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Anotace

Predmétem mé diplomové prace s nazvem Negation - Comparison of the English
Adverb Never and the Negative Particle Not je srovnani zaporného adverbia never a
zaporné Castice not a to s ohledem na jejich vlastnosti morfologické, sémantické a
syntaktické, pticemz nedilnou soucasti mého vyzkumu je rovnéz jejich umisténi ve vété. V
této praci jsou popsany obecné vlastnosti anglickych adverbii. Prvni teoretickd ¢ast slouzi
jako zaklad a opora pro popis jednotlivych vlastnosti never a not a pro jejich dalsi
srovnani.

Never a predevSim not jsou nejcastéji uzivané jako zakladni prostiedky vétné negace,
ve své praci jsem se vSak zabyvala i jejich dal§im uzitim v jinych typech negace a také
restrikcemi, které jsou s timto uzitim spojeny.

Aby byl pohled na problematiku never a not celistvy, snazila jsem se vytycit rozdily
mezi anglictinou a ¢eStinou a také srovnat never s jinymi, zejména zapornymi, adverbii.
Ptes vSechnu mou snahu nalézt rozpory v ndzorech lingvistd, jsem objevila pouze jednu
zminku Randolpha Quirka, ktery fadi not k zadpornym restriktivnim adverbiim. Dalsi
vyzvou pro mé bylo, pokusit se najit rozpory nejen mezi tvrzenimi lingvistli navzajem, ale
také mezi tvrzenimi lingvistli a mymi vlastnimi zavéry plynoucimi z provedenych rozbort.
V prevazné vétsiné piipadii vysledky mé prace potvrzovaly jiZ existujici teorie, avSak v
piipad¢ adverbia never a jeho vyskytu s lexikalnimi slovesy se mé tvrzeni rozchazi s
Tottie.

Vsechna pravidla uvedend v anglickych gramatickych ptiruckach stejné jako ma
vlastni tvrzeni se opiraji o data z Britského narodniho korpusu, ze n€hoz také uvadim pocty
piipadt vyskytu riznych jevi, aby bylo zifejmé, které konstrukce jsou pro never a not
charakteristické a které se naopak vyskytuji ziidka.

Na zavér bych svou praci shrnula nésledovné: Prokazala jsem, Ze adverbium never ma
stale velmi silny sémanticky vyznam, a proto lze fici, Ze se never nechova stejné jako
negativni ¢astice not. Naopak not si zachovava svou funk¢nost a mohu tedy fici, ze se tato
¢astice nechova jako adverbium.

Synopsis

The thesis is devoted to the comparison of the negative adverb never and the negative
particle not with respect to their morphological, semantic and syntactic properties as well
as to their emplacement in a clause. The thesis contains a standard description of general
properties of English adverbs. This theoretical part serves as a starting point for my
description of the individual properties of never and not and their subsequent comparison.
Never, and especially not, are two basic means of clause negation and that is why my thesis
focuses also on their use as the means of other kinds of negation. Furthermore I focus on
the restrictions that can be imposed either on never or on not with respect to the chosen
kind of negation.

To bring a more thorough picture of never and not I also bring in the comparison of
English and Czech and compare never with other adverbs, above all the partially negative
ones. As regards my aim to find differences in opinions of diverse linguists I found only
one commented remark on Quirk's classification of not as a negative restrictive adjunct.
My aim was among others to find some differences between the claims of linguists and my
own findings. In the majority of cases I was able to confirm their claims but in case of
Tottie I came to a different conclusion as regards never and its co-occurrence with lexical
verbs. All the rules presented in English grammatical reference books as well as my own
claims are supported by data found in the BNC. I sometimes also provide figures of
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examples found in the BNC to illustrate which constructions are characteristic for never or
not and which of them seem to be rather odd.

My thesis proves that the semantic meaning of the adverb never is still very strong and
it is therefore possible to say that never does not behave as the negative particle not. Not,
on the other hand, preserves its functionality and that is why I can claim that not does not
behave as an adverb.
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Abbreviations used in the thesis

A
adj.
AdjP
AdvP
atd.
BNC
E
e.g.
eM
etc.
1.e.
iE
M
M
mM
mod.

Mod./ Aux.

napf-.
Neg.
NP

O
pomoc.
PrepP

SARA
Syn.

VP
VS.

Analytic type of negation
adjective

Adjectival Phrase
Adverbial Phrase

et cetera

British National Corpus
End position

for example

end Medial position

et cetera

that is

initial End position
initial Medial position
Medial position

medial Medial position
modal verb

Modal/ Auxiliary verb

for example

Negation

Noun Phrase

Object

auxiliary verb
Prepositional Phrase
Subject

SGML Aware Retrieval
Application

Synthetic type of negation
Verb

Verbal Phrase

versus

another sentence member

Marks used in the thesis

grammatically unacceptable / difference in meaning

possible usage

analyticky typ negace
ptidavné jméno
adjektivni fraze
adverbidlni fraze

a tak dale

Britsky narodni korpus
koncova pozice
napftiklad

koncova stiedova pozice
a tak dale

to jest

pocatecni koncova pozice
pocatecni stiedova pozice
sttedova pozice

sttedova stfedova pozice
modalni sloveso
modalni/ pomocné
sloveso

napfiklad

zapor

Jmenna fraze

pfedmét

pomocné sloveso
Predlozkova fraze
podmét

SGML vyhledavaci
program

synteticky typ negace
sloveso

slovesna fraze

versus

jiny vétny Clen
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Preface

The main topic of my thesis is the comparison of the adverb never and the negative
particle not. Both of these negators serve as devices of clause negation. Clause negation is
traditionally formed in English with the help of the negative particles no and not or the
negative quantifiers nobody, no one, nothing, never, nowhere, neither and none. I am going
to focus only on the two aforementioned items never and not, but I will sometimes bring
into discussion also other means of negation to be able to draw a more thorough picture of
the two negators. I concentrate on their role in negation and compare the negative character
of the particle not with the temporal and intensifying character of the adverb never.

The thesis provides thorough theoretical analysis of what an adverb and what the
negative particle not is. So in the first part of my thesis I am going to mention general
criteria concerning English adverbs and then I want to apply these criteria to the two items
discussed never and not, and 1 will see whether their properties match the general
properties of adverbs or not. Which means that both never and not will be described in
detail and I will use them in examples to show how they function, and I will compare them
with one another or with other (e.g. partially negative) adverbs. Both differences and
similarities in the use and function of not and never will be discussed.

This thesis props itself upon the basic English grammatical reference books. Views of
individual authors are compared and special focus is paid to the divergencies of opinion.
However, I do not expect many differences in this respect.

Another source of linguistic data is the British National Corpus', thereinafter only as
BNC. I am going to compare the rules and definitions found in grammar books with the
token sentences found by SARA? in the BNC. On the basis of this comparison exceptions
to the rules are discussed.

In some parts of my thesis, where it was suitable for a demonstration of particular
properties, I decided to insert in a comparison between Czech and English.

This thesis proposes following aims:

o to provide a standard description of English adverbs

to apply the findings about adverbs to the two key items never and not

o to find conflicting opinions of individual linguists whose grammar books are
consulted, if there are any

o to provide a detailed overview about different kinds of negation, to show when they
are used, and which criteria or restrictions arise for each specific type of negation

o on the basis of the comparison of rules and definitions in grammar books and sentence
tokens in the BNC to find exceptions in which these rules were violated and find out
whether these cases have something in common and if possible also deduce some
general rules that can account for these violations.

(@]

The thesis is divided into three main sections. The first one is rather theoretical and
contains information about adverbs. Each of the chapters is further subdivided and deals

! The British National Corpus (BNC) is a collection of 100 million words of both spoken and written
language from a great variety of sources that have been used in the thesis for the purpose of either confirming
or refuting the grammatical rules that are mentioned in the theoretical part of this study. It is important to
remark that 90 % of the BNC consists of written texts and only 10 % of transcribed recordings of
conversations.

? An abbreviation used to designate SGML Aware Retrieval Application used in the BNC.

-9.
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with some specific aspects of adverbs. The subsections further focus on the already
mentioned rules and definitions when applied to the two items never and not.

The second part of my thesis focuses on negation in English. I am not only going to
show which linguistic means can be used to create negation, but I am also going to
describe various kinds of negation and to point out what problems might arise when we try
to make a distinction between them. A lot of space will be devoted to the distinction
between analytic and synthetic negation, and the restrictions that have to be taken into
account when we decide to transform negative clauses. I will also relate the discussion of
analytic and synthetic negation to the two items discussed never and not.

In the third and final part of my thesis, I am going to compare never and not in light of
morphological, semantic and syntactic properties. All my claims and assumptions are
supported by data found by SARA in the BNC. Special attention is paid to the exceptions
that serve as a proof of the fact that in some contexts or positions the adverb never starts to
behave more like the particle not.

The basis of this thesis was the presupposition that it comes to the semantic weakening
of the adverb never. Data from the BNC should therefore either confirm or refute this
presupposition or at least show in what constructions or contexts never behaves more like
the negative particle not. It is also advisable to verify whether it is not vice-versa which
means if the grammatical item not behaves more like an adverb, but this is theoretically
very unlikely. For this purpose it was necessary to create a theoretical basis that would

serve as a starting point for the subsequent comparison with the token sentences in the
BNC.

-10 -
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1. English Adverb

The following section contains some general facts concerning English adverbs which
are relevant to my discussion. These general rules and definitions are accompanied by
examples illustrating their functions and their use.

First of all I focus on the morphological structure of English adverbs. One of the
reasons why I do this is that adverbs consisting of adj. + the derivational suffix -y are
considered to be the most prototypical of adverbs. The same cannot be said about the key
item of the discussion; the adverb never. Furthermore, it is necessary to get a general view
of different types of adverbs, to be able to classify never.

One of the subsections of this chapter also deals with the structure of adverbial phrase,
where I focus on the gradability of adverbs.

The second part of this section highlights the semantic properties of English adverbs
that has already been implied in chapter 1.1, but part 1.2 discusses them in detail. Special
attention is devoted to the sub-categorization of frequency adverbs, whose member the
adverb never is.

As the title of section 1.3 signifies I am going to sum up there the basic syntactic
functions of adverbs and then try to consider to what extent these syntactic functions match
the two items discussed, never and not. Another important thing to mention is that authors
slightly divide on their division of syntactic functions and they also use different
terminology. I tried to give the broadest possible view of this issue combining the
theoretical findings of the two major authors Huddleston, and Quirk, but I also took into
consideration Biber. It is necessary to point out that I did not only concentrate on the
syntactic functions of never and not when they serve as means of clause negation, but also
when they serve as devices of phrasal, or local negation.

Another sub-section, focusing on the division of adverbs in adjuncts, disjuncts and
conjuncts was worth mentioning because it sums up the conditions that are necessary for
the classification of adverbs. What is more, new interesting questions concerning the
negative particle not turned up.

Section 1.4 is especially important for and relevant to our comparison of never and
not. As I will demonstrate, position of these two items is the largest source of differences.
Although it cannot be said that never and not absolutely differ in their emplacement in a
clause. With respect to the position of never and not in the sentence I am going to deal both
with clause as well as with phrasal negation, and show the differences between the two.

1.1. Morphological properties of adverbs

This section primarily concentrates on the morphological structure of English adverbs,
however, it was not possible to separate this discussion from the semantic level.

According to Duskova (2006: 156-160) adverbs are generally characterized as a
heterogeneous part of speech. From the morphological point of view there are four major
formal kinds of adverbs, what is more, each of these types is substantially varied. Some of
the adverbs can be classified as closed class items, because there is a certain limited
number of them in our lexicon. Primary adverbs and fixed phrases functioning as adverbs
definitely belong to the category of closed class items. The rest of adverbs, which means
derived and compound adverbs, belong to the open-class items, because their number can
potentially be enlarged. Compare the following categories:

(A) adverbs derived from adjectives with the help of:

-11 -
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(a) the suffix -ly: immensely, narrowly, attentively etc. It should be pointed out that the
suffix -/y is not only used to create adverbs, but it is also an adjectival suffix: monthly,
weekly etc. Suffix -/y is also considered to be the most productive adverbial suffix.

and adverbs derived from other parts of speech with the help of:

(b) the suffix -wise: clockwise, counter-clockwise, likewise etc.
(c) the suffix -ward(s): backwards, westwards, homewards, or the suffix -ways:
lengthways, sideways etc.

Huddleston (2006: 566) further differentiates other morphologically complex adverbs
containing:

(d) the prefix a-: afresh, anew, aloud etc.
(e) the suffix -less: nevertheless, nonetheless, doubtless
(f) irregular forms of numerals: once, twice, thrice

(B) Duskova (2006: 160-161) mentions as another category the group of primary adverbs
that were not derived from any other part of speech. They can be further divided into
several groups according to their semantic meaning:

(a) adverbs of place: here, away, abroad, there etc.

(b) adverb of time: now, often, yet, usually, always etc.

(c) adverbs of degree: very, too, enough, quite, somewhat etc.
(d) focusing adjuncts: even, just, only etc.

(e) connective adverbs: so, thus, however, also, yet etc.

(C) As the last category, Duskova (2006: 162) adds compound adverbs that consist of the
adverb there or here and a preposition, and are usually used in formal language: thereafter,
hereby, hereof etc.

Huddleston (2006: 567) ranks among compound nouns also: almost, already, also,
always, anyhow, somewhat etc., which Duskova (2006: 160-161) classifies as primary
adverbs. These expressions start with a determinative base (all, any, some), but their
meaning is not predictable from parts of the words. Negative adverbs never, nor, neither
can also be classified as compound adverbs. These adverbs are based on positive
expressions ever, or, and either. The first element in these words n- goes back to no that
was shortened and then connected with some of the positive elements - ever, or, or either.

Huddleston (2006: 567) also adds a list of quite heterogeneous compound adverbs as
e.g.: forthwith, furthermore, indeed, maybe, meantime, meanwhile etc.

(D) Huddleston (2006: 567) further mentions that there are a number of fixed phrases that
are used as adverbs. The form of these fixed phrases is given, and the words constituting
these phrases seldom retain their independent meaning, e.g. at last, sort of, as good as,
kind of, and of course. They usually function as modifiers of verbs or AdjP.

(1) He sort of behaved as if you didn't work there any more. (BNC: FP7 1493)

Huddleston (2006: 567) emphasizes that although Of-phrases usually signal following
post-modification, it is the verb what is the head of the VP and that is why the adverb sort
of in example (1) must be classified as a verb modifier.

-12 -
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1.1.1.  The structure of adverbial phrase

Adverbs as well as adjectives can be graded, but not all of them. Only adverbs with
scalable meaning can be graded or intensified. Grading of adverbs is formed in the same
way as with adjectives i.e.:

(A) monosyllabic adverbs and adverbs that were not derived from other parts of speech
make use of the suffix -er to create comparative (e.g. longer, sooner) and -est to create
superlative form (e.g. longest, soonest)

(B) polysyllabic adverbs make comparative and superlative forms by means of periphrasis
1.e. intensifiers more and most are placed in front of polysyllabic adverbs to create
comparative and superlative forms respectively (e.g. more slowly, most slowly).

(C) there is a small group of irregular adverbs to which belongs e.g. well, whose
comparative and superlative forms are as follows: better, best.

1.1.2.  Morphological classification of Never

According to Duskova (2006: 156-162) and her above mentioned criteria the adverb
never discussed in this study belongs to the group of primary adverbs, because it can
neither be divided into a stem and a derivational suffix as the adverbs in (A), nor can it be
divided into two independent stems as the adverbs in (C). Never as a single word also
cannot be denoted as a phrase and that is why category (D) can also be excluded.
Huddleston (2006: 566) however ranks never among adverbs derived from other adverbs,
more precisely from the adverb ever that is in fact a primary adverb. Onions (1995: 608)
traces the etymology of the adverb never back to two elements ne + cefre, i.e. no + ever,
whereas the first element no was reduced to n-.

With respect to its semantic meaning, never belongs to the category of time adverbs.
As Sinclair (1990: 210) comments never says that something was not, is not and will not
be. Never has clearly negative meaning.

Concerning the structure of the adverbial phrase, never, as a time adverb of indefinite
frequency expressing zero frequency, cannot be graded, because it does not have scalable
meaning. Never can be intensified, but the range of adverbs that can do that is very narrow.
The BNC contains 60 examples where never is intensified by the adverb almost (2b), but
only 3 examples with hardly never (2c) and 2 examples with nearly never (2d).

(2) (a) I was *more/ *less/ *very never happy that Mary was driving a German car. ;
(b) He almost never discussed his work with her. (BNC: ASS 1719)
(c) Why don't she hardly never look after David any more? (BNC: KP4 884)
(d) His work in the Sahara was recently included in a Sports Council exhibition
that nearly never happened due to a last-minute decision. (BNC: FBR 483)

1.1.3.  Morphological classification of Not

Hypothetically, if we wanted to include not in one of the morphological categories
applying to adverbs, it would be possible to rank it either between primary adverbs,
because at first sight not cannot be divided into a stem and a derivational suffix, and it also
does not consist of two stems, so it is not a compound adverb.

On the other hand not can also be approached from the historical point of view.
Etymologically, as Onions (1995: 604, 615) writes, not goes back to the Old English word

3 All the following examples with an asterisk (*), question mark (?) or without any reference are my own
transformations of sentences found in grammar manuals or in the BNC. The asterisk (*) should symbolize
that a given sentence is not grammatically correct or it does not correspond to the original sentence. The
question mark should symbolize that a given construction seems to be grammatically acceptable.
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nawiht which means nothing, na- being the negative element, -wih¢ meaning thing,
creature, or being. This Old English form was later superseded by derived naught. This
derivation was later shortened to not. Naughty is today connected with different meaning,
namely disobedient, morally bad. Proceeding from the preceding facts I can rank not
among compounds consisting of the negative word no and some positive element, in case
of not this positive element being -#, which hides behind itself the noun thing.

Not, as a functional word having no semantic meaning, cannot be graded or
intensified. In this respect not behaves in the same way as never.

From the synchronical point of view, which is the crucial one in this thesis, nof is
morphologically simple and does not allow any classification based on morphology.

1.2. Semantic categorization of adverbs

In chapter 5 of his grammar manual Huddleston (2006: 562) comments on the basic
semantic function of adverbs and says that adverbs are characteristically used to alter,
clarify and adjust the meaning of verbs. *

Although the basic building material of clauses are nouns and verbs, adverbs can also
create a simple unary clause, because they are classified as full-meaning words and thus
fully convey given information.

Adverbs can be divided into seven basic categories according to their semantic
meaning. Apart from their literal meaning there are some adverbs that also have more
metaphorical meaning, then it is the context what decides about their meaning. The
following chapter contains a list of semantic categories of adverbs as they are distinguished
by Biber (1999: 552-559).

(A) Adverbs of place convey information about position, direction, or distance:

(a) Let's stay here for a while. <position>
(b) The Sun moves clockwise across the northern sky. <direction>
(c) It's not far from the city centre. <distance>

(B) Adverbs of time provide information about time position, frequency, duration, or
time relationship:

(a) I can't talk to you now. <time position>

(b) He always forgets his friends' birthdays. <frequency>

(¢) I can still remember her beautiful blue eyes. <duration>

(d) It has been decided about her dismissal although she has already admitted her
mistake. <time relationship>

(C) Adverbs of manner can show in what way an action is realized:

(a) She spoke slowly and clearly.
(b) They were tired, but came back safely.

(D) Adverbs of degree convey information about the extent to which a feature applies.
They either function as adverbials, or are used as modifiers, which can be further
divided into amplifiers/intensifiers, and diminishers/downtoners.

(a) He completely forgot where he had left his keys. (adverbial)
(b) The food was absolutely delicious. (modifier; intensifier)

* Quirk (1972: 270-282) mentions also other usages of adverbs that will be described more thoroughly in
section 1.3.
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(c) When I found the bowl, it was_almost empty. (modifier; diminisher)

(E) Additive and restrictive adverbs. As the adjective additive implies, additive adverbs
are used to indicate that one item is being added to another either at a clausal level, or
at a phrasal level. Restrictive adverbs are used to draw attention to one particular part
of the proposition:

(a) My dad was pleased, and that's why we were_too. <additive adverbial>
(b) Only those who passed the final exam could proceed further with their studies.
<restrictive adverbial>

(F) Stance adverbs reveal the epistemic quality of the statement, speaker's attitude, and
information about the style.

(a) You will probably need some money for the bus. <epistemic stance adverbial>

(b) Unfortunately, they didn't have enough time to visit Buckingham Palace. <attitude
stance adverbial>

(¢) Frankly, it was terribly exhausting. <style stance adverbials>

(G) Linking adverbs are a means of cohesion. Their function is to connect semantically
parts of discourse. They are further divided into six different semantic subcategories:
adverbs of enumeration and addition, summation, apposition, result/inference,
contrast/concession, and transition.

(a) Firstly, I have to make lunch and secondly, I must wash my hair. <adverbial of
enumeration and addition>

(b) Altogether they did 300 kilometres by car and 200 kilometres by train. <adverbial
of summation>

(¢) Only a few students passed the exam, namely ... <adverbial of apposition>

(d) My application wasn't delivered therefore I lost all the chances to be accepted.
<adverbial of result/inference>

(e) However, she spent a fortnight studying maths, she didn't pass the entrance exam.
<adverbial of contrast/concession>

(f) Now that the rounded nose of the old malibu had been sharpened to a point in the
thruster, the benign image of the dolphin had dissolved into the leering grin of a
shark, inverted, its fin trailing in the water. <adverbial of transition> (BNC: ASV
1770)

Comparing the meaning of English adverbs with Czech Duskova (2006: 163) points

out an important fact:

“English and Czech adverbs basically correspond each other [...], but there are also

differences, Czech adverb is sometimes not expressed in English at all or it corresponds to
other means of expression.”

As an example Duskova (2006: 163) mentions Czech adverbs expressing epistemic

modality (e.g. urcite, snad, asi, etc.) that correspond to English modal verbs, or Czech
adverbs used to express durative aspect (e.g. porad, dal, etc.) that are again represented in
English by verbs.

(3) (a) Urcité jsi unaveny.” — You must be tired.

> This and the following Czech sentences are my own translations.
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(b) Porad se usmival. — He kept smiling.
I am not going to deal with translation equivalents here much more, however.

1.2.1.  Subcategorization of frequency adverbs

In his, also semantically motivated classification, Quirk (1972: 490) divides adverbs of
frequency into two groups that are further subdivided:

(A) adverbs of definite frequency:
(a) period frequency: Committee meetings take place weekly.
(b) time frequency: [ visit England three times a year.

(B) adverbs of indefinite frequency:
(a) usual occurrence: We normally don't go to bed before midnight.
(b) continual frequency: She incessantly asks for more money.
(c) high frequency: [ often told them to relax more.
(d) low or zero frequency: They seldom watch television during the day.

In the following section I will apply the above semantic classifications on never and
not.

1.2.2. Semantic categorization of Never

As it has already been mentioned in section 1.1.2, never belongs to the semantic
category of time adverbs, more precisely to time adverbs of indefinite frequency. Whereas
often and frequently denote a high frequency, seldom and rarely express a low frequency,
and never denotes a zero frequency. Compared with other indefinite time adverbs never
represents one peak of a theoretical scale and always is its opposite on the other side of the
scale.

English never corresponds to the Czech adverb nikdy.

