriesof examplesof thekind [Emo74:26]

(1) A man sees a child.

(2) A child sees a man.

(3)  He sees he.

(4)  Him sees him.

anddefinedasthesetof complementscommutingwith “he”, “she” etc. (E1)

and “him”, “her” etc. (E2). While a man anda child in (1) and (2) seemto

commutewith eachother, (3) and (4) demonstratethat this is a misinterpreta-

tion causedby thelack of casemarkingin Englishcommonnouns,andthatboth

belongto differentcommutationclasses.The commutationwith the respective

case-markedpronounsis actuallyareformulationof traditionalgrammar’sdefini-

tion of a subjectandanobject,i.e. casemarking,subjectbecomingtheobjectof

a passive sentenceandvice versa,etc.—criteriathathappento besatisfiedif the

commutationcriterionfor E1/E2is aswell.

Complementcategory E3 comprisesvariouskinds of prepositionalphrases

[Emo74:28]:

(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 thesecomplements,like to jump, allow theprepositionto commutewith

therestof theE3, otherslike to depend don’t. Wherethemeaningof thepred-

icatedependson thekind of complement,asin (8) and(9), thedifferentvariants
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areconsidereddifferentlexemeswith equalvalency but differentrestrictionson

thecomplements.

In categoryE4thereareprepositionalandnon-prepositionalcomplementsthat

commutein onesentence.Examples(11) to (14) [Emo74:30] couldbeanalyzed

usingE1-E3already, but thefactthat(11)/(12)and(13)/(14)eachmeanthesame

thing promptsEmonsto assumea separatecategory here,to avoid two different

lexical entrieswith differentvalency but equalmeaning.

(11) I give books to him.

(12) I give him books.

(13) My friend writes a letter to her.

(14) My friend writes her a letter.

Anotherreasonfor not analyzingtheabove examplesas‘E1 E2 E3’ and‘E1 E2

E2’ respectively is that “him und to him bzw. her und to her in (69) bis (72)

[sind] nichtsounabhängigvoneinander, wie manesvonElementenverschiedener

Kommutationsklassenerwartenwürde” (“himandto himor her andto her in (11)

to (14)arenotasindependentfromeachotherasmightbeexpectedfrommembers

of differentcommutationclasses”)[Emo74:30]:

(15)  I give him books to him.

(16)  I give John books to Mary.

It seemshowever that after statingthat an Englishverb canhave at most three

complements,a testthatwould resultin four of themisn’t likely to yield a well-

formedsentenceanyway, sothisexclusionwouldsaymoreaboutverbsin general

thanabouttheindependenceof complementsinvolved.

Themotivationfor the lastcomplementcategory E5 is partly a semanticand

partly a grammaticalone. The following complementsof bi- andtrivalentverbs

areclassifiedasE5:

(17) He is a man.

(18) He seems happy.

(19) He seems to be happy.

8
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(20) They think him to be a coward.

(21) We regard him as a fool.

What thesesentenceshave in commonis that they assignsomekind of property

to eitherthe subject/E1or anotherE2 (in the caseof trivalentverbs),so two of

the complementsdenotethe sameentity. Happy in (18) is a specialcaseof an

adjective asa complement;E5 canoften be replacedby these. A grammatical

consequenceof theabove is thatmany sentencesusingE5 complementsarenot

passivizable,becausethesemanticfunctionof assigningpropertiesis usuallyper-

formedby “middle verbs”.

2.3 Subcategories

Eachcomplementcategory, which is assignedaccordingto functional criteria,

gets subdivided into three subcategories accordingto the complement’s inner

structure. The subcategoriesare calledNOM, IK andES (“Nominal”, “Infini-

tivkonstruktion”and“Ergänzungssatz”respectively),andathedescriptionof their

individual featuresandoccurrencerestrictionsfills therestof theworkbook’sthe-

oreticalpart(thelastchapterdealswith practicalapplicationsof thetheory).

