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Abstract

The phenomenon of negation is part of perception and a universal property of all
human languages. The focus of this study lies on morphological, syntactic and lexical
negation, with the main goal to determine how they are perceived in terms of the
degree of negativity by English language and literature students (N=91). The main
administered instrument was the Polarity scale, comprising utterances with the three
broad types of negation. The obtained results were analysed via IBM SPSS 21.
Overall, the sample evaluated the affixal-syntactic negation pairs fairly equally, as
negative or mildly negative. On the aggregate scores, though, the affixal negation
(Neg. pref. + Adj) was evaluated more negatively than the syntactic one (not + Adj).
The participants evaluated the absolute negative never more positively than its
semantics implies (as negative only), and semi-negatives, and negated frequency and
quantity adverbs were rated quite evenly. In future studies, we propose the use of
utterances with inanimate subjects in addition, as well as replication in different
cultural settings to check whether there are culturally induced differences or else
cognitive similarity.

Key words: affixal negation, EFL English language and literature students, lexical
negation, negation degrees, syntactic negation.

* Corresponding author: Jelena Grubor, State University of Novi Pazar,

Department of Philology — English Language and Literature, Novi Pazar, Serbia,
bram.english@yahoo.co.uk

@ The empirical data presented in this paper have been taken from the MA database,
“Negative Forms in the English Language” by Jasmin Halitovi¢, defended viva voce
on 30 October 2021 in front of the Board of Examiners comprising: Vesna Polovina,
PhD, Professor (Head), Admir Goréevi¢, PhD, Ass. Prof. (Member), Jelena Grubor
Hini¢, PhD, Ass. Prof. (Supervisor);

© 2023 by University of Nis, Serbia | Creative Commons License: CC BY-NC-ND


mailto:bram.english@yahoo.co.uk

842 J. Grubor, J. Halitovi¢

CTEIIEH HETATUBHOCTHU MOP®OJIOUIKE,
CUHTAKCHUYKE U JIEKCUYKE HET'AIIMJE Y
EHI'JIECKOM KPO3 ITIPU3MY CTYAEHATA
EHI'JIECKOTI' JESUKA U KIbUKEBHOCTH

Arncrpakr

®deHOMEH Herauyje je Aeo MepLenurje ¥ YHUBEP3aIHO CBOjCTBO CBHUX JbYACKUX
jesuka. Pokyc ucTpakuBama yinHE Mopdosonka (Her. nped. + Opua), CHHTAaKCHYKa
(mer. maprt. + npu) U JIEeKCHYKa Heranuja (pedd ca HEraTUBHUM 3HAUCH-CM), Ca IJIaB-
HHUM IIUJBEM JIa C€ YTBPIH KaKO UX, Y OJHOCY Ha CTENEeH HEraTHBHOCTH, OTaXajy CTy-
JeHTH cTyaujckor nporpama Enriecku jesuk u kwwkeBHocT (N=91). I'maBHu ncrtpa-
JKMBAYKU MHCTpyMeHT je Ckaia moyiapureTa, Koja caapiKy HCKase ca TpH IMOMEHyTa
ommTa THIa Herauuje. JJoOMjeHH pe3yiTaTd Cy aHAJM3HUPaHH y CTATHCTHYKOM IPO-
rpamy IBM SPSS 21. Yommreno roopehu, y3opak je 1ocTa yjeHAYEHO OICHUO Ta-
poBe Koje cy uMHWIC apUKCHA M CHHTAKCHYKa Herandja, ¥ TO Kao HETaTUBHE WIIH
yMepeHo HeratuBHe. MelhyTHM, Kazia Cy y NHTaby ONIITH CKOPOBHU IO KaTeropujama,
aUKCHA HETalyja je HeraTUBHHjE MPOICHUBaHA O CHHTAKcHYKe. McnuraHunm cy
OLICHIWIN allCOJTyTHO HETaTHMBHH HPHJIOT IO3WTHBHHUjE HEro IITO HEroBa CEMaHTHKA
Cyrepuille, U TO caMO Kao HeraTHBaH, a allpOKCUMAaTHBE W HETHpaHe IPUIIOTe ydecTa-
JIOCTH ¥ KBaHTH(HKATOPE Cy OLEHWIM BPJIO yjenHadeHo. Y Oynyha uctpakuBama 61
OMII0 TIOXKEJBHO YBPCTHUTH M HEAHUMaTHE Cy0jeKTe, Te PeIUTHLUPATH UCTPAKUBABE Y
Pa3IMYUTHM KYJITYPHHUM CpeIMHaMa Kako OM ce yTBPAWJIO Ja JH I0CTOje KYJITYPHO
YCIIOBJbCHE Pa3JIMKe MM [TaK KOTHUTHBHA CIIMYHOCT.