(4) Nikdy jsem nejedla sneky. — I have never eaten snails.

However, different translation is also possible:

(5) Nikdy jsem nejedla sneky. — I haven't ever eaten snails.

Which means that nikdy also corresponds in (5) to -n't + ever. So it might seem there
are two possibilities how to translate sentences containing nikdy. This is however not
always true. In English we speak about the tendency to express negation as close to the
beginning of the clause as possible, which means that we can start with never, invert the
word order and then continue with the VP. It is necessary to point out that when never is
placed into initial position it cannot be replaced by the adverb ever in initial position +
negator not. Notice the following:

(6) (a) Never have I seen such a beautiful garden. — Nikdy jsem nevidel takovou
zahradu.
(b) *Ever haven't I seen such a beautiful garden. — *Neékdy jsem nevidél takovou
zahradu.

The sentence in (6b) does not only have different meaning, but it is also
grammatically unacceptable. What is more the Czech sentence also seems to be quite
strange and implausible.
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1.2.3.  Semantic categorization of Not

Concerning the semantic properties of the negator not, it is usually used to change the
polarity of the whole clause, or at least a phrase within a clause, which means that not does
not only alter the meaning of the verb, but of the whole clause; not therefore negates the
whole clause. In contrast to adverbs, not does not belong to the category of full-meaning
words and that is why it also cannot form on its own a simple clause, whereas adverbs can.

(7) *Not! vs. Absolutely! vs. Here! vs. Never!

Apart from its negative meaning not does not have any other semantic meaning, and
thus cannot be ranked into any of the preceding semantic categories of adverbs.
Although if we accept Quirk's claim that he supported by the following reasons we could
potentially rank not among adverbs. According to Quirk (1972: 432) the negator not could
be regarded as a negative restrictive adjunct that excludes the part of the clause that is
focused. Anderwald (2002: 17) motivates it as a result of the position of the negator not
within the VP. As well as adverbs nof is placed between the first Mod./Aux. and the
following element of the VP. However, this argument does not seem to be a very strong
one, because the position of adverbs is quite variable, whereas position of not, in case of
clause negation, is fixed. Position of adverbs will be discussed in 1.4. Compare the
following examples:

(8) (a) It is usually necessary to weight the fabric when weaving,/...]. (BNC: CGX 427)
(b)1t is not necessary to weight the fabric when weaving, [...].

Anderwald (2002: 18) however states that not does not behave as a dependent of the
verb and should be therefore classified as a special category negator.

With respect to its Czech equivalent not corresponds to the Czech bound prefix ne-
that construes with verbs. Not therefore seems to be something like a free morpheme. On
the other hand we must take into consideration also the enclitic form of not -n't that
appears to be more like the Czech ne-, i.e. a bound morpheme, but the Czech ne- can be
connected to all lexical verbs whereas English -n'f binds itself only with Mod./Aux.

1.3. Syntactic functions of adverbial phrases

The following section will focus on the function of adverbial phrases in a clause.
These functions do not only depend on the semantic meaning of particular adverbs but are
very closely related to the position of adverbial phrases in a clause.

Using Huddleston's framework (2006: 578) that I have slightly adapted English
adverbs can primarily be divided among those which are and which are not incorporated in
the sentence structure.

1.3.1.  Adverbs incorporated within the sentence structure

English adverbs that can be incorporated in the sentence structure have three basic
functions:

Verbal adverbs: have the function of adverbials which supplement or evolve the verb.
Adverbs appearing in this function are called circumstance adverbials, because they
provide additional information about the action or state that is described in the clause.
Biber (1999: 548) points out that adverbs as clause constituents are optional elements of
the clause and thus peripheral to the structure of the clause. Adverbs of this kind are
independent elements of the clause as the following examples show:
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(9) (a) She behaved bravely. (adverbial of manner)
(b) Come back at 5 p.m. (adverbial of place)
(c) He usually gets up at 7 a.m. (adverbial of frequency)

It must be pointed out that Huddleston (2006: 563) does not differentiate between
circumstance adverbials and adverbs functioning as modifiers, according to his conception
all adverbs serve as modifiers, whereas some of them modify verbs, other appear more
frequently in the function of modifiers of AdjP, AdvP or even clauses.

(10)(a) I think your stories are really exciting! (BNC: BML 1446) (modifier of an AdjP;
pre-modification)
(b) You have to listen quite carefully. (BNC: JK8 393) (modifier of an AdvP;
pre-modification)
(c) Annoyingly, they hadn't left us any milk. (modifier of a clause; pre-modification)

It is also necessary to mention that not all the adverbs can modify such a wide range of
sentence constituents. 4/most is quite versatile and can modify anything apart from nouns.
Very, on the other hand, is less flexible and can modify only AdjP, AdvP, but not verbs,
NP, and clauses. Compare:

(11)(a) She is very beautiful. vs. It was almost impossible.
(b) She is a very beautiful girl. vs. Learning is almost entirely by rote.
(c) *She liked it very. vs. She almost jumped out of her skin.
(d) *Very, she liked it. vs. Almost, a feeling of elation took hold of her. (BNC:
CDE 1601)

Modifiers: Quirk (1972: 270, 333) further mentions that adverbs can intensify
adjectives (12a) or other adverbs (12b) and then they serve as modifiers, in these cases the
adverbs are not independent elements, but parts of adjectival phrases (AdjPs) or adverbial
phrases (AdvPs). Adverbs appearing in the function of a modifier usually precede the
adjective/adverb they modify, they serve as pre-modification, but there are also adverbs
that can be post-posed, they serve as post-modification (12c¢).

Adverbs can also be used as modifiers of other sentence constituents e.g. noun phrases
(NPs) as in (12d), prepositional phrases (PrepPs) as in (12¢), pronouns (12f) and numerals
or measurements (12g).

Although Huddleston (2006: 562) writes that adverbs cannot modify nouns because it
is the task of adjectives, Quirk (1972: 282) mentions that a few adverbs can pre-modify
nouns, as it is show in example (121). Nevertheless, it is more common when an adverb
occurring in a NP modifies an adjective that further modifies the noun as in (12h).

The last but not least is the function of adverb as a modifier of indefinite and wh-
pronouns, and wh-adverbs, which can be, according to Quirk (1972: 282), post-modified
by the adverb else (12;).

(12)(a) She got used to a well balanced diet. (modifier of an AdjP; pre-modification)
(b) She visited me almost immediately after you had left. (modifier of an AdvP; pre-
modification)

(¢) The road was not long enough for the plane to land. (modifier of an AdjP; post-
modification)

(d) She read almost the whole book in one day. (modifier of a NP; pre-
modification)
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(e) Now their footsteps could be heard directly above my head. (modifier of a
PrepP; pre-modification)

() Nearly everybody came to our party. (modifier of a pronoun; pre-
modification)

(g) Roughly four percent of the population in the Czech Republic are homosexual.
(modifier of a measurement; pre-modification)

(h) It was a very nice idea. (modifier of an AdjP in a NP; pre-modification)

(1) When the then school minister Michael Fallon launched the Panda Project.
(BNC: K4N 132) (modifier of a noun; pre-modification)

() What else do you have. (BNC: HE6 91) (modifier of a wh-pronoun; post-
modification)

To sum it up, adverbs are very multifunctional modifiers, but it is necessary to bear in
mind that a single adverb is not able to modify all parts of speech.

It is worth mentioning that adverbs functioning as modifiers can at the same time fulfil
the function of intensifiers. It is necessary to remark that modifier and intensifier are not
exactly the same. Whereas all intensifiers modify clause constituents by strengthening their
meaning, not all modifiers intensify the meaning of clause constituents they precede, which
means that intensifiers are just one type of modifiers. Quirk (1972: 438-439) states that
intensifiers have either heightening or lowering effect on some clause constituents. With
respect to their semantic meaning intensifiers can be further subdivided into:

(1) emphasizers (e.g. definitely)
(i1) amplifiers — maximizers (e.g. completely)
— boosters (e.g. very much)
(ii1) downtoners — compromisers (e.g. kind of)
— diminishers (e.g. partly)
— minimizers (e.g. hardly)
— approximators (e.g. almost)

Complement of a preposition: Quirk (1972: 282) mentions also the third function of
adverbs incorporated in the sentence structure and that is the function of a complement of a
preposition. As the following examples show, it is quite questionable, whether these
adverbs serve as complements of prepositions, or the prepositions serve as modifiers of the
adverbs.

(13)(a) You can't go through there. (BNC: CFJ 1812)
(b) The Blood seemed to drop from above me.

1.3.2.  Adverbs not incorporated within the sentence structure

As Biber (1999: 548) adds the second large group of adverbs consists of those ones
that are not incorporated in the sentence structure. This dissociation is externally signified
with comma. Adverbs not incorporated in the sentence structure thus primarily serve as:

Stance adverbials - a means of modal sentence structure. Adverbs of this kind provide
information about the speaker's/ writer's attitude toward the whole proposition:
(14)(a) Unfortunately, there weren't any seats left. (stance adverbial)
(b) Curiously, her worst mark was in biology. (stance adverbial)

Linking adverbials - are connective constituents:
(15)(a) However, it was not so easy as it seemed. (linking adverbial)
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(b) What you do need to share, however, is a similarity of beliefs and experiences to
underlie the more superficial aspects of personality. (BNC: ED4 1221) (linking
adverbial)

Linking function of the adverb however is more obvious in example (15b), where it
connects two clauses within a sentence. In (15a) however connects the presented sentence
with the preceding context, which unfortunately remains unknown for us.

1.3.3.  Classification into adjuncts, disjuncts, and conjuncts

According to their syntactic, but also partially their semantic properties, Quirk (1972:
268) divides adverbs into three categories already mentioned in the title of this chapter.

Adjuncts are sentence members that are incorporated into the structure of a clause and
are related to the verb. Veselovska (2005: 106) adds that adjuncts convey information
about when/where/why something was done. Quirk (1972: 268-270) mentions three
conditions out of which at least one must be fulfilled in order to classify an adverb as an
adjunct. First it cannot be placed in initial position in a negative declarative clause and set
apart by comma or by intonational means, because it is not independent from the verb and
it is usually affected by clausal negation.

(16) He doesn't usually get up so early.
Adjunct can be contrasted with another adverb in an interrogative clause, and as Quirk
(1972: 269) says: “it can be the focus of clause interrogation”.

(17)Is he coming today or tomorrow?

In the same way it can be contrasted with another adverbial in a negative clause, and
thus it can be focused on.

(18)He didn't visit me today, but he is going to visit me_tomorrow.

Disjuncts express the attitude of the speaker and they apply to the whole proposition.
That is why they usually appear in initial position and they are separated from the rest of
the clause by a comma or intonation. It is not possible to contrast them with another
adverbial neither in an interrogative clause nor in the alternative negative clause.

(19) Fortunately, sensible horses are found amongst all breeds. (BNC: ADF 1280)

Conjuncts, as the term already implies, have connective function. They link the content
of the preceding context with what is being said. As well as disjuncts, they are external
parts of the clause, cannot be contrasted with other adverbials and they often appear in
initial position set apart from the rest of the clause by comma and intonation.

(20)not a chance, he, he never even earned that much money in all his , no but I mean
having, having had the income tax done that to you however ridiculous that it is
you've got to do something about it. (BNC: KC9 5854)

1.3.3.1. Categorization of Never according to Quirk

Quirk (1972: 495) ranks never among adjuncts, which means elements incorporated
into the structure of the clause. I am going to demonstrate on the following examples that
never can fulfil all the three conditions that Quirk mentions.
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Firstly, never is related to the verb which it evolves as it has been mentioned in 1.3.4.
and never cannot be separated from the rest of the clause by comma or intonational means.
I have not found any such example in the BNC. The most typical position of never is that
between Mod./Aux. and the rest of the VP, which Quirk (1985: 491) calls medial position.

(21) He had never shown impatience or eagerness again. (BNC: G1M 1980)

Secondly, never can be contrasted with another adverb in an interrogative clause.

(22) Does he usually or never get up so early?

The third criterion seems to be rather problematic because never is itself a means of
clause negation. So we can say that never and the part of the clause that is negated can be
contrasted with the positive part of the clause as in (23).

(23) It was now or never. (BNC: CR6 650)

1.3.3.2. Categorization of Not according to Quirk

As I will also mention in 1.3.5, not is incorporated into the structure of a clause and is
an element related to the verb. As well as adjuncts, also not is dependent on the verb and
this is the reason why not cannot occur at the beginning of the clause and it cannot be
separated from the main proposition by comma or by intonational means, I will return to
the distributional properties of not in 1.5.2.

(24)1I haven't done it yet. (BNC: KP3 623) vs. *Not, I have done it yet.

However, not cannot be contrasted with another adverbial in an interrogative clause.
The question, which arises here, is what should not be contrasted with? If we want to
contrast not we can only contrast the whole negative proposition with a proposition that is
on the other hand positive. In such a case the focus really stands on the negative element
not that also carries the sentence stress, but in this way, not still does not fulfil the second
criterion given by Quirk (1972: 269), which says that an adverb is classified as an adjunct
if it can be contrasted with another adverbial either in an interrogative clause, or in a
negative clause. What is not contrasted with is not an adverbial but a whole positive part of
the clause (25b). In (25a) not as a constituent of the negative clause is contrasted with the
first clause that is positive.

(25)(a) Is it new or is it not new?
(b) Is he coming or not?

Not, as well as disjuncts, can express the attitude of the speaker because it simply
expresses the speaker's disagreement or negative attitude to a certain proposition or
situation. I will go back to this in chapter 2.1.1.

It is important to point out that not applies only to the part of the clause that follows it,
because it is this part that is in the scope of negation and it is thus negated and influenced
by not.

(26) I don't want to go with you. (disapproval of the speaker)
Not cannot serve as a linking element in a sentence and unlike conjuncts and disjuncts,
not is an internal part of a clause.

According to the criteria summed up by Quirk (1972: 268-270) I assume that not does not
behave specifically as neither of the categories adjuncts, disjuncts, or conjuncts, but out of
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these three categories not is closest to the adjuncts, because they are, as well as not,
internal parts of the clause predication.

1.3.4.  Syntactic functions of Never

The following sections focus on the adverb never in its different functions. Each
function is going to be described more closely and I am also going to provide enough
examples that will illustrate how the adverb never is used in these functions.

1.3.4.1. Never functioning as a circumstance adverbial

One of the characteristic features of the adverb never is its incorporation within the
structure of the clause. Never is therefore classified according to Biber's (1999: 548)
classification as a circumstance adverbial. Never provides additional information on
when and how often something happened and it evolves the verb, it is thus related to the
verb. Nevertheless, never is an independent element of the clause and that is why its
position in the clause is also relatively free. Notice the following examples in (27).

(27)(a) I have_ never been trying so much.
(b) I have been never trying so much.
(c) Never have I been trying so much.

According to Huddleston's criteria, the adverb never seems to belong to modifiers that
primarily modify verbs. In my corpora search, out of 50 clauses containing the adverb
never, 46 contained never as a modifier of a verb as in (28a). In 2 cases never served as an
intensifier of an AdvP (28b), and in 1 case as an intensifier of an AdjP (28c). Only 1
example showed never as a representative of a NP modifier (28d).

(28)(a) Comacina_never recovered from the beating. (BNC: ANB 90)
(b) [...] Kate, under his spell as never before, could feel [...]. (BNC: HGM 2324)
(¢) [...] I was never quite sure where it was all going [...]. (BNC: CH8 136)
(d) There's never a minute when he's in the house that [...]. (BNC: HWE 677)

1.3.4.2. Never functioning as a modifier

The following section focuses on never in its function of a modifier. I want to
demonstrate instances of never in other, in some cases also frequent, syntactic
combinations. My search in the BNC has shown that never can also modify AdjP, AdvP
and PrepP. Notice the following examples:

(29)(a) His prolific imagination was never more happily displayed. (BNC: GTH 110)
(b) It was pretty small and there was never enough chairs for everybody. (BNC:
FRS5 790)

(¢) I can never ever touch another drink. (BNC: CEN 2217)
(d) I'd ridden over many jumps before, but never on a racehorse, never fast, never
caring so much about the outcome. (BNC: ADY 1439)

Never can function as a modifier of an AdjP as in (29a). The most frequent collocation
of never and an adjective was that of never more that can be found in the BNC in 156
cases. Never as a modifier of an AdvP usually appears as a part of collocation never
enough (29b) namely in 59 cases. Collocation never ever (29¢) is even more frequent and
appears in 204 examples in the BNC. The use of never as a modifier of a PrepP is quite
rare. Example (29d) might be interpreted as an instance of never used in the function of a
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modifier of a PrepP. On the other hand, it is also possible to understand the phrases
following the conjunction but as elliptic constructions. In such a case, what has been
ellipted is the subject with the VP (I'd ridden) to which never can be related. Never would
therefore be just another instance of a modifier of a VP.

Never can also operate as a modifier of semiclauses. Semiclauses contain infinite verb
forms, so what is modified by the adverb never, is again a verb. Example (30a) shows
never as a modifier of an infinitive, example (30b) of a gerund.

(30)(a) Indeed when the time came to leave Germany I made a mental decision never to
return. (BNC: EAS8 49)
(b) Dinah had always disliked and resented her, never forgetting the pain caused by
her birth. (BNC: CD2 2037)

1.3.4.3. Never functioning as an intensifier

In connection with the examples in (28) has been referred to the function of never as
the function of an intensifier. Which means that never intensifies the meaning of the
following element and thus stresses the importance of it. Quirk (1972: 456), however,
reminds that never can further be sub-classified as a negative minimizer and demonstrates
it with the following example and explanation:

(31) You will never catch the train tonight. — You will not under any circumstances
catch the train tonight.

By using the adverb never, the speaker wants to emphasize that the chance to fulfil the
conditions under which a certain action can eventuate is minimal, thus the term minimizer.
Never can therefore be ranked among minimizers, which belong to the group of
downtoners that, as Quirk (1972: 452) reminds, have a lowering effect. In terms of
classification downtoners are then just one subtype of intensifiers.

It is important for us to notice there the co-occurrence of adverbs never and tonight.
Quirk (1972: 456) hereunto adds:

“The presence of an adverbial referring to a specific future time such as tonight
rules out the temporal meaning of never.”

In other words, in clauses where never co-occurs with another adverb, e.g. tonight,
never loses its temporal meaning of frequency and in fact fulfils the same function as if
there was the negative particle not. The only difference is that never sounds stronger and
more emotively, i.e. never serves as the negative meaning intensifying clause negator.
Compare the following sentences and their Czech equivalents:

(32)(a) Will he not go to bed tonight? — Nepuijde dnes do postele?
(b) Will he ever go to bed tonight? — Pujde dnes vitbec do postele?
(¢c) Will he never go to bed tonight? — On dnes jako viibec nepiijde do postele?

After discussion with a native speaker of English, I am able to claim that (32a) is an
emotively neutral statement, in which the negator not remains unstressed. (32b) implies
that this sentence was said by an angry speaker. In (32¢) it is possible to say that the
speaker was really very annoyed. Never is, in contrast to not in (32a), stressed and
intensifies the meaning of the clause.

1.3.5.  Syntactic functions of Not
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Negator not is the basic devise of clause negation, however it can also be used as a
means of partial negation, both discussed later in section 2.2.

With respect to the division of words into those which either are, or are not
incorporated within the sentence structure, not definitely belongs to those clause elements
that are incorporated within the structure, and that is why it cannot operate as a means of
epistemic modality (stance adverbial), or a linking element, and cannot be fronted into
initial position and be separated from the rest of the clause with comma. Compare the
sentences in (33).

(33)(a) *Not, she could believe he was serious.
(b) She could not believe he was serious. (BNC: FS1 672)

Not cannot be classified as a circumstance adverbial, although it evolves verbs and
provides information about the action described in a clause. Nevertheless, nof cannot be
described as an optional element, but an element that is obligatory with respect to the
polarity of the clause. Not is a clause constituent that carries important information. If the
hearer / receiver of the message does not understand / hear not in the clause, they will
understand a clear opposite of the message.

In case of clause negation, which will be discussed more thoroughly in section 2.1, not
is not an independent element, but an element that is primarily dependent on the verb,
which is proved by the fact that not requires the occurrence of Mod./Aux. in the clause and
it can fuse with Mod./Aux. into contracted forms e.g. mustn't, can't, aren't, won't, wasn't,
don't, etc. as in (34a). Not can also be dependent on other sentence members as in (34b-c),
but then we cannot talk about clause negation, but phrasal negation instead:

(34)(a) You mustn't come late. <clause negation>
(b) Not your brother, but my brother Jerry visited me yesterday. <phrasal negation>
(c) Tomorrow we're going to soft play not today. (BNC: KB8 11856) <phrasal
negation>

Not can rather be classified as a modifier that can in case of phrasal negation modify
NPs e.g. (34a), AdjPs, AdvPs e.g. (34c), PrepPs, determiners, numerals, measurements,
and in case of clause negation, which is the most frequent type, clauses as in (34a). In
comparison with adverbs, not cannot only modify NPs, but also nouns (35), which the
majority of adverbs cannot do.

(35) This contains 4 pints of very corrosive organic acid which only attacks living or
organic items such as wood or leather, but not metal or stone. (BNC: CLK 338)

To sum it up not is a very versatile modifier. On the other hand, not cannot function as
a complement of a preposition (36a), whereas some adverbs can (36b).

(36)(a) *He has just come from not: his moustache is cold and damp with dew.
(b) He has just come from outdoors: his moustache is cold, and damp with dew.
(BNC: G1A 1203)

It is necessary to mention that Quirk (1972: 698) also writes about another function of
the negator not and thus its function of a pro-form. In this function nof substitutes either
the whole predicate (37a) or the subject and part of the predicate (37b).
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(37)(a) He is an abominable scoundrel. Yes, but not John. (= Yes, but John is not an
abominable scoundrel.)
(b) He bought Charlie, but not me, drinks. (BNC: C8E 1818) (= He bought Charlie,
but he didn't buy me, drinks.)

As will be discussed in detail in section 2.3.2, not is typically used in contrastive
constructions. Function of not in such clauses is that of emphasizing the positive part of a
statement. Notice the following:

(38) The pattern is er not the white rose of York but the rose of the incarnation or the
rose of the Virgin Mary, Rosa Mundi. (BNC: JTE 560)

1.4. Position of adverbs in the sentence

Huddleston (2006: 575) differentiates three main positions of adverbs. First of all it is
the initial, or front position of the adverb left of the subject. Then it is the end position after
the verb and its dependents if there are any. The last position is the central one between the
subject and the verb. Quirk (1995: 491) uses the term medial for the central position of the
adverb in a clause. Compare the following:

(39)(a) Happily, it usually becomes over-cosy rather than frozen solid. (BNC: AAF 97)
(b) Some women will happily abandon themselves to complete involvement in the
role of ‘mother’, for several years. (BNC: CCN 1336)

(¢) Old ladies dabbed their eyes happily. (BNC: BMD 419)

Furthermore, Huddleston (2006: 576) divides adverbs with respect to their position
and meaning to VP-oriented adverbs, and clause-oriented adverbs and gives the following
categories and examples:

(A) VP-oriented adverbs:
(a) manner: She walked unsteadily to the door.
(b) means or instrument: Planets can be detected radio-telescopically.
(c) act-related: They deliberately kept us waiting.
(d) degree: The share price has increased enormously.
(e) temporal location: She subsequently left town.
(f) duration: We were staying in a motel temporarily.
(g) aspectuality: Some of the guests are already here.
(h) frequency: Do you come here often?
(1) serial order: The play was next performed in 1901.