NOMs arethemostlooselydefinedof theabove subcategories.As thename

says,they containsomekind of nominal,however, asnominalsalsooccurasparts

of othersubcategories,a NOM canonly be assumed“[...] essei denn,die jew-

eiligeE enthältnochandereTeile,die für andereUnterkategoriencharakteristisch

sind,alsoetwa to oderthat in derBedeutungvon (69) bzw. (97)” (“unlessother

partscharacteristicfor other subcategories, like to or that in the senseof (96)

or (97)6”) arepresentin the complement[Emo74:37]. Most notably, the NOM

subcategory comprisesnot only what grammarssuchasCGEL [QGLS85] clas-

sify as noun phrases,but also prepositionalphrases,as in the examplesbelow

[Emo74:38]:

6Example96: I hope to see you; example97: I hope that you are successful
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(22) The man gave his friend a book

E1[NOM1] E4[NOM4] E2[NOM2]7

(23) The man looked at his friend

E1[NOM1] E3[NOM3]

NOMs filling valenciesfor E2, E4 andE5 have alreadybeenshown in (2), (11)

and(17) respectively.

SubcategoriesIK andEScanoccurfor any of thefiveE categoriesaswell. In-

steadof examplesfor their classification,only a few characteristicsof bothshall

begivenhere;seesection4 for someproblematiccases.The term“infinite con-

struction”is well establishedin literature(cf. [HSW91:102]),andEmons’classi-

ficationfollows thisdefinition. IKs arecharacterizedby infinite verbforms,often

but notalwaysmarkedby a to or -ing-suffix (mandatoryfor IK1).

An EScomplementconstitutesasubclausewith apredicateandcomplements,

often linked to themain clausewith that or a “wh-word”; characteristiccompo-

nentsarewho(ever), what(ever), where(ever), when(ever), whyandas). TheE�
categoriesvary in the restrictionsthe poseon elementsof the ES subcategory,

particularlythecharacteristicsfrom thelist above thatmustor mustnot occur.

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

D. J.Allerton’s1982bookonvalency in theEnglishlanguageis differentin most

aspects—audience,scope,methodand aim—from Emons’. It is explicitly not

meantfor practicalapplicationin languageteachinglike thelatterandmostother

contemporarytreatmentsof thematter, but ratherasacontributionto thescientific

communitygiving atheoreticalbasisto thetheory. Accordingly, it doesn’t aimfor

coverageasextensive asEmons’“Valenzgrammatik”but rathera moredetailed

andin-depthanalysisof a smallerfragmentof English,namelysimplesentences

with only onelexical verb (i.e. without anything that would fall in Emons’ES

7Thenotation‘E ! [CAT ! ]’ means“This is anelementof subcategoryCAT of category ! filling

a valency for elementsof category E! ”. The critique of tagmemicistslot/filler redundancy in

[All82:6] applieshereaswell.

10
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subcategory) andwith several otherrestrictionspertainingto complementtypes

[All82:142f].

Althoughthistheoryis almostexclusivelydevelopedandshown to beapplica-

ble to English,Allerton make it clearthatit is actuallyauniversalonethatshould

not bebasedon specificfeaturesof an SVO, or generallyfixed-word-order, lan-

guage.

3.1 General featuresof the theory

The systemof segmentationandconstituentclassificationusedby Allerton bor-

rows from several schoolsof grammar. It doesn’t start on a level as basicas

Emons’, defining sentencesetc., but acceptscertainestablishedtermssuchas

“predicate”, “phrase” or “object” as valid without further scrutiny8. He partly

agreeswith Chomsky’s Standard Theory(ST) thatanelement’s classcanbede-

rived configurationally, i.e. from the structuresof its neighbors.Other thanST

howeverhedoesn’t goasfarasto claimthatstructurewastheonly definingfactor

andfunctionssuchassubject-ofor object-ofcouldbecompletelyderivedfrom it.