Kibyune peun: adukcHa Heranuja, JeKCUUKa Heralyja, CHHTAKCHYKa Heranwja,
CTEIeHH Heralyje, CTyJeHTH EHreckor je3ika n KibHXKeBHOCTH.

INTRODUCTION

The phenomenon of negation is a universal property of all human
languages since no language can be found without it (Tian and Breheny,
2019). It represents one of the fundamental building blocks of cognition
because it guarantees positive knowledge (Israel, 2011), and is part of
human perception (Saury, 2009). In terms of expression, it can be realised
both nonverbally and verbally. Nonverbal acts may include shaking one’s
head, crossing one’s arms, maintaining a distance, frowning, and these
acts frequently accompany a verbal act (e.g. waving a finger while saying
No). Besides negative nonverbal acts, speakers may use negative verbal
acts to reject, deny, or object to things or ideas. So what is negation then?

Logical negation implies the conversion of the truth value of a
proposition p into its opposite, not p. In linguistics, this view becomes
overly simplistic because not only do languages abound in resources for
expressing negation (Israel, 2011) but they also subsume interrelated as-
pects (syntactic, prosodic, semantic, pragmatic), which make this phe-
nomenon even more challenging to define (Aina, Bernard, & Fernandez,
2019). Depending on the angle of analysis, negation may be regarded as
“a logical operator, [...] a type of speech act, a basic element of semantic
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representations, [...] a pragmatically loaded form of communicative in-
teraction” (Israel, 2004, p. 701). Generally put, negation acts as “a truth-
reversing operator” (Aina, Bernardi, & Ferndndez, 2019, p. 58) and it
“[...] typically expresses the contradiction of some or all of a sentence’s
meaning” (Crystal, 2019, p. 518). This contradiction primarily assumes
the binary opposition termed polarity (affirmation—negation), and its main
function is “to flip the polarity of a sentence” (Bahlmann, Mueller, Ma-
kuuchi, & Friederici, 2011, p. 1). Apart from tense, aspect, evidentiality,
person, reference classification, number, and case, negation is regarded as
a grammatical category at the top of dependency hierarchies of grammat-
ical systems (Lee, 2016).

Since negation may be realised on different levels of language or-
ganisation, structurally speaking, the negative polarity may be broadly re-
duced to morphological (negative affixal markers: untypical), syntactic
(negative particle: not typical), and lexical categories (negatively keyed
lexemes: seldom). Nevertheless, all of these are mediated by pragmatics
(Pr¢i¢, 2016). Furthermore, there is a consensual view among scholars
that negation is marked (de Swart, 2010; Israel, 2011; Lee, 2016) because
it is viewed as logically, ontologically, epistemologically and psychologi-
cally secondary to affirmation (Horn, 2001). Being marked, a negative
expression is thus more complex than the affirmative one. Thus, a nega-
tive expression seems to bear a greater potential to have different implica-
tures inferred than its affirmative counterpart (e.g. having a mitigating ef-
fect, acting as a hedging device). This raises many questions, such as
whether negation exerts a greater semantic load than its unmarked coun-
terpart, what the linguistic and extralinguistic implications of the act of
negating are, how negation is perceived by interlocutors, what its illocu-
tionary force and/or perlocutionary effect might be, and so on.