(B) Clause-oriented adverbs:
(a) domain: Politically, the country is always turbulent.
(b) modality: This is necessarily rather rare.
(c) evaluation: Fortunately, this did not happen.
(d) speech-act related: Frankly, I'm just not interested.
(e) connective: Moreover, he didn't even apologise.

Adverbs belonging to the (A) category are related to the VP and evolve the verb and
are therefore more eligible within the VP or adjacent to the VP. That is why they favour
end position. Position of the adverb in a clause is often connected with its semantic
meaning, e.g. manner and local adverbs are more likely to occur in end position.
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(40)(a) He took smoke into his lungs and exhaled slowly. (BNC: BN1 1022)
(b) You can see it right here.

Clause-oriented adverbs in (B) are more loosely connected to the VP and that is why it
is less likely for them to occur within the VP or be adjacent to the VP. They usually occur
in initial position, but they are generally quite free with respect to their position. In initial
position clause-oriented adverbs open the new sentence proposition, in central position
they fulfil their linking function and thus connect the parts of a sentence proposition, in
final position they serve as a closing element. Notice the following:

(41)(a) However, this cover version of Bronski Beat's first single is really very good
indeed. (BNC: CK5 2736)

(b) Bringing in the superpowers, however, would force an unwilling Washington to
confront the problems caused by its continuing non-military support for the
contras. (BNC: A9M 482)

(c) It is not, however, generally known that the first-ever ‘unit’ was established in
1873, well over a hundred years ago! (BNC: BM9 287)

(d) It was still only relatively light damage, however. (BNC: A67 591)

As we can see from the preceding examples, adverb however can appear in initial
position (41a), it can be inserted between the subject and the verb of the clause (41b), it
can be embedded within the VP (41c¢), or it can function as a closing element of the clause
in its end position (41d).

Huddleston (2006: 577) mentions that position of the adverb in front of the Mod./Aux.
is less common, and it is an alternative to front position (43d). Both VP-oriented and
clause-oriented adverbs can be placed into central position after the Mod./Aux. When both
VP-oriented and clause-oriented adverbs are used in central position in one proposition, it
is the clause-oriented adverb that stands first after the Mod./Aux., and the VP-oriented
adverb follows it.

(42) This rule was, however often broken. (BNC: EUU 251)

With respect to time adverbs of frequency, Huddleston demonstrates that they are
most preferred in the central position after the Mod./Aux. and in the end position. Initial
position and central position between subject and Mod./Aux. is possible but usually
disfavoured. See the examples in (43).

(43)(a) We would sometimes try that.
(b) We would try that sometimes.
(c) ?Sometimes we would try that.
(d) ?We sometimes would try that.

It is necessary to mention that Quirk (1995: 490-493) distinguishes four types of
medial position. The basic type of medial position (symbol M) is the one, where adverb
stands between the operator and the rest of the VP. If you compare the sentences in (44),
you might notice a slight difference. (44a) is an example of complex VP that consists of an
operator represented by modal verb must and a lexical verb, in such a case the adverb is
placed between the Mod./Aux. and the lexical verb. In (44b) the situation is a bit different;
VP is represented only by a lexical verb, the adverb must therefore be placed between the
subject and the lexical verb. In both cases we can speak about medial position (M),
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because in both cases the adverb stands between the operator and the rest of the VP,
however in (44b), the operator do is hidden.

Quirk (1995: 493-494) then talks about initial medial position (iM). In iM position
adverbs immediately follow the subject of the clause, VP starting with Mod./Aux. follows
it as in (44c¢). Quirk points out that iM position is used when the speaker intends to exclude
the adverbial from the scope of negation or when the following item, i.e. Mod./Aux. is
stressed. The iM position is also used, when the focused verb of the VP is be as in (44d).

The third type is represented by the so called mM position, which means medial
medial position. This is a quite rare type of position which can be used only in case of
complex VP, i.e. a VP that contains three or more auxiliaries (44e).

Finally, it is necessary to mention end medial position (eM). Within a complex VP
consisting of two or more auxiliaries and a lexical verb adverb is placed between the last
auxiliary and the lexical verb (44f). This position is typical when the speaker wants to
relate the adverb to the lexical verb used in the VP.

(44)(a) I must really see her on Friday. <M>
(b) We really know him quite well. — (We do_really know him quite well.) <M>
(c) He really didn't know anything about your situation. <iM>
(d) She really is a bright student. <iM>
(e) The book must have really been placed in the wrong bookcase. <mM>
(f) The book must have been really placed in the wrong bookcase. <eM>

I would like to sum up also Quirk's remark concerning the end position of adverbs.
Primarily, Quirk (1995: 498) states that adverbs occur in end position (E) when they follow
all the obligatory clause constituents. There might be only two obligatory constituents, i.e.
subject and VP as in (45a), but we can also encounter such clauses, where there are more
obligatory elements as in (45b). Quirk (1995: 499) observes that it is possible to
distinguish one subtype of adverbial end position. Initial end position (iE), as he calls it, is
used when the adverb is placed between the object and the obligatory adverbial, as in
(45¢). The iE position is preferred when the speaker wants to emphasize the final
obligatory element. Quirk further points out that iE position is needed, when the last
obligatory element of a clause is a subordinate clause, as in (45d).

(45)(a) The light was fading rapidly. (Quirk: 1995, 498) <E>
(b) He put the vase there secretly. <E>
(¢c) She placed the book offhandedly on the table. (Quirk: 1995, 499) <iE>
(d) He said suddenly that he had earlier lost his temper. (Quirk: 1995, 499) <iE>

It is obvious that to judge adverbials with respect to their position might be
problematic. What must be taken into consideration is not only the semantics of the adverb,
and its function in the clause, but also the aim of the speaker, who uses the lexical items to
convey certain information and also his/her attitude.

Concerning the co-occurrence of indefinite frequency adverbs, Quirk (1972: 495)
writes that they can co-occur with each other in a hierarchical relationship.

(46) Normally, committee meetings are held infrequently. (Quirk, 1972: 495)
According to the semantic categorization of adverbs in section 1.2.1, both adverbs in

example (46) belong to the group of adverbs of indefinite frequency (B). The first one,
normally, belongs to the subdivision (a), i.e. to adverbs of usual occurrence. The second
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adverb, infrequently, belongs to group (d) adverbs of low or zero frequency, which means
that the first mentioned adverb lies higher in the potential hierarchy than the second one.
Adverbs of the same subcategory can also co-occur, if momentary verbs are used.

(47)1 have rarely knocked on his door a few times.

Both adverbs in example (47) belong to low or zero frequency adverbs.
Quirk (1972: 495) appends that ever as an adverb of indefinite frequency commonly
appears with partially negative adverbs hardly, rarely, scarcely. Notice:

(48) He hardly ever forgets to bring anything I might want. (BNC: G07 715)

The co-occurence of never and the non-assertive item ever is considered substandard,
but quite frequent as has been mentioned in 1.3.4. Ever serves as an intensifier of the pre-
posed adverbs. The combination of never + ever is more frequent in spoken language, and
in my corpus search it appears in 142 cases, including written texts (62 examples in total).

(49)1 have never ever in my life read anything so ridiculous. (BNC: HUV 892)

1.5.1. Position of Never in a clause

Never as a clause-oriented one-word temporal adverb expressing an indefinite
frequency stands most frequently between the first Mod./Aux. and the rest of the VP as in
(50a), in exceptional cases never can be placed between the subject and the first Mod./Aux.
for the purposes of emphasis (50b). Sinclair (1990: 210) adds that when never is used in a
VP that does not contain any Mod./Aux. it immediately follows the subject of the clause
(50¢).

(50)(a) I have never been so scared in my life. (BNC: CAH 273)
(b) I never could finish the task.
(c) I never thought I had a chance. (BNC: EFG 2236)

In emphatic statements adverbial negation can be accentuated by additional Mod./Aux.
that immediately follows the adverb. Compare the non-emphatic and emphatic statement:

(51)(a) I never went out without my insect repellent and waterproof sunblock. (BNC:
ASV 2652)
(b) I never did go out without my insect repellent and waterproof sunblock.
(BNC:ASV 2652)

Never and other negative adverbs (nowhere, hardly) can be placed into initial position.
Quirk (1972: 378) points out that this use is characteristic for rather formal and literary
style. Notice the word order in the following example (52a). After the initial negative
adverb, subject and the following Mod./Aux. have to be inverted. In spoken English there
are instances of uninverted word order (52b). Compare the following examples:

(52)(a) Never has the burden of choice been so heavy. (BNC: BNF 758)
(b) Never I was totally shocked in my voice. (BNC: KBE 2518)

With respect to Quirk's classification of medial adverb position in a clause, M position
is unambiguously the most frequent position of never. Out of my randomly chosen set of
50 sentences containing the adverb never 46, as has already been said in 1.3.4, are
instances of clause negation. Out of these 46 sentences, never occurred in M position in 44
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cases. In the remaining two sentences never was placed in iM position, and in both of them
position seems to be the device of emphasis:

(53)(a) Saving the world will not be cheap, but, then, security never has been cheap.
(BNC: AB6 1298)
(b) I wondered whether Robert and Lili had spoken so often like this that neither
had any longer the energy to shout, or whether there never had been anger between
them. (BNC: G06 573)

Never in eM position is rarely used. I have found only 13 such examples in the BNC,
most frequently it is the collocation would + have + never that appeared in 11 sentences
(54). It is necessary to take into consideration that never occurs in 53 182 entries in the
BNC. Out of this amount never occurs in eM position only in 13 instances. I can therefore
assume that never in eM position is not only rare, but it is used in eM position only for
special purposes, e.g. emphasis.

(54)(a) And without that, I would have never gotten to live the adventure of the past
twelve months. (BNC: ECU 174)
(b) The job's been never finished never will be finished with the corporation on it.
(BNC: KBP 2127)
(c) Tom O'Reilly was an ascetic former Treasurer of the Corporation who had been
never known to smile even when [...]. (BNC: AC2 74)

The mM position is even less likely to occur. I have found only one such sentence in
the BNC:

(55) Such stories would have never been published in the United Kingdom, for instance,
where public officials can hide behind punitive laws of libel and press freedom is
less assiduously protected. (BNC: EAY 359)

Never can be placed in E position, nevertheless, in some cases this placement sounds
quite oddly, as in (56a). Never frequently occurs in E position as a part of some firmly
settled collocation. In (56b) never is part of collocations, in which it is contrasted with
another adverb.

(56)(a) It visits some people never. (BNC: ANF 690)
(b) Better late than never. (BNC: B7G 2272)
(c) His eyes rested on her, mocking her, and Folly knew that it was now or never.

(BNC: HSS 3168)

Sinclair (1990: 211) points out that never can be found at the beginning of a clause
also in imperative structures. Imperative structures typically do not contain any subject and
thus usually begin with a definite verb form. In imperatives containing time adverbs,
adverb is placed at the beginning of the clause (57).

(57) Never make the same mistake twice.

Quirk (1972: 378) furthermore adds that never is sometimes repeated in a clause for
emphasis (58). This emphatic use is more frequent in spoken English. Out of 50 randomly
chosen clauses, repeated never occurred in 32 cases in written English and in 18 cases in
spoken English. However, closer investigation showed that out of these 32 clauses 22 were
in fact examples of direct speech in fictional prose.
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(58) To be honest Margaret I was never, never was in a car. (BNC: KDM 1687)

To sum it up, the most frequent position of never is the central position M. Initial
position I is less frequent, but in contrast with end position E, it is acceptable. The other
types of M position, i.e. iM, mM, and eM positions, are acceptable, but they are hardly
ever used.

1.5.2. Position of Not in a clause.

With respect to its position in a clause, not can be ranked among VP-oriented elements
that often occur in central position, which means a position between the Mod./Aux. and the
rest of the VP. Although, as Huddleston (2006: 576) points out, VP-oriented adverbs are
most frequently placed in final position, which is not plausible in case of not. Compare the
following sentences:

(59)(a) I don't understand.
(b) *I (do) understand not.
(c) *I not (do) understand.
(d) *Not I (do) understand.

It is necessary to mention that not cannot be ranked among clause-oriented elements,
which can not only be placed within the VP but are quite free with respect to their position,
as it was already illustrated in (41). Conversely, the position of not is fixed within the VP
(59a), which is in fact the only position which not takes when functioning as a means of
clause negation.

As you can notice in (59a), not is characteristic for its ability to be reduced to an
enclitic contracted form -n't. The use of contracted forms is stylistically marked, it is
restricted to its usage in colloquial English. Furthermore, the negator not not only requires
the occurrence of Mod./Aux in questions, but also in statements. If we want to negate a
clause that is in a simple present or past tense form, we need support of the auxiliary do.
Quirk (1972: 77) calls it a ‘dummy’ operator, because it does not have any individual
meaning. Even the negator not, does not carry any other semantic meaning apart from its
negative meaning and thus cannot be classed with any of the semantic categories
mentioned by Huddleston (2006: 576).

Another important thing concerning the negator nof is its position in questions. As we
know both in question and in negative clauses there is a necessity of occurrence of
Mod./Aux. In case of a negative question, it is necessary to distinguish between the
position of not in its full form and its enclitic form n't. As Quirk (1972: 388) demonstrates,
the traditional word order in questions is as follows: operator - subject - (Neg.) - V - ... as
in (60a), which means that in its full form not has to be placed immediately behind the
subject. If not contracts and fuses with the operator, it can stand in the position in front of
the subject as in (60b). Compare the following:

(60)(a) Have you not noticed it?
(b) Haven't you noticed it?

As well as I explored possible positions of the adverb never, | am now going to

present the results of my BNC search concerning the negator not. The only position that
seems to be grammatically plausible for not functioning as a clause negator is the M
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position, i.e. position between the Mod./Aux. and the rest of the verbal phrase.® Not cannot
be fronted into initial position (59d), but it also cannot be forwarded to iM position (61b). |
have not found any example of mM position (61c), however there were 8 sentences in the
BNC, where not was placed in the eM position (61d). Again, as in the case of never, the
most frequent collocation was the one with the verbs would + have + the negator not. If 1
compare this result with the total number of entries of the negator not, I can assume that
the use of eM position is not formally correct.’

(61)(a) ‘But it would not have happened if Suter had not put £4m into the plant,” he
said. (BNC: K4S 983) <M>
(b) *It not would have happened if [...]. <iM>
(c) *He would have not been elected if he wasn't an actor. <mM>
(d) ?2So much that was to come would have not happened on Liamuiga and Oualie,
or [...]. (BNC: GOS 164) <eM>
(e) ?Violet would have not believed. (BNC: BNC 1688) <eM>

Not can however have also other syntactic functions within a clause that have been
dealt with in 1.3.5, depending on this function, not can occur in various positions.

As a clause negator, not cannot be used in preverbal position unless it is contracted
and fused with Mod./Aux. in a negative question (60b). If we want to use negative form at
the beginning of the clause in preverbal position, we can use negative adverbs, pronouns
(62a) or determiners, it is not possible to replace this negative form with not + non-
assertive form (62b). Nevertheless it is possible to create negative subjects by means of the
negator not (62¢): not all, not every, not everybody, not much, not many, etc. In such
combinations not functions as a pre-determiner.

(62)(a) Nobody cares whether you're alive or dead. (BNC: FSF 910)
(b) *Not anybody cares whether you're alive or dead.
(c) Not everybody cares whether you're alive or dead.

In cases where not functions as a pre-determiner we speak about phrasal negation but
as Quirk emphasizes (1972: 382) we must not be mistaken because, what is negated, is not
only the particular phrase but the whole clause.

(63) Not every thane had been left behind to act as a watchdog. (BNC: HRC 1516)

Not is also used as a negator in semiclauses. Semiclauses are in fact elliptic clauses
whose form as Veselovska (2006: 93) explains was reduced to pure lexical level,
functional level was omitted. In a negative semiclause, the only functional item is the
negative particle not that is placed in front of the infinitive (64a), -ing participle (64b), or -
ed participle (64c).

(64)(a) He told me not to ask questions like that. (BNC: EES 78)
(b) Not wishing to risk increasing instability, Franco adopted... (BNC: HPV 656)
(c) Not drunk he could drive his car.

5T assessed the examples on the basis of data found in the BNC and in the grammar manuals.

7 The negator not occurs in 456 080 entries in the BNC. Out of this number not occurs in eM position in 8
cases, which is too low portion for me to assume that this position of not is a correct one. However, the
position of not in other than M position is possible when interpreted as partial (verbal) negation.
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In clauses that contain both a finite and non-finite verb group, it is possible to choose
one of these verb groups and negate it. However, Sinclair (1990: 208) points out that in
most of such cases there is a clear difference in meaning. Compare the following clauses:

(65)(a) He did not remember having seen a telephone. (BNC: GWB 1063)
(b) He remembered not having seen a telephone.

On the other hand, Sinclair (1990: 208) adds that there are also a few introductory
verbs (e.g. seem, wish, want, ...) that can be followed by infinitive, and whether you negate
the introductory verb or the infinitive, the meaning remains the same.

(66)(a) He did not want to do it in front of the crowd. (BNC: HTX 1235)
(b) He wanted not to do it in front of the crowd.

Not is very universal negator as has already been discussed in 1.3.5, and Sinclair states
that not can be used with nearly any word and any phrase, it can be used to negate a NP
(67), AdjP, AdvP, PrepP and quantifiers. Negation of a word phrase makes the statement
more forceful, efficient and clearer. In contrast with cases were not is used purely to negate
the VP, where it remains unstressed, not used with other word phrases becomes the carrier
of a word stress. It is also important to remark that not as a device of clause negation is
quite fixed with respect to word order. In the function of a phrasal negator, not can be
found both in pre-verbal (62¢) and post-verbal position (66b).

(67) This was not my enemy, not the saint's enemy, not the thief! (BNC: GOM 2094)

Whether not negates a NP, AdvP or a semiclause, it always stands immediately before
the word group that it applies to.

Given the complexity of the phenomena, I will discuss English negation in the
following chapter 2.
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2. Negation

In this chapter I am going to focus on some aspects of English negation which are
relevant to my discussion and which show the basic distinctions between the two items
discussed: never and not.

First, I am going to focus on the differentiation between morphological and clause
negation. In connection with this topic I am going to explain the terms connected with this
topic, in particular the scope of negation. I am going to comment on the basic tests that can
be done to differentiate morphological negation from clause negation and vice versa.
Furthermore, I am going to discuss the terms of clause, partial and local negation, and I
will make clear the basic distinctions between them. This chapter is especially relevant for
the demonstration of properties of the negator not, because they show how it functions.

Then I will make clear the differences between analytic and synthetic negation,
because not and never are two characteristic representatives of these two categories. In
order to do so, it is necessary to mention some basic facts about the typological
classification of English because it is this classification that creates the starting point for
the division into analytic and synthetic negation. I am going to deal with the tendency to
use either analytic or synthetic negation, and to show which one is more frequent. [ am
going to mention the basic restrictions on both kinds of negation discussed, and I am also
going to show which transformations of clauses are acceptable and which are implausible
with respect to the type of negation used.

Concerning the division into analytic and synthetic type of negation I am also going to
make a comparison of never and not and show the distinctions and overlaps. I am going to
concentrate on all the constructions described in previous chapter and show the restrictions
that follow from the properties of the items discussed. All differences and similarities will
again be demonstrated in examples.

2.1 Aspects relevant to morphological and clause negation

This section should give an overview of the principle differences between
morphological and clause negation in English, but before I focus on the distinguishing
features it is necessary to bring closer important terminology and aspects that have already
been mentioned in the preceding chapters, but have not been explained yet. First of all I am
going to focus on the phenomenon called scope of negation with its limitations and
extensions and after that I am going to explain what clause and morphological negation
are, and to demonstrate how they function and how they differ.

2.1.1 Scope of negation

This term has already been mentioned on several places in this work and that is why I
am going to explain it within the following few lines.

We can imagine that the scope of negation is something like a magnetic field. In a
magnetic field all the metallic items that are in the reach of magnetic force are magnetized
and thus inevitably influenced by this force. The same happens in a negative clause where
everything that is in the reach of the negator is negated and has to behave according to
certain rules. As we know Standard English allows only single negation in a clause, which
means that items that are negated by a certain negator, i.e. are in the scope of negation,
cannot have negative form. Therefore it is necessary to use the so called non-assertive
words. This means that right of the negator, as Quirk (1972: 379) confirms, all the assertive
words that would have normally occurred in positive clauses, must be replaced by non-
assertive words such as anybody, anywhere, anything, anyone, any etc.
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(68)(a) I met somebody outside. — I didn't meet anybody outside.
(b) I want to go somewhere hot. — I don't want to go anywhere hot.
(c) There is something in the kitchen sink. — There isn't anything in the kitchen
sink.
(d) They chose some of the adepts. — They didn't choose any of the adepts.

One of the characteristics of natural languages is that they are linear. This has a direct
impact on the scope of negation. The scope of the negation thus normally extends from the
negative word itself rightwards to the end of the clause, i.e. that what is left from the
negator is outside the scope, what is right of the clause is usually influenced by the negator.
That is why assertive words like somebody, something etc. that usually occur only in
positive clauses can also be found in negative clauses like the following (69), but as you
can see they have to stand left of the negator; i.e. they have to stand outside the scope of
negation:

(69) Somebody was not telling the truth and [...]. (BNC: FBJ 957)

Quirk (1972: 381) reminds that the scope of negation is usually marked by intonation
and by assertive and non-assertive words. Notice the difference between the following
clauses:

(70)(a) L could not find any of my CDs.
(b) I could not find some of my CDs.

In the example (70a) the scope of negation affects the whole clause including the
object. In (70b) the scope of negation reaches only the end of the VP, but does not touch
the following object, which is indicated by the occurrence of the assertive word some that
would have normally been changed under the influence of the negator not into the non-
assertive any as in (70a).

Veselovska (2006: 57) points out that there is a lexical item that not only indicates,
where the scope of negation ends, but even stops it. It is the word just.

(71)(a) I do not talk to just anybody. — Nebavim se jen tak s nékym.
(b) This isn't just any department store. (BNC: H8S 849) — Tohle neni jen tak
ledajaky obchodni diim.

As you can see in the previous example (71a), the negative polarity item anybody does
not have negative, but positive meaning; anybody remains untouched by the scope of
negation. The same happens in (71b), the scope of negation is immediately stopped by the
occurrence of the focusing adjunct just.

Furthermore, it is possible to use negative items, such as no, nobody, none, nothing,
never in negative clauses already containing predicative negation (72b), but the meaning
can slightly differ from the instances where non-assertive items are used (72a).

(72)(a) I do not talk to anybody. — Nebavim se s nikym.
(b) I do not talk to nobody. — Nebavim se s nikym. (<offencedly> i.e.: It is not true
that I do not talk to anybody.) — I talk to somebody.

¥ All the Czech equivalents are my own translations.
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Quirk (1972: 379) writes that in such sentences as (72b) each negator has its individual
value and it is possible to formulate synonymous paraphrases that are completely positive.