On theotherhandhealsoacknowledges,on groundsof differencesbetweencon-

figurationallyequalsentenceslike (1) and(2) [All82:6] below—sentenceswith

anobjectarepassivizablewhile sentenceswith apredicative(or “subjectcomple-

ment” in CGEL’s [QGLS85] terminology, with “complement”obviously not in

thesamesenseasin valency theory’scomplement/adjunct-distinction,anddiffer-

entagainfromChomsky’susein theTG context!) canusuallyhavethepredicative

part replacedby an adjective phrase—thepositionof Chomsky critics like Hall-

iday andDik who seesubjectandobjectaselementson the samesegmentation

level9 andstresstheneedfor a functionalclassification.

(1) Oliver met an expert.

(2) Oliver became an expert.

Fromrelationalgrammarcomesthe ideato seefunctionalrelationsasa phe-

nomenonof deepstructure (seefigure2 on page15), which mayor maynot be

8“Assumingthatwe canrecognizenounphrases,adjective phrasesandprepositionalphrases

assuch,[...]” [All82:33]
9ST’s "$#&%('*),+-' ; +-'.#/+0)�%(' rulesresultin a moreprominentstatusof thesubject.

11
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reflectedin theactualsurfacestructure. In atypicalactivesentencethey wouldbe

retained,while a transformationsuchassubjectpromotionwouldchangesomeof

them.

For the purposeof distinguishingbetweensyntacticfunctionssuchas“sub-

ject” or “object” on different levels, Allerton introducesthe termsperject and

objoid, with the latter subdivided into match, measure and possessionobjoids.

Whatappearsasa subjectin thesurfacestructurecorrespondseitherto a subject

or avalencygaponthelevel of valency structure;in asentencewhereconstituents

arereorderedby a transformationbetweenthevalency andthesurfacelevel, such

asonein passivevoice,thevalency subjectappearsasa perject—somethingthat

lookslikeanobjectbut actuallystill hasthesemanticroleof asubject—whilethe

valency object turns into the surfacesubject. The latter is however only possi-

ble for a (large) subsetof transitive verbsthat take “real objects”. Out of exam-

ples(3) to (6) below [All82:81], only thefirst oneallows passivization,theother

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 dependency grammarianslikeHelbig [HS73]

and Hays, who refined the establishedhead/modifieror governor/dependant

schemaby distinguishingbetweenconstructionslike ripe apples with anunilat-

eraldependency of ripe on apples, andoneslike (people) from Bavaria where

bothelementsaremutuallydependent10.

3.1.1 Construction types

The synthesisof the the above positionsleadsto an extensionof Bloomfield’s

classificationsystemfor constructionswhichoriginally differentiatedbetweenex-

10Thoughthe Bloomfieldianclassificationmentionedbelow could be saidto includethis dis-

tinction already.
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subordinative

(endocentric)

122223 22224
5

very

rather687 5
many

few 65
nearly

over 6 7 5
sixty

eight6
9:2222;2222<

semi-subordinative
a 7 dog

is 7 coughing

coordinative

(endocentric)

5
sixty

eight6=7 5
twenty

five 6
exocentric

5
plenty

lots 6=7 of

irreducible
by 7 candlelight

Mary 7 smokes

Figure1: Constructiontypes

ocentricconstructionsof baseandconvertor11, andendocentricones.The latter

were further subdivided into subordinative (head+ modifier) and coordinative

(coordinate+ coordinate)constructions.Theextensioncomprisestwo new types

of construction: semi-subordinative, with a core that is “essential,and which

could, given the appropriatesubclass,standas the isolaterepresentative of the

construction”,anda specifierwhich “thoughnot theprincipalelement,is for the

most part a requiredpart of the construction”[All82:13], and irr educiblecon-

structionsof two cornerstonesthatarebothindispensable.

Figure1 (mostly from [All82:11-16])shows someexamplesfor eachtypeof

construction.

Thisclassificationseemsonly applicableto two-elementconstructions;longer

onesarediscussedbriefly, but laterontheaboveformsareshown to accommodate

moreelementsaswell, asthey areneededfor verbswith several valency fillers.