In this paper, we focus on the three broad types of negation
(morphological, syntactic and lexical) and the way they are perceived in
terms of the degree of negativity, since linguistic literature on the topic
seems to be scarce. As regards the layout of the paper, firstly, we will
broadly introduce the aforementioned types of negation; afterwards, we
will present the methodology and the main results of the research; finally,
we will point to the main conclusions, as well as further steps that might
be taken in future studies.

MORPHOLOGICAL, SYNTACTIC AND LEXICAL NEGATION
IN ENGLISH

At the most basic level (the level of grammar), negation may be
reduced to the morphological, syntactical and lexical levels. Morphologi-
cal negation is expressed via affixal negative markers (e.g. disorganised),
syntactical typically via the negative particle not (e.g. not organised, do
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not love), and lexical via adverbial and adjectival negative markers (e.g.
rarely, rare) or independent nouns and verbs (e.g. denial, to reject). Al-
ternatively, the expression of negation can be viewed in terms of standard and
nonstandard forms. Standard negation is characterised by having scope over
the whole (declarative) clause, with a verb with a negative operator as its
main predicate (van der Auwera, 2010). A negative form lacking any of these
properties falls into the category of nonstandard negation. Based on this
simplified binary classification, syntactic negation may be considered an
example of standard negative forms, and absolute and approximate negators,
discussed below, may be regarded as nonstandard.

In view of English morphological (affixal) negation, linguists list a
different number of negative affixes. Crystal (2019) identifies five pri-
mary negative affixes a-, dis-, in-, non-, and un-, while other authors also
include de-, dys-, il-, ir-, im-, mal-, mis-, anti-, counter-/contra-
(Dzuganova, 2006). Their distribution is far from equal, and some corpus
studies show that un- is the most and dis- the least common negative pre-
fix, with the former comprising almost half and the latter insignificant 6%
of the corpus data of 2,156 negated adjectives (Kjellmer, 2005). What is
sustainable is that affixation resulting from negative polarisation is a pro-
ductive derivational process in English morphology, since English has a
variety of affixes at its disposal®.

In addition to morphological negation, syntactic negation is typi-
cally viewed as a basic means for negation formation (van der Auwera, &
Du Mon, 2015)2. These two negation strategies behave differently not on-
ly in terms of syntax but also semantics and pragmatics. Syntactically
speaking, morphological negation uses the negative prefix + X or X +
negative suffix strategy (cf. morphological antonyms), whereas syntactic
negation uses the strategy not + X, which results in certain syntactic im-
plications that can be illustrated by the following example:

(1) She looked unattractive.

(2) *She looked not attractive.

In utterance (1), negating affixally is grammatical, and in utterance
(2), it is ungrammatical because attributive adjectives cannot undergo di-
rect sentence negation (*A not attractive girl), but can be negated affixal-
ly (An unattractive girl) (Huddleston, & Pullum, 2017, p. 809). Although
negating affixally or syntactically does flip the polarity of a proposition, it
does not necessarily convey the same meaning, as illustrated by the fol-
lowing examples from the same authors (p. 821).

LIn the current study, we included in-, un- and dis-, as examples of morphological
negation, along with the allomorphs of in- (i.e. il-, im-, ir-);

2 Note that our focus lies exclusively on negated adjectives, rather than the particle not
used generally as a specialised negative marker;
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(3) Such mistakes are common.

(4) Such mistakes are not common.

(5) Such mistakes are uncommon.

While negative utterance (4) is the contradictory form of (3), the
affixal negation in (5) is not. Utterances (4) and (5) cannot both be true at
the same time, but they can be simultaneously false, since common is a
gradable adjective. Utterance (5) is the contrary opposition to (3), and
thus it is reasonable to state that Such mistakes are neither common nor
uncommon. Accordingly, uncommon implicates lesser frequency quality
than its syntactic counterpart not uncommon, being thus stronger. By
analogy, semantically and pragmatically, other utterances with a negated
gradable adjective, such as She is not attractive and She is unattractive,
do not seem to be functional equivalents either.