However, not all instances of double or multiple negation can be interpreted in this
way. Quirk (1972: 379) states that it is quite typical for Substandard English to use double
or multiple negation instead of single negation. In such cases negators do not have
individual meaning, but only reinforce the negative value of the statement. Such sentences
cannot be paraphrased with the help of positive statements; in Standard English the same
sentences would include a single negator. Notice the following:

(73)(a) No one never said nothing. — *Someone ever said something.
(b) No one ever said anything.

To recognize the difference between sentences as e.g. (72b) and (73a) can only help
the context or tone of the speaker, which can imply annoyance or emphasis.

Quirk (1972: 589) also mentions that scope of negation can sometimes extend to the
following clause within a sentence, in which the subject and auxiliary were ellipted. Quirk
emphasizes that extension of the scope is possible only if two conditions are fulfilled:

(A) the clauses are connected with the help of the coordinative conjunctions and or or;
(B) subject and auxiliary (74a) or lexical verb (74b) of the subsequent clause are identical
with the subject and auxiliary or lexical verb of the first clause.

(74)(a) David does not read books and see plays.
(b) John cannot play the guitar or Bob the piano.

It is even possible as Quirk (1972: 590) writes to extend the scope of negation when
neither the subject nor the lexical verb is the same, this is especially common when the
coordinative conjunction is or. Notice the following sentence, where the only ellipted item
is the modal verb:

(75)1 can't play the guitar or you sing.

In contrast to the preceding sentences, where the scope of negation extended from one
main clause into another main clause, which means within a coordinative sentence,
Veselovska (2006: 57) speaks about negative transportation by which she means that the
scope of negation extends from the main clause to the following subordinate clause; the

scope of negation thus covers both main and subordinate clauses. She gives the following
example:

(76) 1 do not think that John will write anything at all.

The sentence (76) can however be paraphrased without the use of negative
transportation. The meaning remains completely the same:

(77)1 think that John won't write anything at all.

Negative polarity of the preceding clauses (76) and (77) can be proved by the
occurrence of non-assertive item anything and negative polarity item at all, which can only
occur within the scope of negation.

2.1.2 Morphological vs. clause negation

Morphological negation is also denoted as constituent negation, because it does not
negate a whole clause, but just a constituent of it. Other terms used for this kind of
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negation are, as Anderwald (2002: 15) states, word-internal or derivational negation,
because it makes use of derivational prefixes to reach the negation of a certain constituent.
Among the most frequent negative prefixes we can find un- (unbelievable), which is also
the most productive one, in- (invisible), non- (nonsmoking), and dis- (disagree). One of the
frequently used terms is also the term semantic negation. By adding a negative prefix to a
word, we supplement it with an additional seme, i.e. with an additional distinctive unit of
meaning. As a result of this, semantic meaning of a particular word changes from positive
to negative. Syntax of the clause remains unchanged. Notice the examples in (78).

A clause that contains morphological negation is in effect positive, which can be
proved by three criteria, which a negative clause must fulfil and which are discussed in the
following table Nr. 1. Clauses involving morphological negation do not fulfil any of the
criteria, because, as has already been said the syntax of the clause remains unaffected. First
of all, positive statements are followed by negative question tags:

(78)(a) She was able to finish the competition, wasn't she?
(b) She was unable to finish the competition, wasn't she?

Positive clause can be appended by continuation consisting of the positive polarity
adjunct so + Mod./Aux. of positive polarity + subject.:

(79)She was unable to finish the competition, so was 1.

Focusing adjunct even can be appended to a positive clause, but it must also have
positive polarity:

(80) She was unable to finish the competition, even in good weather.

On the other hand, as Anderwald (2002: 17) says, clause or sentence negation affects
the syntax of a whole clause. Sentence constituents underlie negation on condition that
they inhere in the scope of negation of the clause negation element. Clause negation thus
negates the entire clause.

Anderwald (2002: 17) reminds that clause negation can sometimes be called standard
negation. The term “standard negation” is however applied only to those clauses that
contain the negative particle not that functions as a clause negator. Concerning the choice
of the word “standard”, it was chosen, because it refers to the most widely used and the
most prototypical kind of negation. As a result of this, negative clauses that contain such
negators as e.g. never, nothing, none or no-one, cannot be denoted as clauses with standard
negation, but as clauses containing clause or sentence negation.

2.1.3 Criteria for Negation

At the beginning of the section 2.1.2 I have already mentioned that there are certain
criteria that can help us to prove that a clause either is or is not negative. Anderwald (2002:

17) summarizes the criteria determining syntactically negative clauses in the following
table 1:

Table 1
Criterion Negative clause
a) polarity of the tag question positive tag
b) polarity of connective adjunct negative polarity using neither
¢) focusing adverb even accompanied by not
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Source: Adapted from Anderwald (2002: 17)

The preceding criteria applying to negative sentences are demonstrated in the
following examples, demonstrating the negative polarity of never and not:

(81)(a) But he's not the greatest of conductors, is he? (BNC: AHA 622)
(b) I don't want the same drab old styles of before, but, as I told you, neither do
I want a revolution. (BNC: H97 1766)
(c) None of them, not even Jez, would be worrying about her. (BNC: FP0 1388)
(d) She has never, not even in her worst dreams, thought about it, has she?
(e) She has never thought about it. Neither have 1.

In examples (81a) and (81b), clause negation is achieved with the help of the negator
not, but the negative particle not is not the only negator which can fulfil the function of
clause negation. In the case of example (81c), clause negation is realized by the negative
pronoun none and in (81d-e) by the negative adverb never.

Apart from the negator not that is considered to be, as follows from the preceding
discussion, the standard means of clause negation, there are other negators that can be used
to reach the same aim which means to reach the negation of the whole clause. Among
these Quirk (1972: 376) mentions the negative determiner no, negative pronouns neither,
none, nothing, nobody, no-one, and adverbs nowhere and never. This is a group of negators
which are negative both in meaning as well as in appearance.

Except those fully negative words there is also a group of partially negative
expressions. Quirk (1972: 380) ranks among partial negators adverbs seldom, rarely,
barely, scarcely, hardly, and three adverbs that can also function as determiners /ittle, few
and only. Quirk claims that all expressions in this group are negative in meaning however
they seem to be formally positive. Negative polarity of these items can again be proved by
three tests, which are outlined in the following table 2. In order to show the similarity of
partially negative words with negative expressions and their distinctness from positive

expressions, | decided to demonstrate relevant characteristics of all three categories in table
2.

Table 2°

Criterion positive negative partially

adverbs adverbs negative
adverbs

a) followed by non-assertives yes (only in | yes yes
specific
contexts)

b) trigger inversion in initial position no yes yes

c) followed by positive tag-question no yes yes

Because of the fact that all partially negative words belong to a single part of speech,
namely adverbs, I am going to demonstrate the criteria stated in table 2 in examples that
will compare positive, negative and partially negative adverbs.

Adverbs with positive meaning in a clause that contains positive predication are
usually followed by assertive expressions as in (82a). The BNC contains 74 examples

? Table 2 should be understood as a simplifying summary of some general rules applying to English adverbs
and negation. It is necessary to remark that individual adverbs can differ in this respect and it is possible to
find exceptions, but I am not going to deal with them in this paper.
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where always collocates with some, but only 1 example where always in positive
predication is accompanied by the non-assertive item any as in (82b), what is more this
example seems to be quite strange and is not grammatically correct because of the subject-
verb concord. Negative expressions require the occurrence of non-assertives, but it is
necessary to add that these non-assertives must inhere in the scope of negation as in (82c).
As well as negatives, also partially negative words collocate with non-assertives due to
their negative meaning (82d).

(82)(a) Solitude is always some sort of choice. (BNC: CKN 150)
(b) There are always any number of questions which could be asked in a survey
because they seem ‘interesting’; but interest is not enough. (BNC: B25 1156)
(¢) There was never any doubt that [...]. (BNC: GU9 228)
(d) I seldom get any sleep. (Quirk, 1972: 380)

As it has already been mentioned in 1.5.1, negative adverbs such as never or nowhere
trigger subject operator inversion when placed in initial position (83a). The same applies to
partially negative adverbs (83b). Positive adverbs, on the other hand, can be pre-posed
without changing the word order in the sentence nucleus (83c). The word order remains the
same as in the case when the adverb is in verbal post-position (83d). I made a research in
the BNC concerning the adverb sometimes, but I did not find a single example of
sometimes followed by inverted word order.

(83)(a) Nowhere did I expect to get and nowhere have I duly got. (BNC: J17 617)
(b) Hardly had he put his head to the pillow when [...]. (Duskova, 2006: 347)
(c) Sometimes I seem to hear my ancestors speaking. (BNC: APM 1823)
(d) L sometimes carry my poles separately from the tent anyway. (BNC: G2S 948)

Finally, positive statements containing positive adverbs must be followed by negative
question tags (84a), and on the contrary, negative statements containing negative adverbs
require positive question tags (84b). Therefore even partially negative adverbs, which have
the ability to negate the whole clause, must be followed by positive question tags (84c).

(84)(a) She always gets up at 5 o'clock, doesn't she?
(b) He would never hit her, would he?
(c) She scarcely seems to care, does she?

Concerning the clause negation in general, there are also other criteria valid for
negative clauses apart from those already illustrated in table 1. In the first instance it is the
occurrence of negative polarity items that were added as relevant criteria into the table 2.
Quirk (1972: 376) mentions indefinites such as any, anything, anybody, anyone, and
anywhere that in fact occur also in positive sentences and questions but their meaning
changes accordingly. Compare the following English sentences with their Czech
translations.

(85)(a) After all, he hadn't hurt anybody, had he? (BNC: ACB 1374) vs. Nakonec
nikomu neublizil, Ze ne?
(b) He was always ready to help anybody and in this he was greatly assisted by
Rosemary. (BNC: EVH 1158) vs. Byl vzdy pripraven komukoli pomoci a Rosemary
ho v tomhle znacné podporovala.
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(c) Would anybody like to ask any questions? (BNC: F8B 126) vs. Chtél by se
nekdo na néco zeptat?

Negative polarity items occurring in the scope of negation have, in comparison with
their occurrence in positive statements and questions, negative meaning (85a). As you can
see from the preceding examples, their meaning in positive statements (85b) and questions
(85c¢) is clearly positive and that is why sentence in (85b) could be appended with negative
question tag. Notice the following example (86):

(86) He was always ready to help anybody, wasn't he? (BNC: EVH 1158)

Quirk (1972: 376) calls these negative polarity items non-assertive forms. Another of
the negative polarity items is the extent adverb at all (87a), either that can function either
as a pronoun (87b) or an additive adverb (87c¢), and the two time adverbs yet (87d) and
ever (87¢). These items can only be found within the scope of negation.

(87)(a) I'm not against dogs in the country at all. (BNC: FOC 281)
(b) Bill did not recognize either man. (BNC: CK0 1052)
(c) She is as fat as he is, and won't walk either, so we have to do it. (BNC:
CD2 1142)
(d) [...] he replied that the time had not come yet. (BNC: ARF 393)
(e) I do not ever recall an accident. (BNC: HGK 1615)

As well as negative polarity items, which can occur in positive statements, also
positive polarity items can occur in negative statements, or strictly speaking in negative
statements with restricted scope of negation. Positive polarity items standing in a clause
that seems to be negative at first sight, imply that the scope of negation does not reach
them and has only limited influence on the following proposition, which means as Quirk
(1972: 381) writes that the assertives used in the clause lie outside the scope. Compare the
following sentences:

(88)(a) I didn't listen to any of the speakers. — Neposlouchal jsem zadného z Fecnikui.
(b) I didn't listen to some of the speakers. — Neposlouchal jsem nékteré z recnikii.

The scope of negation in (88a) extends to the end of the clause, in (88b) affects only
the predicate and the rest of the clause is positive.

2.2 Clause vs. partial vs. local vs. phrasal negation

Clause negation has partially been described in the preceding chapter 2.1, but it is
necessary to distinguish clause negation from partial negation. DuSkova (2006: 339)
defines clause negation as negation which stands at the verb and thus negates the whole
clause proposition, whereas partial negation is the kind of negation where a negator stands
in front of the sentence member which is supposed to be negated. Duskova (2006: 339)
gives the following examples:

(89)(a) He was here not a minute ago. — Byl tu ani ne pred minutou.

(b) Not a minute ago he was here. — Ani ne pred minutou tu byl.
(c) He was here not a minute ago, wasn't he?
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As you can notice, both sentences in example (89a-b) are, according to Duskova's
definition, instances of partial negation, because the negator not does not stand in front of
the verb but in front of another sentence member. The only negated element in (89a) is the
NP at the end of the clause, the verb, as the translation proves, remains positive. Not even
the change of the word order changes its meaning. The positive polarity of the clause can
be proved by the tag question test (89¢); the polarity of the clause is positive, the tag
question must therefore be negative. One could argue that by moving of the negated
sentence member to the front position, the scope of negation changes, but it is not so,
because the verb retains its positive polarity. In this case it would be better to speak about
local negation, in which, as Quirk (1972: 381) says, the scope of negation does not extend
beyond a particular word or phrase. Quirk (1972: 382) recommends to look at local
negation as a clause that was reduced to a simple phrase. It would therefore be possible to
interpret the sentence in (89a) in the following way:

(90) It is not even a minute ago since he was here.

Extended clause in (90) contains two clauses, one clause that is positive and one
whose predication is negative and thus the whole clause is negative (it is not even a minute
ago).

Quirk (1972: 382) describes phrasal negation as a kind of negation which is bound
grammatically only to a single phrase, but semantically influences the polarity of the whole
clause. It is therefore possible to understand phrasal negation as a subtype of clause
negation and as Quirk (1972: 382) adds phrasal negation is semantically the opposite of
local negation, although they are grammatically very alike. I assume that it is even possible
to claim that predicative negation is the opposite of local negation, because they don't even
differ semantically, but also grammatically.

o Clause negation: (a) predicative negation

(91)He didn't say a word. — Nerekl ani slovo.

(b) phrasal negation
(92) Not a word came from his lips. — Z jeho ust nevyslo ani slovo.

o Local/ Partial negation:

(93) Nothing is sometimes better than everything. — Nic je nékdy lepsi nez vse.

Positive polarity of the preceding clause (93) can again be proved by adding of the
question tag, which is in result negative (94).

(94) Nothing is sometimes better than everything, isn't it?

Sometimes it is difficult to assess whether a sentence is an example of local or phrasal
negation. The only thing which can help us in such a case is the context of the proposition.
Compare the following sentences mentioned by Quirk (1972: 382).

(95) Nothing agrees with me more than oysters.
— (a) Nic mi nesvedci vice nez ustrice. (i.e. I love oysters and they do me good.)
<clause negation>
— (b) (Nejist) nic mi déla lépe nez jist ustrice. (i.e. I cannot stand oysters.) <local
negation>
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Anderwald (2002: 33) refers to both the phrasal as well as the local negation as
constituent negation, because as she says, only one particular sentence constituent is
focused by negation. In other words, the scope of the constituent negator affects only one
highlighted sentence member that follows the particular negator.

One of the constituent negators is by all means the negative particle not. In the
function of a constituent negator not stands, in contrast with clause negation where it is
incorporated into the VP, in front of another sentence constituent that is to be negated. As a
clause negator not occurs in its fixed position within the VP (96a), as a constituent negator
it can be transferred to the pre- or post-verbal position (96b-c). With respect to the
syntactic function of nof that was discussed in 1.3.5, not as a constituent negator has in fact
the function of a modifier. Notice the position of nof in the following clauses:

(96)(a) We are not dealing any more with temporary commonality but with permanent
commonality. (BNC: A6S 457) <clause negation>
(b) Not with temporary commonality but with permanent commonality we are
dealing now. <local / constituent negation>
(c) We are dealing now_not with temporary commonality, but with permanent
commonality. <local / constituent negation>

Anderwald (2002: 33) notifies that constructions that are marked by the occurrence of
the negator not, are, as you can see in the preceding examples (96), accompanied by their
positive counterparts, in order to indicate what could replace the negated sentence
constituent. These structures are known as contrastive constructions and will be discussed
in different context in section 2.3.3.

Not is definitely not the only devise of constituent negation. One of the syntactic
functions of the frequency adjunct never is its function of a modifier, as has already been
pointed out in 1.3.4. As well as not, never can serve as a means of constituent negation.

(97)(a) He was never yours in the first place. (BNC: HA6 2484) — On nikdy nebyl v
prvni radé vas. <phrasal negation>
(b) Never mine she always remained in my memory. — Nikdy ma, vzdycky ziistala
v mé pameti. <local negation>

Both clauses in (97) are examples of constituent negation. However, when we apply
Quirk's (1972: 381-382) definitions we can assume that the clause in (97a) is a case of
phrasal negation, because never negates not only the immediately following element, but
the whole clause including the VP. In (97b), on the other hand, never affects only one
sentence constituent, the others remain untouched by its negative meaning, it is therefore
an example of local negation. In the case of (97b) we can again assume that there is a
hidden clause behind the word cluster never mine:

(98) She was never mine, but she always remained in my memory.

In both cases it is necessary to remark that it is not always easy to distinguish between
phrasal and local negation, and between clause and constituent negation.

2.3 Negation with respect to typological classification

In this chapter I wanted to draw attention to the two key items of this thesis, not and
never, which are the representatives of two distinct types of negation. According to Tottie
(1983: 7) not can be denoted as a single and prototypical representative of analytic
negation, never as one of the typical representatives of synthetic negation.
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This section is divided into two main parts. The first one focuses on the typological
classification of English in general and will make clear the basic differences between
analytic and synthetic languages. I will also make a few remarks concerning the historical
development of English. This part should be understood as a kind of preliminary work
before proceeding to more important facts concerning English negation and especially the
two items discussed, not and never.

The second part of this chapter explains the concepts of analytic and synthetic
negation and shows which of these two types of negation is preferred in certain linguistic
environment. [ am also going to emphasize the restrictions that can arise for a specific type
of negation. All the claims will be supported by data from the BNC.

2.3.1. Typological classification of English

Although Old English has been denoted as a synthetic language, A. C. Baugh (1993:
54) ranks Modern English between languages typologically classified as analytic. Baugh
further adds that in analytic languages grammatical function infers from the position of the
word in a clause and its connection with a preposition. With respect to this definition,
English word order should be fixed, but as we know, it is fixed only to a certain extend.
The traditional word order in an English sentence is SV(X) as in (99a), but (X)SV is also
plausible (99b), which means that what is fixed is only the core of the clause consisting of
Subject and Verb. Compare the following examples:

(99)(a) She received a bunch of flowers and a chocolate-box. <SVO>
(b) The flowers she threw away, but the chocolate she ate immediately. <OSV>

Another term that is also used synonymously to analytic language is the term root
language and it implies that each word is in fact a root, as Veselovska (2005: 42-45) writes
each word usually represents one morpheme. In the following example there are five words
each representing one morpheme.

I - DO -NOT - LIKE - SPINACH.
Speaker - Auxiliary - Negation - Verb - Subject matter

It must be pointed out that English is not purely analytic but shows mixed
characteristics of analytic and synthetic languages. In synthetic languages a word can be
divided into more unsegmentable morphemes of different kinds as in the following
example, where one word can be divided into three different morphemes each fulfilling a
distinctive function.

MODERN - IZE - S
Base - Suffix - Inflectional ending

In spite of these mixed characteristics, analytic characteristics prevail and that is why
English is classified as an analytic language.

2.3.2. Analytic vs. synthetic negation

At the beginning of this chapter it should be mentioned what analytic and synthetic
negation in fact is. Considering the information found in Veselovska (2005: 43) and in
Tottie (1983: 7-8) I am now going to formulate my own definition of analytic and synthetic
negation. Analytic negation is a kind of negation in which negative meaning is carried by a
morpheme that does not have any other meaning and function than that of negation. In

-42 -



UP v Olomouci, Filozoficka fakulta, Katedra anglistiky a amerikanistiky

English, analytic negation is achieved with the help of the negative particle not, or its
enclitic reduced form -n'z.

(100) (a) I do not know him personally.
(b) I can't believe my eyes.

Synthetic negation, on the other hand, is constructed by means of negative adverbs or
pronouns that apart from its negative meaning have some additional meaning/s, e.g.
nowhere, or never. These words do not only have negative meaning, the first mentioned
serves as an adverb of place and the second one as an adverb of frequency.

(101) (a) There is nowhere to sit.
(b) I have never eaten snails.

2.3.2.1. Proportion of analytic and synthetic negation

Stemming from the preceding discussion of typological properties of the English
language in section 2.3.1 the basic presumption in this section should be that analytic
negation prevails over synthetic negation. The following table 3 shows the proportion of
analytic and synthetic negation as I found it in a randomly chosen set of 100 negative
clauses from the BNC.

Table 3
Negation type Analytic A% Synthetic Syn. % A + Syn.
Have, Be .............. 13 56,5 % 10 43,5 % 23
Lexical Verbs ....... 73 94,8 % 4 5,2 % 77
Totals ....cccovennnnee. 86 86 % 14 14 % 100

As the table 3 shows, analytic negation clearly prevails over synthetic negation; from
100 clauses only 14 are representatives of synthetic negation. Table 3 also reveals an
interesting tendency, the preference of analytic negation in clauses with lexical verbs and
conversely the preference of synthetic negation in clauses with the verbs be and have.

Under lexical verbs I understand VPs that consist of Mod./ Aux., if it is obligatory,
and a full-meaning verb like play, disturb etc. Under have/ be I understand VPs, in which
be is used as a copula, or it expresses the existence of something, and the verb have as a
verb expressing possession.

Concerning the two items discussed never and not, I also wanted to find out whether
they prefer lexical verbs or rather the verbs be and have.

Table 4
VP Never Not
Have, Be.........ceeuune..... 18 25
Lexical Verbs................ 82 75
Totals.........ccoevvveeeennnn... 100 100

Following from the table 4, never tends to be used, although it is a representative of
synthetic negation, in VPs consisting of Mod./Aux. and a full-meaning verb rather than in
VPs that contain save and be. Out of 100 randomly chosen clauses containing the adverb
never, only 18 had, as its verbal predicate, a VP containing either save or be. Not, on the
other hand, behaved quite predictably and occurred predominantly in VPs including lexical
verbs. In 25 clauses out of 100, not occurred in VPs containing either save or be.
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Never therefore behaves differently than I would expect after reading the results in
table 4. With regard to the VP, in which it is incorporated, never behaves more like the
negator not.

2.3.2.2. Analytic and synthetic negation - equivalence or differences

Another important finding, as Tottie (1983: 9) mentions, is that many of the clauses
with analytic type of negation do not allow the use of synthetic negation. It should be
pointed out, what are the restrictions for synthetic negation, and which of these restrictions
are the most frequent ones. There are also restrictions concerning the transformation of
synthetic negation into analytic negation, which should be dealt with first for convenience.

This section focuses on clausal negation, which means a kind of negation, in which not
only words or phrases, but whole clauses are negated. Clausal negation can be achieved in
two different ways, by means of analytic or synthetic negation.

(102) (a) I've never collapsed — on stage or anywhere else. (BNC: CA9 1686)
(b) I haven't ever collapsed — on stage or anywhere else.
(c) I wished I had said nothing about Jordi. (BNC: AC6 635)
(d) I wished I hadn't said anything about Jordi.
(e) But, when it showed no sign of stopping, she relented. (BNC: GON 1651)
(f) But, when it didn't show any sign of stopping, she relented.
(g) Nobody could blame you for it. (BNC: ACB 136)
(h) *Not anybody could blame you for it.
(1) Never have I been in a place of such contrasts. (BNC: ASN 1534)
(j) *Ever haven't I been in a place of such contrasts.