In graphicalrepresentations(cf. figure4 on page17 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.

11Neitherin thisconstructionnorany of theof theothershavetheelementsto bein any particu-

lar order, althoughtherewill usuallybespecificrestrictionsontheirorderin aparticularlanguage.
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3.1.2 Elementclasses

Theelementsof theaboveconstructionscanbesubdividedinto threegroups:

a) Pure markers suchas the infinitival to in I want to sneeze or the of in

plenty of money mayserveaswhatTesnièrecalleda “translatif”, i.e. con-

vertersfrom oneclassto another, or mayberequiredfor othergrammatical

reasons.Generally, they don’t contrastwith any otherwords in the same

positionandthusdon’t contributeany lexical meaningto theconstruction.

Theircontributionliesin thefactthatthehave“the powerto determinewhat

kind of elementstheir neighborsshallbeandwhat thehigherunit shallbe

of which they form apart” [All82:16].

b) Contrastivegrammaticalitemscanbereplaced(“commute”)with anumber

of other elementsfrom a closedword class. This includesmost notably

prepositions,but alsosubsetsof conjunctions,articlesandadverbs.

c) Lexical items.

Not every constructioncan consistof all typesof elements,so multiplying

constructionsby elementclassesonly yields tenoverall constructiontypes12 (Or

eleven,countingoneextra typeaddedfor theanalysisof copularverbs,cf. sec-

tion 3.2).

3.1.3 Semanticrelations

Semanticsdoesn’t play animportantrole in theactualtheoryof valency. In fact,

Allerton considersit “useful to keepour syntacticdescriptionrelatively free of

semanticinformation” [All82:31]. This is becauseeven if in the majority of in-

stancesof a particularsyntacticconstructiononecanfind this constantsematic

relationship,therearealwayssubtlegradientsof meaningthatmake it difficult to

seta point from which on meaningscanbeconsidereddifferent. The reasonfor

fairly big differencesin meaningbetweensyntacticallyequalconstructions(com-

pare: “tall friends” vs. “old friends” vs. “f alsefriends”) is partly the so-called

12Insteadof 20 werethis not so—elementorderasa languagespecificphenomenonis ignored.

For mostlyobviousreasons,constructionssuchas“irreducibleof two puremarkers”don’t occur.

14
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semanticrolesandprocesses

|

valency structures

|

surfacestructures

rain: (0)

sneeze: (1) subject“patient”

blow: (1) subject“agent/force”,

(2) (object“patient/result”)

see: (1) subject“experiencer”,

(2) object“mentalfocus”

read: (1) subject“agent”,

(2) (object“mentalfocus”)

tear: (1) subject“agent”,

(2) object“patient”

give: (1) subject“agent”,

(2) object“patient”,

(3) indirectobject“recipient”

Figure2: Semanticrolesandtheir relationto surfacestructure[All82:52]

“semantictailoring” thattakesplacein constructionsandthatadaptsthemeaning

of oneelementto thatof theother, sothata “tall friend” is actuallya friend but a

“f alsefriend” is nota friendat all.

Thepartwheresemanticinformationis used,mostlyin theform of constituent

semanticrolesasin casegrammar, is in thedevelopmentof appropriatestructures

for avalency constructionandto motivateavalencydeepstructure. There,exam-

ple lexical entriesgenerallyhave their valency fillers labeledwith their semantic

role:

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

Seefigure2 for theproposedthreelevelsbetweensemanticrolesandsurface

structureandalist of possiblesemanticrolesfor severalverbs’valency fillers. The

numberbehindeachverbindicatesthenumberof valencies,followedby possible

fillers andtheir respectivesemanticrole. Fillers in parenthesesareoptional.
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3.2 Verb elaborator structur es

To avoid confusionwith the abovementioneddifferent usesof “complement”,

Allerton usesthe termverb elaborator for elementsoccurringasvalency fillers.