There is a whole range of negators used in the English language,
the most salient being the negative operator not. However, there are other
negative or n-words that can flip the polarity of a sentence, such as abso-
lute negators (no, none, nobody, no one, nothing, nowhere, no place, nei-
ther, nor, and never) and approximate negators (few, little, rarely, seldom,
barely, hardly, scarcely). These two classes may be said to belong to an
in-between category (syntax-to-lexicology), while the items of the latter
can be taken as examples of lexical negation in their own right (cf. exam-
ples (6) and (7) from van der Auwera, 2010, p. 89).

(6) She never smiles.

(7) Stop smiling.

In utterance (6), negation is expressed via the negative adverb nev-
er, and in utterance (7), indirectly or implicitly through the verb stop,
which both carry (semi-) negative meanings. Therefore, (6) can be inter-
preted as +> She doesn’t smile (at all), and (7) as +> Don’t smile.

The underlying idea of the dichotomy between the absolute and
approximate negator classification is that the former implies absolute zero
in terms of frequency (e.g. never), whereas the latter indicates an impre-
cise qualification (e.g. rarely) (Huddleston, & Pullum, 2017). In a similar
fashion, utterance (8), given below, implies that the rate of an individual
arriving on time is comparable to absolute zero, while the subject of ut-
terance (9) does come to a specific location, but at a (very) low rate. Due
to this ‘unspecificity’ feature, approximate negators tend to have ambigu-
ous meanings.

(8) They never arrive on time.

(9) He rarely comes.

Additionally, approximate negators are negative only in meaning, but
not in form, as in (10) and (11) (Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech, & Svartvik, 2011,
p. 780). In utterance (10), barely is followed by a non-assertive form (any),
which is typical of negative markers, and utterance (11) requires a positive
question tag, which reflects the negative nature of the adverb hardly.



846 J. Grubor, J. Halitovi¢

(10) He barely earns any money from selling shoes.

(11) She hardly cares about him, does she?

On the other hand, some approximate negators sometimes do not
serve their function as a negative operator in terms of syntax, as illustrat-
ed in (12) and (13) (Quirk et al., 2011, p. 781). In utterance (12), rarely
takes the sentence-initial position, thereby functioning as a sentence mod-
ifier, no longer acting as a negative operator. Otherwise, it would have
caused a subject-operator inversion and required a positive question tag,
as in utterance (13).

(12) Rarely, crime pays well, doesn’t it?

(13) Rarely does crime pay well, does it?

Finally, negative-implicative verbs or implicit negatives, such as
fail, lack, leave and refuse may also serve the function of a negator
(Miestamo, 2007), but since they require an in-depth analysis in their own
right, they will be discussed elsewhere.

Apart from all the grammatical and functional characteristics of the
concept of negation that we have addressed so far, there is another feature
that needs further analysis — speakers’ perception of negation. Psycholin-
guistic research suggests that negative utterances are more difficult to
process, emphasising the asymmetry in processing cost between negative
sentences and their positive counterparts (Tian, & Breheny, 2019). Stud-
ies show that comprehension of negation is more difficult than affirma-
tion (Hasson, & Gluckberg, 2006), which may be closely related to learn-
ing burden in the context of L2 learning (Danilovi¢ Jeremié¢, 2018). How-
ever, the subject matter of our study goes well beyond language pro-
cessing, which is typical of psycholinguistic research. Instead, our focus
lies on the participants’ judgements about the degree of negativity that
they would intuitively ascribe to the given utterances. Since linguistic lit-
erature dealing with speakers’ perception of negative forms is scarce, in
this paper we will attempt to gain some insights into how non-native
speakers perceive adverbial negators, besides affixal and syntactic nega-
tive expressions.