As the sentences (102a,c,e,g,1) show, the negative element fuses with adverbs,
pronouns, indefinites, and determiners. Tottie (1983: 7) writes that this kind of fusion is
sometimes called negative attraction or negative incorporation. On the other hand,
sentences (102b,d,f) demonstrate that it is also possible to formulate the same sentences
with the help of the negative particle not that fuses with the Mod./ Aux. The sentences
(102g,1), as Tottie (1983: 7) explains, show the necessity of negative incorporation before
the finite verb. Tottie (1983: 7) thus formulates the following rule:

“Either negate an indefinite or post-negate the first verb in the VP. If the indefinite
precedes the VP, the indefinite must be negated, but otherwise negation on the VP
is often preferred to negation on an indefinite.”

Anderwald (2002: 15) finds the forms in (102a,c,e) and (102b,d,f) semantically
equivalent. The difference between these sentences subsists in style or formality. The use
of negative quantifiers is according to Anderwald (2002: 32) more formal than the use of
negator not + non-assertive forms.

2.3.3. Restrictions concerning the transformation of clauses

Concerning the transformation of analytic negation into synthetic negation, the most
obvious constraint that Tottie (1983: 27) points out is the presence of an adverb in the
negative clause. Notice the following examples:

(103) (a) This case, however, does not even touch that important question. (BNC:

ASB 1406)
(b) *This case, however, even touches no important question.
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(c) And glamour does not always have to be imported. (BNC: ABD 550)
(d) *4nd glamour never always has to be imported.
(e) *4nd glamour never has to be imported.

Examples (103a) and (103b) demonstrate that the additive adverb even that functions
as a focusing adjunct and thus emphasizes different parts of speech, in this case the verb
touch, cannot be moved into the position shown in (103b). The sentence produced in this
manner becomes unacceptable.

The substitution of not for never in the example (103d) shows the unacceptability of
structures containing two different time adverbs that in fact semantically exclude each
other. Example (103e) however is grammatically and semantically correct, but cannot be
understood as a synonymous phrase of (103c¢).

2.3.3.1. Coordination

Tootie (1983: 29) mentions as another constraining criterion the presence of
coordination.

(104) (a) Filter manufacturers' recommendations are still based on tanks with few
or no plants. (BNC: CLT 693)
(b) *Filter manufacturers' recommendations are still based on tanks with
few or not any plants.
(c) Which emotions do you rarely or never express? (BNC: CAS5 1683)
(d) *Which emotions do you rarely or not ever express?

Sentences (104b) and (104d) clearly show that coordinated NPs do not permit analytic
negation, thus only synthetic negation is plausible.

2.3.3.2. Collocations and idioms

Another reason why, in some cases, synthetic negation is preferred over analytic
negation is the occurrence of collocations or even idioms. Tottie (1983: 29) mentions as a
usually unacceptable collocation the combination of not + any + NP, whereas the
combination of little + or + no is a quite frozen collocation. The following examples
(105a) and (105b) acknowledge her presupposition. The sentence in example (105¢) is
grammatically correct, but still unacceptable, because it is not semantically equivalent to
(105a). By changing the synthetic negation into analytic negation, the scope of negation
was changed.

(105) (a) Unfortunately it's also common for women to have repeated attacks,
often with little or no warning. (BNC: CFR 1424)
(b) *Unfortunately it's also common for women to have repeated attacks,
often with little or not any warning.
(c) Unfortunately it also isn't common for women to have repeated attacks,
often with little or any warning.
(d) EIB money has never before been offered to Eastern Europe. (BNC: A28
367)
(e) EIB money hasn't ever been offered to Eastern Europe before.

The most frequent collocation of never and another adverb is that of never before

(105d). This collocation can be found in 1735 instances in the BNC. In contrast with the
above mentioned collocation /ittle or no in (105a), never before can easily be replaced by
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analytic form containing the negator not + adverb ever, before can be placed in final
position (105e).

The following sentences are again examples of coordination. The occurrence of
synthetic negation in the first part of the clause requires the use of synthetic negation in the
second part of the clause after the coordinative conjunction and, as in (106a). The use of
not + any is again unacceptable. The other possibility how to create such a sentence is to
use analytic negation from the very beginning and than continue with coordination, but
instead of the conjunction and a disjunction or has to be used (106¢). If we start with
analytic negation, we cannot continue with the conjunction and, and the sequence not +
any (106d).

(106) (a) [...] there is no moral dilemma, no difficult decision to make, and no
disputed territory. (BNC: ANA 900)
(b) */...] there is no moral dilemma, no difficult decision to make, and not
any disputed territory.
(c) [...] there isn't any moral dilemma, difficult decision to make, or
disputed territory.
(d) */...] there isn't any moral dilemma, not any difficult decision to make,
and not any disputed territory.

Restrictions on analytic negation arise also in case of idioms. Once an idiom contains
a synthetic type of negation, it cannot be shifted into analytic negation. For the idiom up to
no good 1 have found 31 solutions in the BNC, for up fo any good 1 have not found any. I
also searched for other idioms containing synthetic negation but with the same result.
Veselovska (2005: 30-32) deals with this problem, too, and explains that some idioms
which are connected by syntactic rules behave as a single unit, and that is why they can
undergo to syntactic operations only to a certain degree.

As regards the idioms lightning never strikes twice and never say die, 1 found 3
examples for the first idiom and 7 examples for the second one in the BNC, but no samples
that would include the sentences lightning doesn't ever strike or don't say die.

(107) (a) I told you he would be up to no good. (BNC: ABX 1786)
(b) *I told you he wouldn't be up to any good.
(c) They say lightning never strikes twice but it does when old Shallot's
around. (BNC: HHS 2957)
(d) *They say lightning doesn't ever strike twice but it does when old
Shallot's around.
(e) Never say die, buddy. (BNC: HTU 3271)

() *Don't say die, buddy.

2.3.3.3. Contrastive constructions

One of the typical constructions, where analytic negation can be expected, is according
to Tottie (1983: 33) contrastive construction, e.g. (108a).

(108) (a) Many years later, it would be said of Australia that it was not a sea-
going nation but a surf-going one. (BNC: ASV 2120)
(b) ?Many years later, it would be said of Australia that it was no sea-going
nation but a surf-going one.

- 46 -


http://bnc.bl.uk/BNCbib/AN.html#ANA
http://bnc.bl.uk/BNCbib/AB.html#ABX
http://bnc.bl.uk/BNCbib/HH.html#HH5
http://bnc.bl.uk/BNCbib/AS.html#ASV

UP v Olomouci, Filozoficka fakulta, Katedra anglistiky a amerikanistiky

However, it is also possible to find contrastive constructions including synthetic
negation, e.g. (109a) or (109¢). Such constructions are less frequent, but not uncommon.
Out of 50 contrastive constructions found in the BNC, 34 represented analytic and 16
synthetic negation. As shown in (109¢) and (109f) contrastive constructions using analytic
negation cannot usually be transformed into constructions with synthetic negation and vice
versa.

(109) (a) She's been nothing but a nuisance all her life. (BNC: FP1 426)
(b) ?She hasn't been anything but a nuisance all her life.
(c) His scenes are never static but animated by his fast-moving line [...].
(BNC: FoU 321)
(d) *His scenes are not ever static but animated by his fast-moving line.
(e) I am not living in a bed of roses but in reality. (BNC: CBN 1269)
(f) *I am living in no bed of roses but in reality.

Comparing the original sentences containing analytic negation with artificially created
sentences containing synthetic negation as in (109f), it is clear that in some cases synthetic
negation seems to be semantically odd.

2.3.3.4. Position

Tottie (1983: 34) claims that analytic negation is preferred in post-verbal position
where the potential negation-incorporating element is pre-modified by an adjective as in
(110a), or by a noun used as a secondary adjective.

(110) (a) It's not an important part of any imaginative process any more. (BNC:
HWX 866)
(b) *It's no important part of any imaginative process any more.
(c) *It's never an important part of any imaginative process any more.
(d) It has never been an important part of any imaginative process.

However, this criterion seems to be quite questionable. (110b, ¢) is not acceptable, but
when I change the tense of the clause and dismiss the final adverbial any more, synthetic
negation seems to be possible (110d).

On the other hand, in preverbal position synthetic negation is obligatory with pre-
modified NPs of the type shown in (111a). The tendency to express negation as close as
possible to the beginning of the sentence is again demonstrated there, as it was already
mentioned and exemplified in section 2.1.1 and furthermore, moving the negation to the
post-verbal position changes the scope of negation and thus the meaning of the whole
clause. Compare the examples (111a) and (111b).

(111) (a) No important difference was found between the duration of symptoms in
those incontinent in the previous two months and those incontinent in the
previous year. (BNC: FT5 648)
(b) *Some important difference wasn't found between the duration [...].
(c) Never have I been in a place of such contrasts. (BNC: ASN 1534)
(d) I have not ever been in a place of such contrasts.

It is necessary to notice that never in initial position can be replaced by not and ever.
The scope of negation does not change and in both examples (111¢, d) it influences all the
sentence members. The meaning thus remains the same.
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2.3.3.5. PrepPs, abstract nouns and others

As regards sentences containing PrepPs as a potential negation-incorporating element,
such sentences are again most likely to use analytic negation. Prepositional phrases
modified by a synthetic negator are less common, but they exist and have more specific
meaning as e.g. the sentence in (112c¢), which contains the negative adverb never.

(112) (a) She was not prepared for a very similar question being thrown at her.
(BNC: JY64338)
(b) *She was prepared for no very similar question |[...].
(c) The singularity would always lie in his future and never in his past.
(BNC: H78 696)

As the next criterion which influences the choice of either analytic or synthetic
negation Tottie (1983: 36) names the category of abstract nouns that seem to favour
synthetic negation. My search in the BNC only confirmed her claim. After choosing some
of the most common abstract nouns such as love, information, success, pain and trouble’”.
I found out that no information (113a) appears in 160 cases and no success in 41. The
collocations any information (113b) and any success were usually not in the scope of
negation and thus had predominantly positive meaning. For no love I found 97 samples,
other negative clauses containing /ove as a noun are very rare. In the case of the noun pain,
the BNC contains 84 samples with no pain (113c) and 28 samples containing any pain
(113d) within the scope of negation and thus negative. Similar results appear also in the
case of the noun trouble.

Concerning the occurrence of the adverb never with the above given nouns I found
only 1 example for never love and 1 example for never trouble (113e). I therefore assume
that never does not collocate with abstract nouns.

(113) (a) I have no information on who is meeting Le Pen. (BNC: HHV 6871)
(b) I'd welcome any information you can give me. (BNC: C97 886)
(c) He wanted no pain, and he wanted to die. (BNC: ASK 1012)
(d) He's not feeling any pain. (BNC: CRE 727)
(e) There's never trouble in rugby like they do in football is there? (BNC:
KBC 2582)

Post-modification can possibly be another restriction for the synthetic kind of
negation. The potential negation-incorporating element is a NP that is post-modified by a
PrepP in cases (114a) and (114c), by an infinitive in (114e) and by a finite clause in (114g)
and (1141).

(114) (a) This is not the book of a scholar, as you will soon realize, but that of a
genuine enthusiast. (BNC: AB4 9)
(b) *This is no/never book of a scholar, as you will soon realize, [...].
(c) Edward Adeane was not the man for the job. (BNC: ATH 582)
(d) *Edward Adeane was no/never man for the job.
(e) If Mr Meacher is not the man to bang the heads of union leaders
together, then surely Mr Kinnock is. (BNC: A30 368)
(f) *If Mr Meacher is no/never man to bang the heads of union leaders |[...].

' Randomly chosen set of common abstract nouns.
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(g) Louis Malle is not the man you would choose to overcome these
difficulties. (BNC: K5A 432)

(h) *Louis Malle is no/never man you would choose to overcome these
difficulties.

(1) It is not a message that either a Conservative or a Labour government
would listen to. (BNC: AHN 234)

(j) *It is no/never message that either a Conservative or a Labour
government would listen to.

The unacceptability of never in the above mentioned examples (114) is easy to
explain. As I mentioned in section 1.3.1 very few adverbs are able to modify nouns and
never belongs to that group of adverbs which cannot modify nouns.

2.3.3.6. Results of the comparison of analytic and synthetic negation

In order to prove Tottie's assumptions concerning the factors constraining variation
between synthetic and analytic negation, I again used my list of 100 negative clauses
randomly chosen from the BNC. 10 clauses had to be excluded as irrelevant for my survey.
These 10 clauses either include negative tag questions, or negative short answers without
any preceding context; these constructions must inherently consist of an auxiliary + the
negative particle not, and that is why they were regarded as irrelevant.

Table 5 clearly shows that in the majority of clauses, i.e. in 75,6 % of all examined
clauses variation was formally or semantically constrained. Another important thing to
notice is that synthetic negation can be transformed into analytic negation in 71,4 % of
cases, whereas the reverse transformation from analytic into synthetic negation is allowed
only in 15,8 % of the cases.

Table 5
Variation Constrained (%) Allowed (%) Totals (100 %)
Syn. —» A 4 (28,6 %) 10 (71,4 %) 14
A — Syn. 64 (84,2 %) 12 (15,8 %) 76
68 (75,6 %) 22 (24,4 %) 90

While Tottie was interested only in the formally constrained invariable structures, I
was also interested in cases where variation was not permitted for semantic reasons. Tottie
did not include semantically constrained invariable structures because in her sample of
sentences the class of semantically constrained sentences was much smaller than the class
of formally constrained sentences. In fact I came to a completely opposite result that she
did, because in my sample of sentences semantically constrained sentences dominantly
prevailed.

Semantically constrained criterion was specified in the table 6 as the absence of
negation-incorporating element. Apparently, this constraining factor seems to be the
strongest one and functions only in clauses containing analytic negation, which therefore
cannot be changed into the synthetic one. If we want to transform a negative clause of
analytic type into that of synthetic type we need some negation-incorporating element,
which is however not present in these cases. By changing it into the synthetic type we
would in fact add new unwished meaning into the clause. Consider carefully the following
sentences:

(115) (a) I can't believe what I've heard. (BNC: K4M 362)
(b) *I can believe nothing what I've heard.
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(¢) ?I can hardly believe what I've heard.
(d) ?I can never believe what I've heard.

Example (115b) is grammatically correct, but it denies everything what was said in the
preceding context of this clause. The original clause (115a) however wants to express
surprise at rather than denial of the preceding context. (115¢c) seems to be the most
plausible transformation of (115a), although even this example can be chargeable with
difference in the degree of epistemic modality. (115d) is again not precise transformation
of (115a), but it is very close to its meaning. Consider other examples:

(116) (a) Oh I didn't see that one then. (BNC: KDW 821)
(b) *Oh I saw nothing then.
(c) *Oh I never saw that one then.
(d) *Oh I hardly saw that one then.

Example (116b) is in comparison with the original clause in (116a) unacceptable,
because of the clear semantic difference. In (116a) the speaker did not see one particular
thing, however in (116b) he did not see apart from that one particular thing also other
things. (116c¢) is not plausible for two reasons firstly because of the presence of the time
adverb then, and secondly because of the different time relationship to the subject matter.
Example (116d) in fact says that the speaker saw it but with difficulties.

To demonstrate that it is possible to transform sentences including analytic type of
negation into the synthetic type. I am going to bring in several examples, showing both the
original as well as the transformed sentence.

(117) (a) I think quite a lot of the students are sleeping on friend's floors and
they're not ever counted amongst the statistics. (BNC: KRL 3030)
(b) I think quite a lot of the students are sleeping on friend's floors and they
are never counted amongst the statistics.
(c) [...] it won't cost you anything to call [...]. (BNC: HMA 69)
(d) /[...] it will cost you nothing to call [...].
(e) We don't get a chance. (BNC: KE3 6012)
(f) We get .no chance.

What connects the examples (117a, c, e) is the presence of the negation-incorporating
element. In (117a) it is the presence of a time adverb ever, in (117¢) it is an indefinite
pronoun anything, and in (117¢) it is indefinite article a that allows to change the type of
negation. All of these elements are negated in the course of transformation from analytic
into synthetic negation.

The two commented examples (115) and (116) should demonstrate how semantics can
change by adding just one simple element into the sentence. Out of the 90 surveyed
samples 35 could not be transformed due to the semantic reasons.

Table 6
Original clauses — artificially created Syn. A—
clauses — A Syn. Totals

Constraining criteria

1 Absence of negation-incorporating element - 35 35
2 Pre-modification - 8 8
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3 PrepPhrase - 6 6

4 Collocation/Idiom 2 5 7

5 Post-modification - 4 4

6 Adverb - 3 3

7 Contrastive construction - 2 2

8 Coordination - 1 1

9 Obligatory preverbal synthetic negation 2 - 2
Number of constrained invariable 4 64 (76) 68 (90)
structures (14"

Table 6 shows the constraining criteria in the order of frequency. Pre-modification
seems to be the strongest formally constraining factor represented by 8 examples.
Coordination, on the contrary, appears to be the least frequent factor with only one
representative example. However it must be pointed out that the numbers are quite low and
that is why another randomly chosen set of sentences could change the order of frequency
completely only with the exception of number 1, i.e. except the semantic factor of the
absence of negation-incorporating element.

The last mentioned criterion: obligatory synthetic negation refers to the rule already
explained in section 2.3.2.2 and can thus be applied only on synthetic negation. It was
placed on the last place for convenience.

2.3.3.7. Conclusion concerning Never and Not

As I have already pointed out at the beginning of chapter 2.3 never is one of the
representatives of synthetic negation, because it has apart from its negative function also
the meaning of time and frequency. Not, on the other hand is a single representative of
analytic way of negation.

My research has shown that analytic way of negation is preferred over synthetic way
of negation. Following from this statement it is possible to claim that not is preferred to
never. The main restriction for the use of the adverb never is its specific meaning of zero
frequency.

One of the presumptions also was that synthetic ways of negation prefer the
occurrence of be, in its existential or copulative use, or have, with its possessive meaning,
in the VP. On the contrary, analytic means of negation, i.e. not, predominantly occur in
VPs containing full-meaning verbs. In case of not I was able to confirm this presumption,
but never proved to prefer VPs with lexical verbs as well as the negator not.

Concerning the constraints that apply to the adverb never it is without doubt the
occurrence of another time or frequency adverb in the same clause, but even there it is
possible to find exceptions. (118a) is not acceptable, because the meaning of always
excludes the meaning of never. Whereas in (118b) the meaning of tonight cancels the
meaning of never as a frequency adverb. Never thus fulfils the function of not, but in
addition serves as an intensifier and gives us information about speaker's emotions and
attitude.

(118) (a) *4nd glamour never always has to be imported.
(b) Will he never go to bed tonight?

" Numbers in brackets show complete totals of explored clauses.
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As regards not, analytic negation cannot be used in coordinated NPs, in such cases the
determiner no is preferred to not (119a). Coordinated AdvPs prefer negative adverbs to not
as in (119b).

(119) (a) Filter manufacturers' recommendations are still based on tanks with few
or no plants. (BNC: CLT 693)
(b) Which emotions do you rarely or never express? (BNC: CAS 1683)

Both never and not occur in firm collocations, although these collocations can be seen
as preferred combinations there is still place for a change (120b). With idioms the situation
is different, idioms are firmly settled phrases or clauses whose form can be submitted to no
or only small changes (120d).

(120) (a) EIB money has never before been offered to Eastern Europe. (BNC: A28
367)
(b) EIB money hasn't ever been offered to Eastern Europe before.
(c) Never say die, buddy. (BNC: HTU 3271)
(d) *Don't say die, buddy.

My BNC search also confirmed that analytic negation is preferred to synthetic
negation in contrastive constructions. One third of the randomly chosen examples of
contrastive constructions contained synthetic negation. Never was used as a contrast
creating element in 5 clauses, which means that it was used less frequently than no that
was used in 8 instances.

Furthermore, it is necessary to point out that never in initial position is not obligatory
and synthetic negation can in this case easily be transformed into sentences containing the
analytic type of negation formed with the help of the negator not as in (121a). On the other
hand, no, another synthetic device of negation, cannot be replaced by not, in cases where
no serves as a pre-modifier of fronted NPs (121b). Compare the following examples:

(121) (a) Never has the challenge to Irish players been greater. (BNC: CKA 520)
— The challenge to Irish players hasn't ever been greater.
(b) No boundaries have been defined, no inhibitions imposed. (BNC: FU6

2790)
— *Not any boundaries have been defined, not any inhibitions
imposed.

I have also proved that never as a synthetic negator is not able to modify nouns,
because I have not found any such example in the BNC. This implies that never is not able
to modify post-modified NPs, while it is able to modify pre-modified NPs. Within a pre-
modified NP, never usually modifies an adjective or another adverb.

(122) (a) *This is never a book of a scholar, as you will soon realize, [...].
(b) His main concern was road safety, but he was never the same man after

1982. (BNC: K4W 2461)

To sum it up in the majority of cases never can be easily replaced by not + ever
without any change of the meaning, as in (123a). Never, on the other hand, always brings
with itself the meaning of zero frequency and can thus serve as a substitution only in
clauses which contain not + ever, otherwise the meaning changes as in (123b).
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(123) (a) Science can never deal with any questions about the essence of things.
(BNC: GOE 2868)
— Science cannot ever deal with any questions about the essence of things.
(b) I wish she was not so pretty. (BNC: FU4 211)
— *[ wish she was never so pretty.

Never is limited in its use by its meaning. No¢, which is semantically empty, is more
versatile and it is therefore used more frequently then the synthetic means of negation.
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3. Comparison of NOT and NEVER

On the basis of aforesaid facts in the previous two chapters and the data from the BNC
I am going to compare to what extent the negators not and never are similar or to what
extent they differ from each other. In order to be able to judge whether never behaves more
like an adverb or a negative particle not, I am also going to compare the properties of these
two negators with general properties of adverbs. To make the differences and similarities
between the two items discussed more lucid, I am going to present the compared features
in tables.

Because of the fact that the morphological and semantic properties of never and not
substantially blend together, I decided to connect up the discussion on these two levels in
the first section.

3.1 Comparison of morphological and semantic properties

Morphologically, it is possible to say that never and not are very similar. Neither
never, nor not are carriers of any category-distinguishing suffix, e.g. -ly, -wise, -wards. On
the other hand, their external form, starting with n- or no-, implies their negative meaning.
From the etymological point of view, both never and not are derivations, consisting of a
negative and a positive element. Whereas in case of never, it is still clearly perspicuous,
which elements it was derived from, i.e. not + ever, it is less obvious that the negator not
originally develop from the negative element no- and the positive element -thing.

Both never and not have negative meaning which changes the polarity of the whole
proposition. As well as never, even not could be, under certain circumstances e.g. position
and clause negation, ranked among adverbs. Never is denoted as a time adverb of indefinite
frequency, not could be classified, as Quirk (1972: 432) pointed out, as a negative
restrictive adjunct. Never is considered to be a full-meaning word, however not is usually
classed with functional elements having no meaning, but fulfilling a certain function.

With respect to their equivalency with Czech expressions, never and sometimes even
not + ever correspond to the Czech adverb nikdy, which means that lexical word
corresponds to another lexical word in a different language. In case of not, it is different.
Not, which can either appear in its full form not as a free morpheme, or in enclitic reduced
form -n't as a bound morpheme, comports with the Czech bound prefix ne- that construes
with verbs. -N't is therefore closer to the Czech ne-.