In thecontext of the constructiontypology describedin sections3.1.1and3.1.2

verbsandtheir elaboratorsareconsideredto form a semi-subordinativeconstruc-

tion with theverbasa lexical or grammaticalcoreandtheelaboratorasa lexical

specifier(thegraphicalrepresentationchosenfor sucha constructionis shown in

figure3). They exhibit thetypical propertiesof semi-subordinativeconstructions

in that theverb is clearly thecentralpartof theconstruction,but theelaborators

areoptionalonly to a certaindegreewhich dependson theverbitself but alsoon

the context (cf. contextual vs. indefinitedeletion in [All75]), so thereis some

mutualdependencebetweentheelements.

SPECIFIERCORE

Figure3: Semi-subordinativeconstruction

As mentionedin section3.1.1already, theverb-plus-elaboratorstructurescan

beaccommodatedby theconstructiontypeslistedthere,but they geta little more

complicatedif onedoesn’t wantto stickto thebi-partitioningschemeof ST, which

doesn’t fit well in this context, becauseit would requirea separatetwo-element

substructureto bemadefrom theverbwith oneobjector theother, or oneout of

bothobjects.For eitherthereis not muchevidenceto befound.

Figure4 on thenext page[All82:34] shows theconstructionhierarchyof the

sentenceOliver gave Fagin the watch. Allerton considerssomeevidence,such

as the possibility of contextual or indefinite deletion, towardsa “hierarchical”

configurationthat would make the directobjectmorecloselyrelatedto the verb

thanthe indirect object,but optsto keepboth “separate,thoughnot necessarily

equal,elaboratorsof theverb[...]” [All82:34].

As shown in figure4, thesubjectis assignedaspecialstatusin thesentenceas

onecornerstoneof an irreducibleconstruction,with theotherbeingtheverband
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Fagin the watchgaveOliver

Figure4: Irreducible+ semi-subordinativeconstructionsin S + V + O> + O?
all objects(cf. Chomsky’s @/A BDC �FE C scheme).The main reasonfor this is

that thesubjectcannever bedeletedfrom anEnglishdeclarative sentence13, and

in languagessuchasSpanishthatallow subjectdeletionit mustbe contextually

recoverable.Amongtheothersis thattheverbusuallydoesn’t assignany caseto

thesubjectasit doeswith objects,andontheotherhandthesubjectis morelikely

to governverbinflectionthantheobjects.

The constructiontype “grammaticalcore+ lexical specifier” (the additional

typementionedin section3.1.2occurswith copularverbsasin Oliver was un-

happy or He seems a coward. Thesemanticvalueof theconstructionis almost

completelycarriedby the elaborator, which hastemptedgrammarianslike Tes-

nière to considereither the elaboratoror the whole constructionas the “actual

verb”. However, thesemi-subordinativeconstructiontypeallows to integratethe

verb asa grammatically—notalwayssemantically, ascanbe seenin languages

without auxiliaries—requiredcorewith the adjective phraseor otherelaborator

into thesameconfigurationasfor “regular” verbs.

4 Comparison

Giventhebig differencesin intendedaudienceandscopeof the two works, it is

noteasyto makeanoverall comparison.Whatmayjustly becomparedaresingle

aspectslikemethodologyor empiricalfoundation.

Oneobvioussuperficialdifferenceis thesheervolumeof bothbooks. Aller-

13They canfrom imperativesandcertainsubclauses!
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ton’s is almostone anda half times the numberof pagesin a tighter print, so

togetherwith thefactthatheonly treatsarelatively restrictedfragmentof English

it is clearthat “Valency andthe EnglishVerb” cango into far greaterdetail. Its

highly compressedinformationandmany referencesto variousschoolsof linguis-

tics make it probablytoo hardto digestin a first seminaraftersecondaryschool

andageneralpreparatorycourse.