METHODOLOGY

The study was conducted during two exam periods in the academic
year 2020/2021. with students of the English Language and Literature
(ELL) Study Programme at the State University of Novi Pazar, and the
Faculty of Philology and Arts, University of Kragujevac. The main aim
was to determine how non-native ELL students perceive different nega-
tive forms in English, which represent different levels of negativity (nega-
tive, semi-negative, and negated frequency and quantity adverbs), so as
obtain some preliminary insights into the line of research holding that ne-
gation is the matter of cognition.
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Sample

The final sample included N=91 ELL students, aged from 18 to 28
(M=22.07, StD=2.17), unevenly distributed according to geographical distri-
bution (Novi Pazar, N=70, and Kragujevac, N=21) due to the voluntary na-
ture of the research, and the sex criterion (m=22; f=69), which is common-
place in language acquisition studies. The participants were enrolled in dif-
ferent years of study: Year 1 (N=14), Year 2 (N=31), Year 3 (N=12), Year 4
(N=20), and Year 5 (N=14). As regards the initial age, they started learning
English formally approximately at the age of 9 (M=9.25, StD=4.31).

The reason behind choosing ELL students was the assumption that
they have better knowledge of the linguistic phenomenon of negation, ei-
ther theoretically or intuitively, and, above all, they are expected to have
better overall mastery of English.

Instruments and Procedures

To collect data, we devised a sociodemographic questionnaire to
determine the background data on the participants (age, sex, year of
study, year of enrolment, initial age of learning English formally), as well
as the Polarity Scale to determine the participants’ perception of negativi-
ty degrees. The employed seven-point Likert-type scale has values rang-
ing from 1 — absolutely negative to 7 — absolutely positive, and it includes
affixal negation (e.g. Her attendance was irregular), its syntactic coun-
terpart with the particle not (e.g. Her visits were not regular), and lexical
negation with negatively keyed words (e.g. They seldom meet up with
their cousins). Regarding the last category, we assumed a certain scalarity
(i.e. different degrees of negativity), similar to scalar implicature interpre-
tation, by including the absolutely negative adverb (e.g. She never
smiles), semi-negatives (e.g. | hardly know you), and negated frequency
and quantity adverbs (e.g. He doesn’t come often, I didn’t sleep much)®.
Finally, we included corresponding pairs (e.g. not considerate vs. incon-
siderate) to check whether there is a difference between affixal and syn-
tactic negation. The scale made use of ten pairs of affixal vs. syntactic
negation of adjectives (Neg. prefix + Adj, not + Adj.), and twelve items
with adverbs, with four items distributed to each of the following catego-
ries: the absolutely negative adverb, semi-negatives, and negated adverbs
of frequency and quantity. The scale reliability test has shown good inter-
nal consistency (Cronbach’s 0=.878).

3 In formal semantics, the assumption that often and many are corresponding pairs is
taken a priori, without subjecting it to empirical testing. However, recent research
provides evidence that patterns of quantificational force lexicalisation may indeed be
similar for the two English adverbs (Alstott, & Jashi, 2020);
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The data being quantitative, we employed the statistical program IBM
SPSS 21, namely: descriptive statistics tests (frequency, mean, standard devi-
ation) to determine the degree of negativity ascribed to certain items in utter-
ances; difference tests to determine differences between sexes (independent-
samples T test), affixal-syntactic pairs (paired-samples T test), and years of
study (one-way ANOVA); and scale reliability test to check its internal con-
sistency.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Since our aim was to test how the participants perceive different
negative categories and what values they typically assign to specific
negative forms, we will present the mean values of the three broad cate-
gories of English negation, and compare the tested pairs values, where
appropriate.

Table 1 shows the mean values of contrasted morphological and
syntactic pairs, as well as t values. As illustrated, the corresponding affix-
al vs. negative particle pairs were generally evaluated as negative to mild-
ly negative*. Very interestingly, out of ten corresponding pairs, only two
were differently evaluated (not active vs. inactive, not mature vs. imma-
ture), in favour of the particle. In other words, the participants evaluated
the affixal items more negatively. This finding is in line with previous re-
search showing that although negated adjectives tend to be conceived as
expressing an intermediate meaning between an adjective and its anto-
nym, thus being more similar to the adjective without the negative parti-
cle than to its antonym, such an effect was less strong for affixal anto-
nyms (Aina, Bernardi, & Fernandez, 2019).