Table 7

Feature Never | Not -N't
1) carrier of some category-distinguishing suffix no no no

2) externally negative in form yes yes yes
3) ability to change the polarity of the clause / altering the yes yes yes
meaning of verbs

4) gradability no no no

5) transparency of the derived form yes no no

6) formally corresponding Czech equivalent yes no yes
7) occurrence as a free morpheme yes yes no

8) existence of the enclitic contracted form no yes —

9) belonging to the category of full-meaning words yes no no

Stemming from the data presented in the table 7, it is possible to observe that never
shares 5 properties with not and 5 properties with -n't. Considering not and -n't as a single
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item, never and not share only 4 properties, it is therefore less than a half of the features. In
the light of morphological and semantic properties, never and not differ.

3.2 Comparison of syntactic functions

This section primarily focuses on the functions of never and not, but also the enclitic
reduced form -n't. In order to demonstrate the similarities between never and not, I am also
going to provide examples that will contrast never with other adverbs.

Firstly, never, not and -n't are obligatorily incorporated within the structure of the
clause. They cannot be separated from the proposition by comma and intonation as e.g.
stance adverbials.

(124) (a) I will never /will not /won't /will unfortunately go to prison. (BNC: AON
1450)
(b) *Never / *Not /* N't /Unfortunately, I will go to prison.

All the discussed items, never, not, and -n't, but also the so called partially negative
adverbs that were mentioned in 2.1.2 have the ability to negate the whole clause, they can
therefore fulfil the function of clause negation. In case of phrasal negation it is necessary to
exclude the enclitic -n'f which has to be connected with Mod./Aux. because it functions as
a bound morpheme. Apart from the VP -n't cannot negate any other clause constituents.

(125) (a) I have never/ have not/ haven't/ have hardly believed him. <clause
negation>
(b) Never/ Not/ *-N't/ Hardly forgetting the troubles she worked under the
control of her boss. <phrasal negation>

Never, not, -n't and the majority of adverbs are primarily related to the VP. Some
adverbs are related to other clause constituents, e.g. very and foo, which are related AdjPs
or AdvPs. Stance adverbs as e.g. fortunately primarily apply to the whole proposition that
is why they usually occur in initial position, central position is however also possible.
Compare the following:

(126) (a) Fortunately, she wasn't too disappointed.
(b) *Too, she wasn't disappointed. / *She was too not disappointed.
(c) She was fortunately not disappointed. / *She wasn't fortunately
disappointed.

The presence of the negators not and -n't informs us only about the polarity of the
clause, it tells us nothing about when, where and how something happened, this is the
function of adverbs which provide additional information about the action or state
expressed in the VP.

(127) (a) I will not/ won't visit them. <negative polarity of the clause>
(b) I will never visit them. <negative polarity of the clause + information
about frequency>
(c) I will probably visit them. <information about the degree of confidence>

The independence of individual clause elements can be best demonstrated when they
are isolated. Adverbs in general are full-meaning words and thus posses informational
value and can serve as the building material of clauses. In contrast to adverbs, both not and
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-n't are functional elements that do not have any individual lexical meaning and that is why
they do not have clause-formative ability. Not and -n't cannot appear in isolation, although
not is a free morpheme, and need another clause-constituents which they can depend on.

(128) Never/ *Not/ *-N't/ Here.

One of the basic differences between adverbs and the particle nof is their ability to
modify nouns and NPs. As I have already pointed out in section 1.3.5, not as well as
adjectives is able to modify nouns, which adverbs cannot do (129b). The ability to modify
nouns is one of the distinguishing features between adjectives and adverbs (129d).
However, adverbs can serve as modifiers of NPs. Within the NP adverbs usually modify
modifiers of nouns, e.g. adjectives and adverbs (129a). Not is in its function of a modifier
unrestricted. I find it important to remark that not as a pre-modifier of nouns or NPs
usually appears in elliptic constructions as in (129b), where the functional level, except for
not, was omitted.

(129) (a) Never forgiving nun Maria left the monastery.
(b) It was the priest, not nun Maria. vs. It was the priest, it was not nun
Maria.
(c) I need salt, not pepper. vs. *I need salt, never pepper.
(d) Colourful flower beds decorated the exhibition. vs. *Colourfully flower
beds decorated the exhibition.

As it has already been implied in the preceding paragraph, never and other adverbs
frequently fulfil the function of modifiers of AdjPs (130a) and AdvPs (130c). Nevertheless,
adjectives, they modify, are usually parts of verbo-nominal predicates that consist of the
copula be and the adjective. The nominal part carries the main informational value and it is
therefore the head of the VP. It is thus possible to say that what is modified is the AdjP. It
is also possible to notice that never as both the modifier of an AdjP and an AdvP usually
co-occurs with the verb be, but be followed by an AdvP, whether this AdvP is modified or
not, cannot be denoted as copula, Veselovska (2006: 20) calls it existential be (130a). I
have talked about the frequency of co-occurrence of synthetic means of negation and the
verbs be and have in chapter 2.3.2 and never is one of these synthetic negators.

Analogous to never, not modifies adjectives as parts of verbo-nominal predicates, the
copula is often ellipted as in (130b). As a modifier, not often occurs in firmly settled
collocations such as not just and not only, both in (130d).

Never and other adverbs can similarly modify PrepPs (130e). (130f) is an example of
phrasal negation; not, that is not incorporated into the VP, negates the following PrepP and
thereby the rest of the clause, i.e. the following contrasting part, must be positive.

(130) (a) She was never satisfied with her results. vs. She was very satisfied with
her results.
(b) I'm a woman, or rather a girl, and not clever. (BNC: AE(Q 2311)
(c) He was never abroad. vs. He was often abroad.
(d) You go not just for the rides [...]. (BNC: AL3 1444) vs. Not only that, we
would be lucky to make it down alive. (BNC: CL7 671)
(e) Never from me, and never from you, my lord, if you regard my good.
(BNC: HGG 249) vs. That's enough for today. (BNC: H89 2155)
(f) As it turned out the problem came not from the Opposition but from our
own side. (BNC: ADK 1766)
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In contrast with not (131a), never is not able to negate numerals. I found only one
instance of never as a pre-modifier of numeral, but one instance is not enough to declare
that never is a modifier of numerals.

With respect to indefinite pronouns never occurred in the function of a pre-modifier
only in 60 cases, whereas not appeared in this function in 1 237 cases. In case of never the
most frequent combination was that of never + anything that could be found in 43
sentences, not appeared, surprisingly, in 453 sentences in combination with the pronoun
something. With regard to other indefinite pronouns the number of examples, in which
never was combined with another indefinite pronoun was quite low and compared to the
number of combinations of not and indefinite pronoun also negligible. I therefore assume
that never serves as a modifier of indefinite pronouns only partially, which follows from its
negative semantic meaning and thus modifies only non-assertive indefinites starting with
any-.

(131) (a) [...] which reinforced the verdict that two and not four men were
involved. (BNC: ANK 1175)
(b) [...] the second derivative of dependence is never zero and its first
derivative [...]. (BNC: FNR 078)
(¢) There was never anything nasty about him. (BNC: CL2 109)
(d) Get something with a good conductance, not something with a high
resistance but something with a high conductance. (BNC: GYR 125)

Another area of similarities is the ability of never and not to modify determiners. As
you can notice, never as a modifier of determiner occurs in a clause whose predicate is
represented by the verb be (132a). Not as a modifier of a determiner again appears in a
contrastive construction (132b).

(132) (a) Well there's never any place to park. (BNC: KCL 2346)
(b) Perhaps yes I did love her once but not any more. (BNC: ASN 2880)

Never and not also share their capability to modify semiclauses. Quirk (1972: 722)
calls them non-finite clauses, because they contain a non-finite verb form represented
either by infinitive (to hit), -ing participle (remembering), or -ed participle (persuaded). In
a non-finite clause the subject does not have to be expressed. As I have already pointed out
in 1.3 the principal function of both the adverb never and the negator not is to modify
verbs. In the majority of cases never and not are used to negate the verbal predicate, i.e. the
finite VP. Never and not can similarly modify the non-finite VPs, although this is less
frequent.

The most frequent collocation of never + infinitive with zo was that of never to return,
which appears in 57 sentences in the BNC. In case of not + infinitive with 7o the most
frequent collocation was that of not to mention that occurs in 686 sentences. Compare the
following examples:

(133) (a) Although Mary herself was never to return to the town above the Jed
Water [...]. (BNC: EF2 1151) vs. We try not to mention David. (BNC: HUP
378)
(b) I was hoping for the best, never believing this sort of thing could happen
to my own little horse. (BNC: ASH 475) vs. She was so ashamed
of not remembering what had happened. (BNC: EDN 1998)
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(c) Once seen never forgotten. (BNC: CHH 505) vs. With both Queen and
loader in shot, hanging on wires not seen, the number of control crew [...].
(BNC: FBS8 656)

Instances in the BNC also prove that never and other adverbs can serve as pro-forms.
Never is used as a pro-form, which substitutes the subject and the VP of the clause.
Examples (134a) and the reconstructed unelliptic clauses clearly demonstrate which parts
of the clause were superceded. Example (134c) shows that not only adverbs of frequency
but also place adverbs can serve as pro-forms.

(134) (a) I'll help your sister willingly if I can, but never you. (BNC: HGK 1098)
— [...], but I will never help you.
(b) For others the clouds might gather and the rains fall, but never for
Maurice and those around him. (BNC: GON 8)
— [...], but they might never gather and fall for Maurice and those around
him.
(c) I don't know where it was but somewhere in the states. (BNC: KPU
2709)
— I don't know where it was but it was somewhere in the states.

As you can see in table 8 never can be denoted as an intensifier belonging to the
subgroup of minimizers. Not, on the other hand, is semantically empty and that is why it
cannot function as an intensifier. I therefore assume that never is used instead of not
whenever we want to make the statement emotionally coloured. Compare the sentences in
section 1.3.4 example (32).

Neither never nor not can serve as a complement of a preposition. This ability is, as
Quirk (1972: 282-283) points out, inherent only with some time and place adverbs. Never
and not are not semantically suitable for this function.

(135) I can't wait until today. (BNC: KE4 661) vs. *I can't wait until never. vs. *I
can't wait until not.

Both never and not can create contrastive constructions (136a, b). This ability follows
from their inherently negative meaning. Contrastive constructions are used to emphasize
the part of the clause that follows the coordinative conjunction but. Negators never and not
can either appear in the first part of the clause (136a), which means that it is the positive
part of the clause that is emphasized, or in the second part of the clause right of the
conjunction but (136b). The emphasized part is then negative. Concerning the other
adverbs, only those which are semantically negative or partially negative can create
contrastive constructions (136c¢). Compare the following:

(136) (a) It was not a national style, but derived from Louvain, Sienna and Milan.
(BNC: B1D 1297)
(b) He always got the profits but never the blame. (BNC: FPU 1644)
(¢) There is a small amount of water in it, but hardly any flow. (BNC: FA1

808)
Table 8
Feature Adverb Not -N't Never
s in
general
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1) incorporation within the clause some yes yes yes
2) function of clause negation some yes yes yes
3) primarily related to the VP some yes yes yes
4) occurrence in contrastive constructions some yes yes yes
5) function of a complement of a preposition some no no no
6) independent element yes no no yes
7) modifier of nouns some yes no no
8) modifier of NPs some yes no yes
9) modifier of AdjPs, AdvPs and PrepPs some yes no yes
10) modifier of numerals and indefinite some yes no no/
pronouns partly
11) modifier of determiners some yes no yes
12) modifier of semiclauses some yes no yes
13) function of a pro-form some yes no yes
14) function of an intensifier / a minimizer some no no yes
15) function of phrasal negation some yes no yes
16) providing additional information (when, yes no no yes
how, where)

Out of the 16 syntactic functions presented in this chapter, never comports with not in
11 cases. Not is much more versatile negator that is able to negate any clause constituent,
and it is the main device of both clause and phrasal negation, as the results from the BNC
show. Never is restricted in its function of phrasal negation by its semantic meaning, but on
the other hand it can intensify the proposition of the clause.

Never and the reduced enclitic form -n'f coincide only in 7 cases, because -n't cannot
serve as a means of phrasal negation, i.e. cannot negate any other clause constituents than
the verbal predicate.

Compared with the general properties of adverbs never accords with other adverbs in
15 cases. Individual differences between syntactic functions depend on the semantics of
adverbs. I can therefore presume that with respect to its syntactic functions never behaves
as a prototypical adverb.

Despite of the fact that never accords with not in 11 features, it is still not enough to
claim that never behaves like the negative particle not.

3.3 Comparison of syntactic positions

This chapter focuses on the comparison of syntactic positions of never, not and the
reduced enclitic form -n't. To be more thorough I also deal with syntactic positions of
adverbs in general. I assume that this is the area, where I am going to find out the biggest
differences between never and the negator not/ -n't.

3.3.1.  Variants of medial position

First of all I want to comment on the position that is most characteristic for all the
three elements discussed: never, not and -n't. These elements are traditionally placed in
central position, designated by Quirk (1995: 490-493) as M position, which means that
they occur between the first Mod./ Aux. and the rest of the VP (137a). However, even there
we can find one basic difference. In Present Simple or Past Simple tense never does not
require the occurrence of Mod./ Aux. When using not and -n't, the occurrence of Mod./
Aux. is obligatory, because neither nof nor -n't are independent elements (137b).
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Quirk (1985: 493) writes that M position is especially suitable for adverbs expressing
time, space, respect and means (137¢).

(137) (a) Claire has never/ has not/ hasn't seen a man in a leopardskin jockstrap
before. (BNC: HGU 1889)
(b) He never visited Europe. vs. He did not/ didn't visit Europe. (BNC: A1B
1653)
(c) He has nowhere stated this explicitly. (Quirk: 1985, 493)

I have already mentioned in section 1.5.1 that never can be placed immediately after
the subject. In this case it is necessary to distinguish between iM and M position. Never is
usually placed in the position behind the subject of the clause in cases where the verb used
appears in Present Simple or Past Simple tense, as in (137b). It is less common to use
never in this position in cases, where periphrastic tense forms (e.g. Present Perfect, Simple
Future) are used, which means verb forms that require the use of Aux., but it is not
ungrammatical. In this case we speak about the iM position. Placement of the adverb never
between the subject and the first Mod./ Aux. seems to be emphatic and stylistically
marked, as you can notice in (138a). Negator not, on the other hand, requires the use of
obligatory Mod./Aux., and therefore must be placed after this Mod./Aux. and in front of
the rest of the VP. Other time adverbs can also be placed in the position behind the subject
and in front of the Mod./Aux. when the verbal predicate is negated (138b) or when the
clause is positive (138c). They are, however, more rare in this position than the adverb
never, but likewise emphatic. Such a position of not is grammatically ruled out (138a).

(138) (a) It never will be finished. (BNC: ANF 510) vs. *It not/ -n't will be
finished. vs. It will not/ won't be finished.
(b) As participants, we often do not understand what is going on in the
interchange, so [...]. (BNC: CEF 1056)
(c) [...], we usually will not be able to demonstrate them convincingly unless
we quantify. (BNC: FAD 308)
(d) I really must have been insane. (BNC: FEE 1928)

Other two variants of the central position are the so called mM and eM positions.
Adverbs can occur in mM or eM position if the verbal predicate consists of two or more
auxiliaries + the lexical verb. I have found only 1 sentence in which never occurred in mM
position.

(139) Such stories would have never been published in the United Kingdom |[...].
(BNC: EAY 359)

There were 13 sentences in which never occurred in eM position in the BNC. As I
have already said in 1.5.1, in 11 sentences out of 13 never was placed between the
auxiliaries would have and a lexical verb as in (140a). I have therefore also compared the
occurrence of the phrase would have never with would never have and I found out that
would never have can be found in 621 sentences, whereas would have never only in 11. It
is necessary to point out that the majority of VPs containing would never have was
followed by past participle of the lexical verb as in (140c).

(140) (a) Our modern law of judicial review would have never developed from its

old. (BNC: CY9N 1314)
(b) [...] he might have never gotten anywhere. (BNC: FCL 602)

-60 -


http://bnc.bl.uk/BNCbib/CE.html#CEF
http://bnc.bl.uk/BNCbib/FA.html#FAD

UP v Olomouci, Filozoficka fakulta, Katedra anglistiky a amerikanistiky

(¢) If I'd been in cold sobriety I would never have married her. (BNC: CH2
1113)

In examples (140a,b) it is in fact not possible to differentiate between mM and eM
position, because they contain only 2 auxiliaries and the lexical verb, so the mM position
in fact merges together with the eM position.

I assume that the occurrence of never in mM and eM position is very rare and unusual,
and it is used only in cases when the speaker wants to lay special emphasis on the lexical
verb that it follows.

I have not found any instance of not in mM position. However I found 11 sentences in
which not was used as a clause negator in eM position as in (141a). The most frequent VP
was again the one consisting of the auxiliaries would have followed by the negator not and
a lexical verb (141b). Once again I made a comparison of the occurrence of would have not
and would not have and here are my results: would have not + past participle can be found
in 8 clauses in the BNC, would not have + past participle appears in 2 866 clauses (141c).

My conclusion is that not appearing in eM position is even less frequent than never,
but in case of not, this position is not grammatically correct, because neither of the
grammarians mentioned mM or eM position as a possible place of occurrence of the
negator not functioning as a clause negation. Furthermore the examples found in the BNC
are very rare and can be found only in spoken English.

In case of the bound morpheme -7t both the mM and eM position is not only
ungrammatical, but even implausible in spoken English. -N't as a bound morpheme must
be connected with the first Mod./ Aux. of the VP. Compare the sentences in (141d).

(141) (a) I mean, you know she could have not bothered after all. (BNC: KBC
5397)
(b) Violet would have not believed. (BNC: BNC 1688)
(¢) But such a strategy would not have served the United States' interests.
(BNC: EF3 901)
(d) *But such a strategy would haven't served the United States' interests.
vs. But such a strategy wouldn't have served the United States' interests.

To conclude both never and not prefer medial position M, however it is necessary to
remark that never as an independent element does not require the occurrence of Mod./Aux.
and freely move within the VP.

3.3.2.  Initial position

With respect to the position of adverbs at the beginning of a clause, i.e. in initial
position, it must be mentioned that never and other partially negative adverbs (hardly,
scarcely, barely) behave differently than adverbs of definite time (yesterday, today,
tomorrow, ...) and other fronted adverbs. It has already been mentioned in section 1.5.1
that never in initial position requires inversion of the subject with Mod./Aux. (52) or
(142a). Negative adverbs hardly, scarcely, and barely behave in the same way (142b).

(142) (a) Never have I found a trace of low sentiment. (BNC: ANF 391)
(b) Hardly was he around the corner than the man in the parked car
climbed out, [...]. (BNC: CAM 910)
(c) [...]: Scarcely are we fed, lodged, clothed, warmed, without sending
multitudes to their grave. (BNC: HRO 503)
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(d) Barely had the decision been announced, than the criticism started.
(BNC: AKM 1224)

The rule of inversion in initial position was violated in case of the adverb never in 6
sentences, all of them belong to spoken utterances. However, this rule was not violated in
case of the partially negative adverb Ahardly. The number of violated examples is too low to
be able to deduce any current trend.

(143) (a) Never you would stay a good bit underneath. (BNC: HE9 1165)
(b) Never I was totally shocked in my voice. (BNC: KBE 2518)

Adverbs of definite time such as yesterday, today, and tomorrow and other adverbs
(e.g. carefully) do not trigger inversion (144).

(144) (a) Yesterday she hadn't had a chance to look properly. (BNC: H97 3153)
(b) Today I made a break with habit and tradition, and took my lunch at the
New Born Restaurant. (BNC: HOM 3034)
(c) Tomorrow he will make a ‘personal statement’ which is expected to
announce an intention to resign. (BNC: AK9 1202)
(d) Carefully they crossed the river and they made their way into the
city. (BNC: F72 203)

Not and -n't, as the main devices of clause negation cannot be fronted to initial
position and therefore do not trigger inversion (145a). Not can be fronted only as a member
of some bigger unit, e.g. a NP, as in (145b), -n't cannot function as a means of phrasal
negation and that is why it cannot be fronted in any case. When not functioning as a means
of phrasal negation, i.e. as a component of some NP, PrepP, AdjP or AdvP, is placed into
initial position, the word order of sentence core remains unchanged, which means S +
(Mod./Aux) + V as in the examples (145c). The word order remains uninverted even if the
fronted phrase containing not is a negative one.

(145) (a)*Not have I found a trace of low sentiment. vs. I have not / haven't found
a trace of low sentiment.
(b) Not the one we looked at. (BNC: KCN 1358)
(c) Not far from Cairo the road was joined by a single-track railway line
[...]. (BNC: FEM 546)

Never appears in initial position also in imperative clauses, because it does not require
the occurrence of Mod./ Aux. and it is therefore immediately followed by lexical verb as in
(146a). Not and -n't, which require the presence of Mod./Aux. appear in M position (146b).

(146) (a) Never use five bowls if one will do. (BNC: KC4 332)
(b) Don't believe it./ Do not believe it. (BNC: FU6 2111)

As for the initial position, never and not substantially differ. No¢ cannot be fronted
unless it functions as a means of phrasal negation, and it is accompanied by another
sentence member. Never and partially negative adverbs can be fronted and require subject -
operator inversion.
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3.3.3. End position

Adverbs in general frequently occur in E position (147e, f), but as I have already
remarked in 1.5.1, never functioning as a clause negator seems to sound quite oddly when
placed in final position and in fact I found only one such example in the BNC and you can
find it in example (147a). Never can be placed in E position in firmly settled collocations
(147b) or when it is contrasted with another time expression (147c¢), in such examples the
whole clause remains positive, which can be proved by adding of the question tag, which is
negative. Another possibility, where to see the adverb never in post-verbal position, is that
never follows the VP as a means of phrasal negation. In such a case never most frequently
modifies an infinitive phrase as in (147d).

(147) (a) It visits some people never. (BNC: ANF 13)
(b) It's a miracle and definitely better late than never. (BNC: K4M 631)
— It's a miracle and definitely better late than never, isn't it?
(c) The majority of children were hit less than once a month or never.
(BNC: A1Y 334)
— The majority of children were hit less than once a month or never,
weren't they?
(d) She had decided never to tell him her great secret. (BNC: FS2 841)
(e) Bad weather battered Britain again yesterday. (BNC: CH2 121)
(f) I guess I can stand somewhere. (BNC: JP7 998)

Similarly, not cannot be placed in final position, unless it is a part of a clause element
other than VP. In example (148a) you can see a very frequent collocation of not + only,
which means that not is used as a modifier of an AdvP. Not fulfils the same function in
(148b), although here the AdvP is incorporated within the VP. In (148c) not functions as a
modifier of a NP, the collocation of not + a + single + noun is also very frequent, it can be
found in 263 sentences in the BNC. Yet another function is fulfilled in (148d) where not
functions as a modifier of a numeral.