This is certainlynot a shortcomingof the “Valenzgrammatik”.Thequestion

whethereaseof useshouldbe taken as far as writing a university-level gram-

marof Englishin a languageotherthanEnglishaside,thefirst striking featureof

Emons’classificationis that it is very cleanandorthogonal:a systemof threeby

five categories,all of which actuallyoccurandaredefinedby only two criteria,

commutationclassesandwell-establishedconstituentcategories—Allerton’scat-

egory overview in [All82:120] looksdownright chaoticin comparison.Thereare

someadmittedlyproblematiccasesandevena few constructionslabeled“O” as

in “open”, but all in all his is averysmalltemplateindeed,consideringthealmost

universalapplicability it claims. But looking at someof thecomplicatedandof-

ten contradictorytheoriesdevelopedin the last century, it is likely that Allerton

is right whenhe statesregardingdubiouscategory boundariesandmembership:

“Lik e Matthews,we mustseesuchproblemsof indeterminacy asstemmingfrom

thevery natureof language,because,asa system,languageis only ‘partly codi-

fied’.” [All82:143]. Allerton himself takestheseuncertaintiesinto account,and

becauseheneedsnot beconcernedwith avoiding confusionin unpreparedread-

ershe canpoint to problemcasesandaspectswherefurther researchis needed.

Anotherpoint consideredimportantin scientificwork is that he exactly defines

the subjectof his studies—BritishEnglish, in “a usagethat is fairly restrictive”

[All82:iii]—and pointsout thatwriterswith differentideolectscouldgive differ-

ent ratingsto dubiouscases.Emonspresentsa supposedlycompleteandready-

to-usecategory system,which it may well be, but the resultingcategorieslook

suspiciouslyliketheonesknown from traditionalgrammar. In fact,theE1andE2

commutationclassesarecongruentwith “subject” and“direct object”,E3 almost

identical with “prepositionalobject”, so the categoriesoverall don’t seemvery

innovative.

Both theoriesmaybecriticizedfor dubiousfoundationon empiricalevidence
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aswell aswithin a theoryof languageasa whole. That both usecontrived ex-

amplesastheir soleevidencecouldbecriticizedfrom a 21st-centuryperspective,

but at their time of writing neitherhadmuchchoice. Chomsky’s andother“in-

trospective” grammarians’allegationthatcorporadidn’t constitutevalid evidence

becausethey werecorruptedor asmerelinguistic performancenot relevantin the

first placemay have beenunjustified;what certainlywasnot wasthat available

corporaof thelateseventieswerefar toosmallto yield reliablestatistics.Around

a million words—thesizeof theBrown Corpus—arefine for finding positiveev-

idencefor a construction,but the morefrequentonesthat canbe identifiedthis

way areusuallyuncontroversialanyway. For strongnegativecluesaboutdubious

exampleslike to put a request however it is not sufficient14.

While the main point of against“Valenzgrammatik”is its overly simplified

approachthat brings little innovation, Allerton’s theory canbe criticized along

thesamelinesasTransformationalGrammar, from which it borrows somebasic

assumptions.TG hascomeunderattackasa theoryof “armchairlinguists” who

neithersearchnor would beableto find empiricalevidencefor their results.As

detailedandjustifiedashiscategorizationsmaybe,thebasicassumptionof trans-

formationsbetweenoneor moresub-surfacelevelsandtheactualrealizationof a

sentenceis a convenientoneto explain active/passive andsimilarly relatedcon-

structions,but still anassumptionthatis notderivedfrom empiricevidence.Actu-

ally, theprobabilitythattransformationsascomplex15 astheonesproposedby TG

actuallytakerplacein thehumanmindis notveryhigh. Integrating“transformed”

structuresdirectly into thetheorywould berequiredto make a verificationusing

theextensivecorpusevidenceavailabletodayat leastpossible.

14Thisexamplecouldwell beacceptableto speakersof aregionalvarietyof Englishlike Indian

or Filipino. Especiallythe latter arenotoriousto prefer to put over other verbsif they have a

choice,asin switch off vs. put off.
15Complex in thesenseof “hard to perform” givena setof propositionsanda targetgrammar,

not necessarilyasin “having complicatedrules”.
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