When these two broad types of negation were compared in terms
of their aggregate scores (cf. Table 2), paired-samples T test indicated a
statistically significant difference in favour of the syntactic negation
(t(83)=1.995, p=.049). Namely, overall, the participants evaluated affixal
negation much more negatively than the syntactic one. This finding, how-
ever, is not in line with the conclusions of the abovementioned study,
which states that these two types of negation are similar, since the affixal
negation has a morphological structure resembling the negated adjectives
(Aina, Bernardi, & Fernandez, 2019).

4 Drawing on Grubor (2021), the seven points of the scale can be taken as a frame of
reference: 1 very negative, 2 negative, 3 mildly negative, 4 neutral, 5 mildly positive,
6 positive, 7 very positive estimates. In this study, the value equalling exactly 1 would
be absolutely negative, and 7 would be absolutely positive;
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Table 1. Pairs of affixal (Neg. pref. + Adj.) and syntactic negation (not + Adj.)

Item N M StDhMinMax T
He is not considerate. 91 275147 1 7 2203
He is inconsiderate. 91 281175 1 7 '
They are not active. 91 295146 1 7 2 040"
They are inactive. 90 256143 1 7 )

I am not interested in eating healthy. 91 280172 1 7 _301
You are disinterested in healthy food. 89 290164 1 7 )
Doing that is not mature. 91 332173 1 7 2 994"
Saying that is immature. 91 282147 1 7 '
His actions are not logical. 9 273149 1 7 4 c1a
The answer is illogical. 91 303154 1 7 '
She is not attractive. 90 228159 1 7 1.148
She is unattractive. 91 205137 1 6 '
We are not organised when we plan things. 90 298159 1 7 391
They are disorganised when it comes to planning. 90 290 150 1 7 )
She is not responsible. 90 273187 1 7 1773
He is irresponsible. 91 23318 1 7 '
Her visits were not regular. 91 311136 1 7 922
Her attendance was irregular. 91 296158 1 7 '

He was not happy about the way 1 did it. 91 270135 1 7 1.425
He was unhappy about the outcome. 90 3.02168 1 7 )

p<.001""; p<.01™; p<.05"

Table 2. Morphological and syntactic negation (overall scores)

Type N M StD  Min  Max T
not + Adj. 88 283 .72 1.00 4.80 1.995"
Neg. pref. + Adj. 86 269 90 130 5.30 )

p<.001™"; p<.01™"; p<.05"

We also set out to test whether there are variable negativity de-
grees between the three tested subtypes of adverbs: the absolute negative
never, which should assume the lowest level of negative polarity (i.e. ab-
solutely negative); over semi-negatives, such as hardly and rarely, which
are expected to take on the ‘almost-never’ value; to negated frequency
and quantity adverbs, such as not often and not much, which are assumed
to take the ‘occasionally’ value, which is line with quantification force re-
search that focuses on how speakers judge quantity®.

5 According to this research, the adverbials from our study fall under different quanti-
ficational forces categories: often under the positive proportional force, seldom and
rarely under the negative proportional force, never under the negative existential force
(Alstott, & Jashi, 2020, p. 2002), which corresponds with the previously mentioned con-
tent values of the adverbs employed herein.
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If we apply the same frame of reference (Grubor, 2021), the results
fall outside the set semantic values of the adverbs. The absolute negative
did not take the lowest value, but took the negative value only (around 2),
although other studies reported much lower mean values of 1.28 (Par-
reira, & Lorga da Silva, 2016). However, the scores on the positively
keyed utterances were neutral, not positive (around 4). The first one, He
never beats around the bush, may be said to be representative of direct-
ness, which is typically appraised as positive in the Serbian mindset and
interpreted as honesty, and similarly, the second one, We never stalled the
process, has the implicitly negative verb stall negated in addition, thereby
potentially indicating responsibility. With this in mind, we may assume
that the negative adverb never played its role in colouring the utterance as
‘not so positive’ as semantics may imply.