(148) (a) In her place I would have been not only up the wall but out of the door!
(BNC: CBS8 1157)
(b) This week, Faldo has been not exactly refusing interviews but making it
abruptly clear [...]. (BNC: AJJ 378)
(c) There has been not a single successor of world class [...]. (BNC: CHV
723)
(d) Rolando proves he could have not one but two brilliant careers. (BNC:
CAD 2215)

To sum up, neither never nor not can be placed in post-verbal position when
functioning as means of clause negation. Never and not occur in end position E only when
they are parts of collocations or they function as devices of phrasal negation.

3.3.4. Position in questions

Finally I am going to comment on the position of the above discussed negators in
questions. There are two possibilities where a negator can be placed, either right of the
subject, this is a position characteristic for written texts, or left of the subject, which is
more frequent in spoken conversation.

The only possible placement of never and other adverbs in questions is right of
subject. None of the adverbs has the ability to contract and it is therefore not possible to
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place them left of the subject (149g). Never and other adverbs of indefinite frequency
occur in M position in questions (149a). The rest of the adverbs, including the adverbs of
definite time, are placed into final position (149d), M position is implausible for them

(149f).

(149) (a) Have you never wanted to be married? (BNC: FEE 491)
(b) Why did she never ask me if I knew anything about it? (BNC: H8T 3252)
(c) Why do you always act so foolish? (BNC: JKS5 335)
(d) Did you see him dive yesterday? (BNC: KBL 4140)
(e) *Did you see him dive never/ always?
(f) *Did you yesterday see him dive?
(g) *Did never/ always you see him dive?

Not as a free morpheme can similarly be placed only right of the subject as in (150a).
As well as in statements, not occurs only in M position in questions, and as a device of
clause negation not cannot be placed in post-verbal position (150d). Never and not
therefore behave in the same way when occurring in questions.

(150) (a) Have you not noticed that my life has changed? (BNC: KE1 1640)
(b) Why is he not eating it up? (BNC: KBW 9404)
(c) *Why is not he eating it up?
(d) *Why is he eating not it up?

In case of -n't the situation is entirely different. -N't is a bound morpheme and can only
take the position which a Mod./ Aux. can take. -N't in questions is therefore placed left of
the subject where it co-occurs with the first Mod./ Aux. This fronted position is the only
position which a bound morpheme -n't can take in questions.

(151) (a) Aren't you sick of it? (BNC: J5E 1992)
(b) Didn't you have that in your book? (BNC: FYG 601)
(¢) *Did you haven't that in your book?

3.3.5. Conclusion concerning the syntactic positions

The following table 9 clearly illustrates, which position is either acceptable or
unacceptable for a particular item.

Table 9"
Position/ feature" Adverbs Not N't Never
in
general

1) M position in statements yes yes yes yes
2) triggers inversion in initial position no no no yes
3) initial position is statements and yes no no yes
imperatives

4) iM position in statements yes no no yes
5) mM position in statements yes no no yes

"2 1t is again necessary to remark that as regards the column adverbs in general table 9 provides simplifying
information that applies to adverbs in general.
'3 Table 9 provides information about never, not and -n't when they function as means of clause negation.
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6) eM position in statements yes no no yes
7) E position in statements yes no no no
8) obligatory occurrence of Mod./ Aux. no yes yes no
9) position in questions -
a) left of the subject no no yes no
b) right of the subject yes yes no yes

Resulting from the above discussed facts concerning the position of never, not and -n't
it is possible to claim that never behaves more like the free morpheme not, rather than the
bound morpheme -n't. Never accords with not in 3 points stated in table 9. To sum it up,
they both most frequently occur in M position. They do not appear in post-verbal/ E
position unless they serve as means of phrasal negation. They cannot be placed left of the
subject in questions but must follow it.

Never and -n't are even more different. They share only two features, first it is the
placement in M position, and second it is the inability to stand in E position.

As was to be expected, never shares the majority of features with other adverbs. Out of
9 discussed positions, never differs from other adverbs only in 2 positions. As was pointed
out, adverbs can appear in initial position. However, never and other negative adverbs
require inversion of the subject and the first Mod./ Aux., the rest of the adverbs is just
fronted without any change of word order. The second point of difference is the placement
of adverbs in E position. Whereas the majority of adverbs can occur in E position, the
position of never in E position is unacceptable.

It is necessary to emphasize that with respect to syntactic position differences between
never and not/ -n't clearly prevail, whereas by comparison of never and other adverbs
similarities prevail, never therefore behaves as a typical adverb.
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4. Final conclusion

Following from the first chapter, in which I provided a brief description of English
adverbs, and in whose subchapters I applied my findings on the two key items of my thesis
never and not, I made a detailed comparison of these two elements in the third chapter.
Here, | am first going to make a conclusion concerning the basic distinctions between
never and not. Then I am going to mention different types of negation and the restrictions
that appear in connection with them.

4.1. Comparison of Never and Not

As regards the morphological and semantic properties of never and not, I have already
mentioned that differences prevail over similarities and it is therefore possible to say that
never and not are diverse. I should also remark that Duskova (2006: 156-160) and
Huddleston (2006: 566) differ in their classification of never, Duskova ranks it among
primary adverbs, however Huddleston considers it to be a morphologically complex word
derived from some other adverb. Huddleston's classification seems to be the right one from
the historical point of view. Concerning the outward form of the adverb never, it is
morphologically transparent composition of no + ever. Not is, from the synchronical point
of view, morphologically simple and it therefore does not allow any classification based on
morphology. However, they both are apparently negative in form and meaning.

What is interesting and important to mention is the similarity of the enclitic contracted
form -n't, functioning as a bound morpheme, and the Czech bound morpheme ne-. Never
also possesses a corresponding Czech equivalent, it is however not able to contract and can
only function as a free morpheme. In this respect never is more similar to the free
morpheme not. In this context it is necessary to mention that the Czech nikdy can be
translated into English in two ways, either as never or as a combination of the negator not
and the positive adverb ever.

With respect to the semantic properties of never and not, both never and not are
negative, they can thus both change the polarity of the clause, but never as a full-meaning
word possesses a clear-cut meaning of an adverb of zero frequency. Not is just a functional
word that is semantically empty. As a result of these properties both never and not are not
gradable and cannot be intensified by other adverbs.

The majority of overlaps can be found in the chapter 1.3 dealing with syntactic
functions of never and not. Both differences and similarities were later summed up in
chapter 3.2. I am now going to draw some general conclusions.

Adverbs in general are very versatile modifiers that are able to modify all the clause
constituents including the category of nouns. However, a single adverb does not have the
ability to modify all the clause constituents as we could see on the example of the adverb
never. Never cannot modify nouns and numerals, and concerning the indefinite pronouns
never can modify only some of them.

Not is also a very versatile modifier. As the main device of clause negation it can
negate VPs, and as the means of phrasal negation not can negate all the other clause
constituents, including nouns and numerals. Not as a modifier only negates the elements
following it. Never, on the other hand, negates them and even intensifies the negative
meaning of the clause. Thanks to its semantic meaning, never can not only intensify other
clause elements, but as a full-meaning word can also create a simple unary clause. As a
clause negator, never furthermore provides additional information about when and how
often something happened. Not, because it is semantically empty, cannot fulfil this
function.
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My comparison of syntactic distribution of never and not, when functioning as clause
negators, has shown that it is the position in a clause where the majority of differences can
be found.

Never, as well as other adverbs, is quite free with respect to its position within a
sentence. Table 9 clearly demonstrates this ability to occur in different positions in a
clause. Not, as functional element that requires the occurrence of Mod./ Aux. is restricted
to central/ M position, which is however the most frequent position of never. It is probably
this central position that led Quirk (1972: 432) to the presumption that not could be
regarded as a negative restrictive adjunct. I rather move towards Anderwald's opinion to
classify not as an independent category negator.

Nevertheless, as I have shown in chapter 1.3.3.2, out of the three categories adjuncts,
disjuncts and conjuncts, not is closest to the category of adjuncts.

In my conclusion, not cannot be classified as an adverb, because it lacks the semantic
meaning of adverbs, as a result of which nof cannot fulfil the functions which are intrinsic
to adverbs. Furthermore, not also cannot occur in positions in which adverbs can be placed.

4.2. Aspects of negation and restrictions

In the first part of chapter dealing with negation I focused on the phenomenon known
as the scope of negation. I have mentioned that scope of the negation does not have to
extend to the end of the clause and it is therefore possible to find not and never in the same
clause. Not and never can co-occur also in the case of double negation that is usually used
for emphasis or to show annoyance.

Then I showed the basic difference between morphological and clause negation.
Whereas morphological negation is formed with the help of negative prefixes, clause
negation is achieved with the help of the negative particle not or the negative quantifiers
never, nobody etc. An important thing here is to remind that clauses containing
morphological negation are in fact positive, clauses containing clause negation must, as
their name already implies, negate the whole clause.

I have also pointed out that there is an important difference in terminology, whereas
clause negation comprises all the negators ranging from negative quantifiers to negative
particle not, there is a special term used for the kind of negation that is fulfilled with the
help of the particle not, it is the so called standard negation.

Section 2.1.3 shows that both not and never fulfil the criteria necessary for clause
negation. What is more the same can be said about a group of partially negative adverbs
including hardly, seldom etc. These partially negative elements can furthermore be placed
into initial position and as well as never, they also trigger inversion, which is not true in
case of positive adverbs and the negative particle not that above all cannot be fronted.

Section 2.2 focused on the distinction between clause, phrasal, partial and local
negation. As I have already stated in the Preface I wanted to focus on how these different
types of negation function and I also tried to illustrate how never and not can fulfil the
conditions of these individual kinds of negation. As I have proved both never and not can
be used as devices of these kinds of negation, but there are sometimes problems with the
assessment of both the meaning and the type of negation used.

The next part of chapter 2 was devoted to the differences between analytic and
synthetic types of negation and also restrictions that can be applied to them. I have
confirmed Tottie's claim that analytic kind of negation prevails over synthetic one and
therefore I was able to conclude that not is preferred to never. On the basis of my BNC
research I cannot confirm her second statement that synthetic negation prefers the
occurrence of the verb be, in its existential or copulative use, or have, with its possessive
meaning. Tottie was right when she said that not, as a representative of analytic negation,
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co-occurs in the majority of cases with lexical verbs, but never, as a representative of
synthetic negation, also prefers co-occurrence with lexical verbs.

My aim was also to show what constraints arise in case of analytic and synthetic
negation, which means in case of not and never. The main restriction for the use of the
adverb never is, as I have already pointed out in 2.3.3.6, its specific meaning of zero
frequency. As regards other constraints I should mention the occurrence of another time or
frequency adverb. Once again | have proved that never cannot modify nouns, whereas not
can. Not is thanks to its empty semantic meaning more versatile than the adverb never.

Not is restricted in its use in coordinated constructions, e.g. coordinated AdvPs prefer
negative adverbs. Contrastive constructions, on the other hand, are more likely to contain
the analytic negator not.

Never in initial position can be replaced by not + ever, the same cannot be done in
case of fronted negative NPs.

To sum up I assume that in a majority of cases it is possible to replace never with not
+ ever. However, it is possible to replace not with never only in cases when the original
clause contains a suitable frequency adjunct, as for example ever. By substituting not with
never, we always deliver an additional meaning to the clause and thereby we change the
original meaning.

4.3. Summary of my conclusion

In conclusion it is necessary to emphasize that never behaves in many respects very
similarly to the negative particle not, but as my thesis proved the differences still clearly
prevail over similarities. The majority of differences appeared, as I expected, on the
syntactic level, which means in the distribution of never and not in a clause. Many
differences, especially the independence of the adverb never, were caused by the still
strong semantic meaning of never.

[ am able to claim that it comes to the semantic weakening of the adverb never only in
cases when never co-occurs with adverbials referring to a specific future time (e.g.
tomorrow, tonight), whereby I confirm Quirk's (1972: 456) statement that was cited on
page 23. However, it is necessary to point out that never in this environment does not lose
its intensifying function and therefore it does not behave exactly as the negative particle
not.
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5. Shrnuti

5.1. Uvod

Hlavnim tématem moji diplomové prace bylo srovnani adverbia never a negativni
Castice not. Oba tyto zapory slouzi jako prostfedky vétné negace. VEtna negace je v
anglictin¢€ obvykle tvofena pomoci negativnich ¢astic no a not nebo negativnich
kvantifikatort nobody, no one, nothing, never, nowhere, neither a none. Ve své praci se
hodlam zaméfit na dva jiz zminéné elementy, never a not, ale nékdy se budu také zabyvat
jinymi prostiedky negace, abych byla schopnd vytvofit co mozna nejpodrobnéjsi obrazek
téchto dvou vybranych zaporek. Budu se soustiedit na jejich roli pfi vytvaieni zaporu a
budu srovnavat negativni charakter ¢astice not s Casovym a intenzifikujicim charakterem
ptislovce never.

Tato diplomova prace poskytuje diikladnou teoretickou analyzu toho, co je adverbium
a co je negativni ¢astice not. V prvni ¢asti mé prace hodlam zminit obecna kritéria platna
pro anglicka piislovce a poté chci aplikovat tato kritéria na dva vybrané elementy, a to na
never a not, na zakladé toho budu schopna posoudit, zda jejich vlastnosti odpovidaji
obecnym vlastnostem adverbii nebo ne. Coz tedy znamena, ze jak never tak i not budou
detailné popsany a navic je uvedu v prikladech, které objasni jak funguji, a srovnam je také
s jinymi (napf. ¢astecné zdpornymi) adverbii. Déle popisu rozdily a podobnosti v uziti a
funkci never a not.

Tato préace se opira o zakladni ptirucky zabyvajici se anglickou gramatikou.
Srovnavany jsou pohledy jednotlivych autorti na gramatické jevy a zvlastni pozornost je
vénovana také odliSnostem v jejich nazorech. Ac¢koli v tomto ohledu neo¢ekavam mnoho
rozportl.

Dal$im zdrojem lingvistickych dat je Britsky narodni korpus, dale jen BNC. Budu
srovnavat pravidla a definice uvedend v gramatickych ptiruc¢kach s ptiklady nalezenymi
programem SARA v BNC. Na zaklad¢ tohoto srovnani popiSu nalezené vyjimky.

V nékterych ¢astech mé diplomové prace, predev§im tam, kde to bylo vhodné pro
pfedvedeni ur€itych gramatickych vlastnosti, jsem se rozhodla vlozit také srovnani ceského
a anglického jazyka.

Moje diplomova prace sleduje nasledujici cile:

o poskytnout zdkladni popis anglickych piislovci

aplikovat zji$téna fakta o adverbiich na dva klicové elementy never a not

o najit rozdilné nazory u jednotlivych lingvistd, jejichz gramatické piirucky byly
konzultovany, pokud tedy néjaké konfliktni ndzory existuji

o poskytnout diikladny ptehled o rozlicnych druzich negace, a ukézat, kdy jsou
vyuzivany, a ktera kritéria nebo omezeni se vztahuji na dany typ negace

o na zékladé¢ srovnani pravidel a definici z gramatickych ptirucek a ptikladti z BNC najit
vyjimky, ve kterych pravé dané pravidla byla porusena, a zjistit, jestli maji tyto
ptipady néco spole¢ného, a pokud je to mozné, také vyvodit n&jakd obecna pravidla,
ktera by tyto vyjimky vysvétlila.

(@]

Tato diplomova prace je rozdélena do tii hlavnich ¢asti. Prvni je ponc¢kud teoreticka a
obsahuje informace o pfislovcich. Kazda z kapitol je dale podrozdé€lena a zabyva se
nekterymi specifickymi aspekty adverbii. Nékteré podkapitoly se zase zamétuji na jiz
zminéna pravidla a definice v aplikaci na dva diskutované elementy never a not.
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Druha ¢ast moji prace se zaméfuje na anglickou negaci. Nebudu se zabyvat jen
jazykovymi prostfedky, které mohou byt pouzity pfi tvofeni zaporu, ale hodlam také
popsat rizné druhy negace a zminit, jaké potize se mohou objevit pfi jejich rozliSovani.
Velky prostor je vénovan rozliSeni analytické a syntetické negace a omezenim, kterd musi
byt brana v potaz, pokud se rozhodneme zaporné véty pretvaret. Tato problematika bude
op¢t uvedena do souvislosti s hlavnimi pfedméty mé prace never a not.

Ve treti a zaveérené ¢asti mé prace budu srovnavat never a not z hlediska jejich
morfologickych, sémantickych a syntaktickych vlastnosti. VSechna ma tvrzeni a domnénky
se opiraji o data vyhledand programem SARA v BNC. Zvlastni pozornost je vénovana
vyjimkam, které maji slouZit jako diikaz toho, ze v n¢kterych kontextech se never zac¢ina
chovat spiSe jako Castice not.

Zakladni hypotézou v této praci bylo, Ze dochdzi k sémantickému oslabovani adverbia
never. Data z BNC by tedy mély bud’ potvrdit nebo vyvratit tuhle domnénku nebo aspon
ukézat ve kterych konstrukcich a kontextech se never chova spise jako negativni ¢astice
not. Bylo by také vhodné prokazat, zda-li tomu neni naopak, tedy jestli se funk¢éni Castice
not nechova spise jako adverbium, ale to je teoreticky velmi nepravdépodobné. Pro tyto
ucely tedy bylo nutné vytvoftit teoreticky zaklad, ktery by poslouzil jako vychozi bod pro
nasledné srovnani piikladti v BNC.

5.2. Vlastnosti Never a Not s ohledem na jazykové vlastnosti adverbii

V prvni ¢asti této diplomové prace doslo k aplikaci obecnych vlastnosti adverbii na
zaporné adverbium never a ¢astici not. Zjistila jsem, Ze se autofi rozchézi v zatazeni slova
never do jednotlivych morfologickych kategorii. Zatimco Duskova (2006: 156-160) fadi
never mezi tzv. primarni adverbia, Huddleston (2006: 566) never fadi mezi morfologicky
komplexni ptislovce, kterd jasné vykazuji jejich odvozenost od jinych adverbii.
Huddlestonovo zatazeni mtiZze byt podpoieno pohledem na historicky vyvoj ptislovce
never. Co se tyce Castice not, jakakoli klasifikace se ukazala byt se synchronického
hlediska nemoznd. Jako nésledek sémantického vyznamu never a not, ob¢ tato slova
nemohou byt stupfiovana ani intenzifikovana.

Ze sémantického hlediska je never oznacovano jako ¢asové prislovce oznacujici
nulovou frekvenci a v ¢estiné mu jako protéjSek odpovida piislovce nikdy. Naopak pokud
bychom chtéli prelozit ceské adverbium nikdy, miizeme to udélat dvéma zplsoby, je
mozné zvolit prave slovo never, ¢imz bude pteklad presnéjsi, a nebo je mozné vyjadiit
zapor na slovesu uZzitim -n't a pokracovat adverbiem ever, které, jelikoz bude v dosahu
negace, bude mit zdporny vyznam. Pravé diky svému specifickému vyznamu lze never
oznacit jako plnovyznamové slovo, které je nezavislé na ostatnich vétnych ¢lenech a miize
tudiz tvoftit jediny obsah jednoduché véty.

O vyznamu slova not lze fici jediné, je zaporné a je tedy stejné€ jako adverbium never
schopné ménit polaritu véty. Not fadime k funkénim sloviim, a jak se zminuji pozdéji, not
neni nezavislym elementem a vyZzaduje vyskyt modalniho nebo pomocného slovesa, neni
tedy schopné samostatné tvotit vétu. V kapitole 1.2.3 zabyvajici se vyznamem slova not
jsem také uvedla, ze si Quirk (1972: 432) pohrava s myslenkou, ze by se not dalo zaradit
mezi restriktivni zaporna ptislovecnd urceni. Anderwald (2002: 17-18) tuto domnénku
zdivodiuje tim, Ze se not charakteristicky vyskytuje pravé v centralni pozici, ktera je
typickd pro mnoha adverbia, ale nakonec toto téma uzavira tim, Ze not je tak odlisné od
jakéhokoli slovniho druhu, Ze by pro n¢j navrhoval vlastni kategorii a to negator.

V dalsi, ale pon¢kud obsahlejsi kapitole, jsem se vénovala vétnym funkcim never a
not. Zakladni vétnou funkci adverbia never je rozvijet sloveso a tim dodédvat informace o
tom, kdy a jak Casto se néco d¢je, never tudiz slouzi jako modifikator slovesa. Never mize
byt dale oznaceno jako modifikator adjektivnich, adverbidlnich a ptedlozkovych frazi, ale
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také neurcitych slovesnych forem. Never modifikuje jednotlivé soucasti véty prave tim, ze
zintenziviuje jejich vyznam, never tudiz mize byt dale oznaceno jako intenzifikator.
Velmi diilezitou poznamku uvadi Quirk (1972: 456), kdyz tvrdi, Ze never ve spojeni s
jinym adverbidlnim uréenim odkazujicim na urcity ¢as v budoucnosti ztraci sviij casovy
vyznam a ptiblizuje se tedy znaénym zpisobem castici not. Co ale musi byt zdliraznéno,
je, Ze never neztraci svoje intenzifika¢ni schopnosti a tudiZ neni synonymni ke slovu not,
protoze vyjadiuje mluvEiho nastvani, pfipadné mrzutost.

Not, stejné jako never, patii ke sloviim, ktera jsou zaclenéna do vétné struktury a
nemohou byt tedy vy¢lenény a oddéleny od zbytku véty ¢arkou nebo intonaci. Not nelze
oznacit jako ptislovecné urceni, ackoli rozviji sloveso. Dale se da fici, Ze je not obligatorni
soucasti véty, protoze bez néj by véta znamenala pravy opak. V ptipad¢ vétné negace not
vzdy vyzaduje pfitomnost modéalniho nebo pomocného slovesa, v ptipadé frazové negace
pak jen stoji pted tim ¢lenem véty, ktery neguje. Not, jako prostiedek frazové negace,
muze negovat podstatna jména, jmenné, adjektivni, adverbialni a pfedlozkové vazby, ale
také determinanty, ¢islovky a miry. Na rozdil od pfislovci ale nemuze slouzit jako doplnék
predlozky. Not ale naopak muze fungovat jako zastupna forma, kterd nahrazuje bud’
prisudek nebo dokonce 1 podmét s piisudkem. Not je také charakteristickym prvkem v
odporovacich konstrukcich.

Dtlezitou ¢asti mé prace je kapitola 1.4, kterd se zabyva pozici adverbii a také never a
not ve véte. Never jako ¢asové adverbium vyjadiujici nulovou frekvenci se nejcasté;ji
vyskytuje, stejné jako not v pozici mezi prvnim modalnim nebo pomocnym slovesem a
zbytkem slovesné fraze. Na rozdil od not ale mize byt pro ucely zdiiraznéni postaveno
pted mod. nebo pomoc. sloveso. Never a ostatni zaporna piislovce mohou byt postavy na
zacatek véty, v takovych ptipadech pak dochazi k prevraceni poradku slov ve véte, takze
never je nasledovano pomocnym slovesem a pak podmétem. Neobraceny slovni poradek se
velmi zfidka objevuje v mluvené anglictin€. Na zacatku véty se never objevuje také v
rozkazovacich vétach.

V ptipadé prisudku skladajiciho se z dvou a vice pomocnych sloves mohou byt
adverbia jako naptiklad never umisténa i na jind mista uvniti slovesné fraze, ne jenom
mezi 1. mod. nebo pomoc. slovesem. Never se naopak nevyskytuje v post-verbalni pozici.