The semi-negatives were assigned different values, except for
rarely and barely, and hardly and seldom, which were assigned similar
values. The former pair is typically treated as synonymous, but the latter
is not, since hardly would rather go along with rarely and barely, while
seldom would take on a higher value. If we consider some learner corpus
studies, in which seldom was found to be infrequently (Rabadan, &
Izquierdo, 2013) or never used (Bobkina, & Stefanova Radoulska, 2018)
by L2 English learners, we may assume that this slight discrepancy in the
participants’ judgements (perceiving hardly and seldom as synonymous)
may be the cause of assigning lower values to the latter adverb. In a simi-
lar vein, hierarchical cluster analysis performed in quantification force re-
search revealed that there is one tier containing, among others, never,
rarely and seldom, termed minority quantificational force, and another ti-
er including, among others, many and often, termed majority quantifica-
tional force (Alstott, & Jasbi, 2020).

The descriptive statistics were supported by the paired-samples T
test, which detected statistically significant differences between all the
semi-negatives but rarely and barely, on the one hand, and hardly and
seldom, on the other (hardly vs. rarely: t(86)=2.505; p=.014; hardly vs.
barely: 1(89)=2.331; p=.022; rarely vs. seldom: t(86)=-2.329; p=.010;
barely vs. seldom: t(88)=-2.477; p=.014). As can be noted from the t val-
ues, the sample perceived hardly and seldom as more positive than barely
and rarely. Finally, in terms of the negated frequency adverb not often
and quantity adverb not much, no differences were found between the
frequency and quantity adverbs, and any of the semi-negatives, which
implies that these categories were not seen as distinctively different.
Thus, it is possible that, overall, the participants regarded semi-negatives
as negative, without paying special attention to specific levels of negativi-
ty degree. However, the question that some future studies may address is
whether the negated frequency and quantity adverbs are closer to the mi-
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nority or majority quantificational force category since, in their case, the
majority quantificational force is reversed.

Table 3. Adverbial negation: absolutely negative adverb, semi-negatives,
and negated frequency and quantity adverbs

Item N M StD Min Max
She never smiles. 91 236 156 1 7
They never arrive on time. 90 233 165 1 7
He never beats around the bush.* 91 464 187 1 7
We never stalled the process.” 91 421 180 1 7
I hardly know you. 90 347 151 1 7
He rarely comes. 88 299 158 1 7
| barely slept. 91 297 180 1 7
They seldom meet up with their cousins. 89 355 159 1 7
They don’t meet up with their cousins often. 91 326 158 1 7
He doesn’t come often. 90 3.30 147 1 7
I didn’t sleep much. 91 305 189 1 7
She doesn’t smile much. 91 284 151 1 7

*positively keyed utterances

When the aggregate values were compared (cf. Table 4), the order was
as set by the grammatical rules and semantics: the absolute negative took the
lowest value (although being only negative), then semi-negatives, and
negated frequency and quantity adverbs (not often, not much) reported a
mildly negative score.

Table 4. Degrees of (adverbial) negation (overall scores)

Negation degrees N M StD Min  Max
never: negative 90 236 121 1 5.50
never: positive 90 443 144 1 7
never: average 89  3.38 92 1 6.25
semi-negatives 86 322 114 125 7

negated frequency & quantity adverbs 90  3.28 83 163 5.63

To test whether our participants made a significant difference be-
tween semi-negatives, and negated frequency and quantity adverbs,
which are expected to take on higher values than semi-negatives (X rarely
smiles expresses a lower level of frequency than X does not smile often),
we employed paired-samples T test. Statistically significant differences
were reported between the absolutely negative adverb and all other tested
categories, including the positively keyed utterances, as illustrated in Ta-
ble 5. On the other hand, no difference was found between the semi-
negatives, and negated adverbs of frequency and quantity. Besides not be-
ing differently evaluated by the participants, these two categories were
significantly correlated in addition (r=.606, p=.000).
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Table 5. Differences in negation degrees