Co se tyCe zaporné Castice not fungujici jako vétny zapor, jedinou piijatelnou pozici je
pozice mezi obligatornim mod. nebo pomoc. slovesem a zbytkem ptisudku. Zajimava je
pozice not v otazce. Diky tomu, Ze not mize byt redukovano na ptiklonku -n, rozliSujeme
dvé jeho riizné pozice v otdzce. Nestazeny tvar se objevuje v pozici za podmétem, stazeny
tvar -n't, ktery je ptfipojeny na mod. nebo pomoc. sloveso, se nachazi pred podmétem. Not
se na zacatku véty objevuje pouze ve funkci pre-determinantu, v takovy ptipadech jde ale o
frazovou negaci. Dale je nutné zminit, Ze not jako vétny zapor je obvykle neptizvucné,
zatimco ve funkci modifikatoru je ptizvucné.

5.3. RozliSeni anglického zaporu

V prvni ¢asti kapitoly vénované anglické negaci, jsem se vénovala fenoménu
znamému jako dosah negace 2.1.1. Vysvétlila jsem, Ze na rozdil od €estiny je v anglickém
jazyce mozny ve vété jen jeden zapor. Zaporny vétny ¢len svym vyznamem ovlivituje
vSechny nasledujici soucasti véty a ty se tedy vyskytuji v dosahu negace, proto je nutné
vpravo od zaporu uzivat jen kladné vyrazy. Vyskytuji se ale ptipady, kdy zapor nedosahuje
konce véty a v takovém piipad¢ klidné¢ mize nasledovat zéporny vétny ¢len. Dosah negace
pozname podle intonace mluvciho nebo podle vybéru slov. V kladnych vétach se typicky
vyskytuji sloZzeniny se some-, v otazkéach a zdporny vétach negovanych naptiklad ¢astici
not pak slozeniny s any-.
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V prikladech ¢asto uvadim také ¢eské ekvivalenty, abych demonstrovala, kde dosah
negace konci, a jak se vyznam véty maze liSit zménénim polarity jediného slova. Déle se
zminuji o jevu znamem jako dvojitd nebo mnohonasobna negace, ktery je typicky pro
nestandardni angli¢tinu. Je nutné zdUraznit, Ze ptipady obsahujici mnohonasobnou negaci
je tieba odliSovat od vét, kde je dosah negace omezen a je tedy mozné uzit vice zaport. Na
konci této podkapitoly jsem se pak zabyvala podminkami pro rozsifeni dosahu negace.
Negace miiZze dosahnout na nasledujici hlavni vétu, pokud je spojime soufadnymi spojkami
and nebo or a pokud se podmét a pomocné sloveso nebo cely ptisudek shoduji s
nasledujici vétou. Dosah negace se ale mize rozsifit i na nasledujici vedlejsi vétu, coz
pozname podle uziti slozenin s any- nebo jinych slov typickych pro vyskyt zédporu.

Nasledujici podkapitola se zabyva rozliSenim morfologické a vétné negace.
Morfologicka negace je vytvarena zapornymi pfedponami jako je napft. im- (impolite),
vétny zéapor muze byt vytvoren bud’ zdpornou ¢astici not, nebo zdpornymi zdjmeny a
ptislovci. Na rozdil od zaporu vétného, morfologicka negace neni schopna negovat celou
vétu, véta je tedy chdpana jako kladna, coz mize byt dokazano napt. ptipojenim dovétku k
dané vété. Dovétek pripojeny k véteé obsahujici morfologickou negaci je zaporny, protozZe
je ptedchozi véta kladna. Polaritu véty si lze ovéfit 1 jinymi testy.

V dalsi podkapitole se vénuji kritériim, kterd ndm mohou pomoci urcit, zda-li je véta
kladna nebo zaporna. V této souvislosti uvadim také ¢astecné zapornd adverbia, kterym je
napt. hardly a aplikuji zminéna kritéria pro srovnani jak na kladna a zdporna, tak i na
castecné zaporna adverbia. Protoze jsem dosla k zavéru, Ze zdporna a castecné zaporna
prislovce jsou si velmi podobnd, srovnala jsem taky jejich pozici na zac¢atku véty. Na rozdil
od kladnych pfislovci, astecné zdporna adverbia, stejné tak jako adverbia zcela zaporna,
vyzaduji inverzi podmétu a prvniho pomocného nebo modalniho slovesa. Na zavér jsem se
vénovala srovnani vyznamu slov znacicich zapornou polaritu véty jako je napt. any v
kladnych a zapornych vétach, ale také v otdzkach. Pro objasnéni byly rovnéz uvedeny
ceské ekvivalenty.

Kapitola 2.2 se pak zabyva rozliSenim ¢astecné, frazové, lokalni a vétné negace. Jak
pii ¢astecné, tak i pfi frazové negaci stoji zapor pred jinym vétnym ¢lenem nez je predikat,
pii Castecné negaci ale zlistdva zbytek véty kladny, zatimco pii frazové negaci je zbytek
véty zasazen zaporem. Coz znamena, Ze po veté obsahujici ¢aste¢nou negaci je nutné uzit
zaporny dovétek, zatimco po vété s frazovym zaporem dovétek kladny. Castedna negace se
tedy kryje s Quirkovym (1972: 381-382) pojmem lokalni negace. Vétna negace byla
popsana uz v kapitole 2.1.2.

V kapitole 2.3 jsem se zabyvala typologicky rozlisSenim anglického zaporu. Never bylo
oznaceno jako typicky zastupce zaporu syntetického, protoze splituje kromé své zaporné
funkce také funkci adverbialni, coz znamena, ze svym vyznamem rozviji sloveso. Not je na
druhou stranu zastupce zaporu analytického, protoZe mé jen jednu jedinou funkci. Moje
patrani dale ukézalo, ze analyticky zptsob negace je upfednostiiovan oproti syntetickému
zpisobu negace, a z toho jsem vydedukovala, Ze je not uptednostiiovano nad never.
Hlavnim omezenim pro uZiti piislovce never jako zaporu, byl prave jeho specificky
vyznam oznacujici nulovou frekvenci.

Jednou z domnének také bylo, Ze synteticky zptisob negace dava prednost vyskytu
slovesa be v jeho existencialnim nebo sponovém uziti, nebo have ve svém vyznamu
vlastnit. Naopak analyticky zplisob zaporu tvofeny pomoci not se mél vyskytovat v
predikatu spolu s plnovyznamovymi slovesy. V piipadé€ not jsem byla schopna tuto
domnénku potvrdit, ovSem v pripade never se ukazalo, ze také preferuje vyskyt
plnovyznamovych sloves.

V dalsi podkapitole jsem se zabyvala kritérii omezujicimi pouziti bud’ analytického
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adverbia never byl vyskyt jiného ¢asového prislovee v téze véte, ale 1 zde je mozné najit
vyjimky. Never se napt. mize objevovat v doprovodu ¢asovych adverbii odkazujicich do
budoucnosti jako je napft. tonight. V takovém ptipad¢ vyznam piislovce fonight vyrusi
vyznam adverbia never. Never tudiz splituje tu samou funkci jako Castice not ale navic
stale funguje jako intenzifikace a podava tudiz informace o postoji a rozpolozeni mluv¢iho.

Pokud jde o ¢astici not, analyticka negace se nepouZziva u soufadné spojenych
jmennych frazi, v takovych ptipadech se preferuje uZiti determinantu no.

Jak never, tak 1 not se vyskytuji v pevnych vazbach, ackoli tyto kolokace miiZzou byt
vidény jako uptfednostiiované kombinace slov, je tu stale prostor pro pfipadné zmény. U
idiomil je situace odli$nd, protoze jsou idiomy pevné ustalené fraze nebo dokonce celé
vety, jejich tvar nelze podrobit bud’ zddnym nebo jen zcela malym zménam.

Prozkoumani vét nalezenych v BNC také potvrdilo, Ze analytickd negace je
uptfednostinovana v odporovacich konstrukcich. Ukézalo se, Ze jedna tfetina nahodné
vybranych odporovacich konstrukci obsahovala syntetickou negaci. Never bylo uZito jako
kontrastni prvek v 5 vétach, coz znamena, ze je v odporovacich vétach jesté méné Casté
nez no, které bylo uzito v 8 ptipadech.

Déle je nutné zminit, Ze never v pozici na pocatku véty neni obligatorni a synteticka
negace muze byt v tomto piipad€ jednoduse zménéna na vétu obsahujici analyticky typ
negace pomoci zaporu not. Na druhou stranu no, coz je dalsi prostfedek syntetické negace,
nemuze byt nahrazeno Castici not v piipadech, kdy no slouzi jako pre-modifikator jmenné
fraze posunuté na zacatek véty.

Véty z BNC také dokazuji, ze never, jako prostiedek syntetického negace, neni
schopné modifikovat podstatnd jména, nebot’ jsem nenasla ani jeden takovy ptipad. Z toho
1ze také odvodit, ze never neni schopno modifikovat jmenné fraze s ptivlastkem
neshodnym, ale naopak mtize modifikovat podstatna jména modifikovéana piivlastkem
shodnym. Uvnitt takovéto jmenné fraze obsahujici ptivlastek shodny, never modifikuje
nékteré z pridavnych jmen nebo adverbii, ktera privlastek shodny spoluvytvari.

Abych to shrnula, ve vétsin¢ pripadiit mize byt never jednoduse nahrazeno ¢astici not a
adverbiem ever bez jakékoli zmény vyznamu. Naopak never sebou vzdy piinasi vyznam
nulové frekvence a mlize tudiz slouZit jen jako nahrada vét obsahujicich not + ever, jinak
se méni vyznam véty.

Never je tedy ve svém uziti znacn€ omezeno praveé svym specifickym vyznamem,
zatimco not, které je vyznamove prazdné, je mnohem vSestrannéjsi, a je tudiz pouzivano
Castéji nez synteticky druh negace.

5.4. Srovnani Never a Not

Ve treti kapitole jsem srovnavala never a not z hlediska morfologického, sémantického
a hlavné syntaktického.

Na zékladé srovnani morfologickych vlastnosti never a not jsem dosla k zavéru, ze
jsou si tato slova pomérné podobnd. Ani never, ani not neni nositelem piipony, kterd by
byla typicka pro néktery slovni druh. Naopak ob¢ slova jsou oc¢ividné jiz pti shlédnuti
jejich vnéjsi podoby zaporna. Z historického hlediska jde v obou piipadech o sloZeniny.
Ovsem z hlediska synchronického lze fici, Ze je not morfologicky jednoduché a
neumoznuje tedy klasifikaci zalozenou na morfologii. Slovo never je naopak morfologicky
pomérné prithledné a jeho vnéjsi forma naznacuje, ze bylo odvozeno od jiného adverbia, a
to od kladného ever-.

Co se tyCe srovnani s ¢estinou, je mozné fici, ze adverbiu never odpovida adverbium
nikdy. Not, jako volny morfém, nema Zadny Cesky ekvivalent, zatimco ptiklonka -n't se
podoba ceské predponé ne-, ktera se také vaze na slovesa.
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Rozdily se ovSem objevuji pfi srovnani sémantickém. Not krom¢ svého zaporného
vyznamu neni nositelem zadné jin¢ sémantické informace. Never je Casové adverbium
oznacujici nulovou frekvenci.

Dale jsem se zaméfila na srovnani syntaktickych funkci never a not. Pravé v této ¢asti
jsem nasla nejvice shod. Never a not se primarné vazi na sloveso a jsou tedy prostredky
vétné negace. Dale se mohou vazat i na jiné ¢asti vety a pak slouzi jako prostredky frazové
negace. Never, na rozdil od not, nemuze, jak jiz bylo feceno, modifikovat podstatnd jména
a ¢islovky. Not zase nemuze slouZit jako intenzifikace a nemiiZe stat samostatné a tvofit
vetu, coz samoziejme vyplyva z jeho nedostatku sémantickych vlastnosti.

V kapitole 3.3 jsem pak srovnavala jednotlivé pozice never a not, pokud slouzi jako
prostiedky vétné negace. Prave v této oblasti se dalo ocekavat nejvice rozdili. Ukazalo se,
ze not jako funk¢ni element je znacné omezené s ohledem na svou pozici. V oznamovaci
veté mize not stat pouze mezi prvnim mod./ pomoc. slovesem a zbytkem verbalni fraze,
coz je také pozice typicka pro never, ale to se na rozdil od not mize postavit i na zacatek
vety nebo hned za podmét. V otazce je mozné not umistit vpravo od podmétu. Piiklonka -
n't ovSem musi stat vlevo od podmétu, protoze se vaze na mod./ pomoc. sloveso.

Pokud not nebo never slouzi jako prostiedky frazové negace, pak stoji vzdy pred tim
¢lenem véty, ktery neguji.

5.5. Zavér vyplyvajici ze srovnani Never a Not

Po diikladném srovnani adverbia never a €astice not lze tici, Ze rozdily pfevazuji na
podobnostmi. Ackoli jsem nasla spoustu morfologickych podobnosti, vynofily se zna¢né
sémantické rozdily. A je to pravé vyznam adverbia never, ktery stoji za mnoha dal§imi
zminénymi rozdily.

Meéla bych poznamenat, ze se Duskova (2006: 156-160) a Huddleston (2006: 566)
odlisuji ve své morfologické klasifikaci adverbia never. DuSkova jej fadi mezi primarni
ptislovce. Huddleston jej ovSem povazuje za morfologicky slozené adverbium, které bylo
odvozené od néjakého jiného kladného adverbia. Huddlestonova klasifikace se zda byt
spravna z historického pohledu. Co se tyce vné€jsi formy adverbia never, jde o
morfologicky prihlednou sloZeninu z no + ever. Not je ze synchronického hlediska
morfologicky jednoduché a neumoZiiuje tudiz klasifikaci zaloZenou na morfologii. Jak not,
tak 1 never jsou z hlediska vné&jsi formy zaporné.

Je dalezité zminit se o podobnosti stazeného tvaru Castice not, -n't, ktery funguje jako
vazany morfém, a Ceské zadporné piredpony ne-. Never ma samoziejme také sviyj
odpovidajici ¢esky ekvivalent, a to piislovce nikdy, ale neni schopno vytvofit stazeny tvar
a muze fungovat pouze jako volny morfém. V tomto ohledu je never spiSe podobné
volnému morfému not. Je nutné také zminit, ze ¢eské nikdy mize byt do anglictiny
pielozeno dvéma zptlisoby, bud’ jako never nebo jako kombinace zaporné Castice not a
kladného adverbia ever-.

Ze sémantického hlediska je jak never tak i not jasné zaporné, obé¢ tato slova méni
polaritu véty, ale never jako plnovyznamové slovo ma jasné vymezeny vyznam vyjadiujici
nulovou frekvenci. Not je pouze funk¢ni element a je sémanticky prazdné. Ze
sémantickych vlastnosti never a not jasné vyplyva, ze nejsou stupniovatelné a nemiizou byt
intenzifikovany jinymi pfislovci.

Poté, co jsem popsala syntaktické funkce never a not v kapitole 1.3, bylo mozné
shrnout podobnosti a rozdily v ptipad¢ téchto funkci v kapitole 3.2. Pislovce jsou
vSeobecné velmi univerzalni modifikatory, které jsou schopny modifikovat vSechny casti
véty veetné podstatnych jmen. Ackoli jedno jediné piislovce, jako je napt. never, nema
vSechny tyto schopnosti, a nemiize naptiklad modifikovat podstatnd jména a ¢islovky a v
ptipadé neurcitych zdjmen miize modifikovat pouze nékteré z nich.
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Not je ovsem také velmi univerzalni modifikator. Jako hlavni prostiedek vétné negace
muze negovat ptisudek a jako néstroj frdzové negace mlize not negovat vSechny ostatni
vétné Cleny véetn€ podstatného jména a Cislovek. Never nejenze neguje vétny Clen stojici
za nim, ale zdroven ho 1 intenzifikuje. Never dale diky svému sémantickému vyznamu
muze jako plnovyznamové slovo vytvofit jednoduchou jednoc¢lennou vétu. Jako prostiedek
vétné negace never dale poskytuje informace o tom, kdy a jak Casto se néco déje. Not,
protoZe je sémanticky prazdné tuto funkci splinovat nemize.

Jak se potvrdilo, nejvétsi mnozstvi rozdillh mezi never a not, pokud slouzi jako
prostiedky vétné negace, se naslo v umisténi ve véte. Never, stejné tak jako ostatni
pfislovce, ma pomérné volné umisténi ve vété. Tabulka 9 jasné ukédzala schopnost never
vyskytovat se v riiznych pozicich ve vété. Not, jako funkéni element vyZaduje doprovod
mod. nebo pomoc. slovesa a je omezeno na centralni pozici, kteréd je ovSem také
nejbéznéjsi pozici pro adverbium never. Je to pravdépodobné pozice ¢astice not, ktera
vedla Quirka (1972: 432) k domnénce, Ze not by mohlo byt povazovano za negativni
restriktivni ptislovené ur€eni. J& se rad¢ji priklonim k ndzoru Anderwaldové, ktera se
rozhodla pro not vytvofit zvlastni kategorii a to zapor.

Jak se ukazalo v kapitole 1.3.3.2, ze tii kategorii adjuncts, disjuncts a conjuncts, not je
nejblize kategorii adjuncts - tedy ptislovecnému urceni.

Na zaklad€ srovnani never a not jsem dosla k zavéru, ze not nemtze byt klasifikovano
jako prislovce, protoze mu chybi specificky vyznam, v dasledku toho pak nemtize splnovat
funkce, které jsou vlastni prisloveim. Navic se not nemtize vyskytovat v pozicich, ve
kterych se normaln¢ objevuji adverbia.

5.6. Zavéry vyplyvajici z kapitoly 2

V ¢asti vénované dosahu negace jsem uvedla, ze never a not se nemohou vyskytovat
ve stejné vete, protoze je v anglictiné mozny jen jeden zdpor. Je ovSem nutné zdlraznit, ze
v nestandardni angli¢tin€ se mize vyskytovat takzvany dvojity zapor a spolu-vyskyt never
a not je tedy mozny. Dvojity zapor se vétSinou uziva pro zdiraznéni nebo k vyjadieni
podrazdéni.

V dalsi casti doslo ke srovnani morfologické a vétné negace. Zde je dulezité
pfipomenout, Ze véta obsahujici morfologickou negaci je ve skutecnosti kladna. Naopak
véty obsahujici vétnou negaci musi, jak naznacuje jiz samotny nazev, negovat celou vétu.
Takeé jsem zdiiraznila, Ze je tu rozdil v terminologii; zatimco vétna negace zahrnuje
vSechny zapory pocinajic zapornou ¢astici not a konce zapornymi kvantifikatory, existuje
specialni termin pouzivany pouze pro not a to tzv. standardni zapor.

V kapitole 2.1.3 jsem ukézala, Ze jak not tak i never spliuji kritéria pro vétnou negaci.
Navic jsem dokézala, Ze to samé Ize fici o skupin¢ ¢asteéné zapornych ptislovci, jako je
hardly, seldom atd. Tato Castecn¢ zaporna ptislovce mohou byt rovnéz umisténa do
pocatecni pozice stejné jako never, a také vyzaduji inverzi podmétu a prvniho pomocného
slovesa, coz nelze fici o kladnych adverbiich a zdporné Castici not, ktera v této pozici ani
stat nemtize.

V dalsi kapitole 2.2, kde jsem se zamétila na rozdily mezi vétnou, frdzovou, ¢asteCnou
a mistni negaci, kde jsem chtéla objasnit, jestli never a not spliuji podminky pro tyto
jednotlivé druhy zaporu. Ovétila jsem, Ze jak never tak i not mohou slouzit jako prostredky
téchto riznych druhii zaporu, ale ukazalo se, ze nékdy vyvstavaji problémy s ur¢enim jak
vyznamu, tak i typu pouzitého zaporu.

Dalsi cast kapitoly 2 byla vénovéana rozdilim mezi analytickou a syntetickou negaci a
omezenim, kterd se na né¢ mohou vztahovat. V této kapitole jsem potvrdila tvrzeni
Tottiové, ze analyticky druh negace pievazuje nad syntetickym a tudiz jsem byla schopna
vyvodit zavér, Ze not je upfednostiiovano nad never. Na zéklad€ prizkumu BNC jsem ale
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nemohla potvrdit jeji druhé tvrzeni a to, Ze synteticka negace preferuje vyskyt slovesa be,
ve svém existencidlnim a sponovém uziti, nebo popt. sloveso have ve vyznamu vlastnit.
Tottie mé¢la pravdu, kdyz uvedla, Ze not se jako prostfedek analytické negace vyskytuje
vétSinou s plnovyznamovymi slovesy, ale ja jsem dokazala, ze never, 1 kdyz je zastupcem
syntetické negace, také uptednostiiuje plnovyznamova slovesa.

Mym cilem také bylo ukézat, jakym zplsobem je omezeno uZiti analytického a
syntetického zaporu, coz znamena not a never. Hlavnim omezenim pro uZiti never byl
prave jeho specificky vyznam oznacujici nulovou frekvenci. Pokud jde o ostatni omezeni,
méla bych zminit vyskyt dalSich casovych adverbii oznacujicich frekvenci ve stejné véte,
které zamezuji uziti never. Opét se ukézalo, Ze never neni schopno modifikovat podstatna
jména, zatimco not mize. Not, diky své s€émantické prazdnosti, je mnohem univerzalng;si
nez piislovce never.

Not je omezeno ve svém uziti ve slu€ovacich konstrukcich, napt. koordinovana
pfislovecna ur€eni upiednostiiuji zaporna adverbia. U odporovacich konstrukei je zase
pravdépodobné;jsi vyskyt zaporu not.

Dale jsem ukézala, Ze never v pocatecni pozici miiZze byt nahrazeno not + ever, ale to
samé nelze udé€lat v ptipad¢ jmennych frazich stojicich na zacatku véty a negovanych rno.

Abych to shrnula, domnivam se, Ze ve vétSing piipadi je mozné nahradit never
pomoci not + ever. Nahradit not pomoci never jde ovSem jen v ptipadech, kdy piivodni
véta obsahuje vhodné piislovecné urceni oznacujici frekvenci jako je napft. ever.
Nahrazenim not pomoci never vzdy dodame vét€ vyznam navic a tim zménime pivodni
vyznam veéty.

5.7. Shrnuti zavéru

Zaveérem je nutné zdlraznit, ze se never chova v mnoha ohledech velmi podobné¢ jako
negativni ¢éstice not, ale jak ukézala moje diplomova prace, rozdily stale jasné prevazuji
nad podobnostmi. VétSina rozdill se objevila, jak jsem ocekévala, na syntaktické Grovni,
tim je minéno umisténi never a not ve véte. Mnoho rozdill, predevsim tedy samostatnost
piislovce never, bylo zplisobeno stéle silnym sémantickym vyznamem adverbia never.

Odvazuji se tvrdit, Ze k sémantickému oslabovani adverbia never dochédzi zatim jenom
v ptipadech, kdy se never vyskytuje v doprovodu piislovecnych uréeni odkazujicich do
budoucnosti (napi. tomorrow, tonight), ¢imz tedy potvrdim Quirkovo (1972: 456) tvrzeni
citované na str. 23. Je ovSem dllezité zminit, Ze never v takovémto prostiedi neztraci svou
intenzifika¢ni funkci a tudiz se nechova tplné stejné jako Castice not.
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