Negator type Negator type T p

never: negative semi-negatives -6.743  .000
never: negative negated frequency & quantity adverbs -7.129  .000
never: positive semi-negatives 6.019 .000
never: positive negated frequency & quantity adverbs 7.654  .000
semi-negatives negated frequency & quantity adverbs 1.022 310

Regarding the sex criterion, independent-samples T test detected
no difference on any item or aggregate score. As for the year of study cri-
terion, ANOVA reported statistically significant differences on two items
only, namely, not considerate (F(86) =1.875; p =.002) and not happy
(F(86) = 1.659; p =.021). A post-hoc Tukey test showed a difference be-
tween Year 1 and Year 4 (M(I-J) = 1.600; p =.010), and Year 3 and Year
4 (M(1-J) = 1.683; p=.010) on the former item, and Year 2 and Year 3
(M(1-J) =-1.285; p =.034), and Year 3 and Year 4 (M(I-J) = 1.583; p = .010)
on the latter item. To summarise, the male and female participants did not
evaluate the items differently, which was also the case with students
enrolled in different years of study, excluding the said two items.

Finally, we need to point to the limitations of the study. The sam-
ple is not representative because it involved two out of the six state uni-
versities in Serbia. Furthermore, the distribution by the sex and year-of-
study criteria was uneven. Concerning the instrument, all the items re-
ferred to animate entities, thus potentially exerting emotional perlocution-
ary effects. Moreover, all the items were given on the sentential, rather
than the suprasentential plane.

CONCLUSION

In order to propose some possible directions of future research, we
will address the aims of our study and its main results, and then provide
some suggestions relative to the sample and the instrument.

The main aim was to determine how non-native ELL students per-
ceive different negative forms in English. Overall, the sample evaluated
the affixal-syntactic negation pairs fairly equally (only two out of ten
pairs displayed a statistically significant difference in favour of syntactic
negation), on a continuum ranging from negative to mildly negative. The
aggregate scores, though, indicated different results — the affixal negation
was evaluated more negatively than the syntactic one. This finding is
worth pursuing in further research since there is a discrepancy in the re-
sults. The results pertaining to the separate items on the affixal-syntactic
plane, except for the items inactive and immature, are in line with the
available literature, which reports that these two categories are similarly
perceived (Aina, Bernardi, & Fernandez, 2019). On the other hand, the
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results relating to the overall categories suggest that affixal negation is
more negatively evaluated by our participants. This might raise the ques-
tion of whether there are tiers, as quantification-force research shows,
with negative prefixes overall imparting a higher level of negativity than
not + Adj, as in our study, whereas the individual utterances are evaluated
against the semantic value per se.

We also set out to test the extent to which the participants distin-
guished between different levels of lexical negatives. The participants
evaluated the absolute negative more positively than its semantics implies
(as negative only). However, the positively keyed utterances with never
were evaluated as neutral rather than with some level of positivity, which
may imply the cognitive force of negation. Regarding semi-negatives, and
negated frequency and quantity adverbs, the participants evaluated them
fairly equally, contrary to the theoretical and intuitive understanding.
Therefore, it might be reasonable to include the affirmative form of these
adverbs and compare the results in some prospective studies.

Concerning the sample and employed instrument, future research
may include a representative sample of ELL students in Serbia by including
random participants from all the universities in the country, in line with the
strict statistical procedures. Although valuable insights may be gained by
including the general population and not a target sample, as was the case in
our study, the problem would lie in the variable concerning the proficiency
levels of the participants, which would be too complex to determine. How-
ever, what would be insightful is to include a control group of native
speakers as a frame of reference against which the results may be com-
pared. As for the instrument, we mainly used negated adjectives referring to
animate entities (e.g. She is not attractive), which may be emotionally col-
oured, thus potentially exerting certain perlocutionary effects on the partic-
ipants, such as taking pity on the subject. Against this backdrop, it may be
wise to include inanimate entities in future research as well (e.g. The offer
is not attractive), since they lack emotional connotations and may thus ex-
clude potential interference of pragmatic effects. What is more, the inclu-
sion of discourse would be more relevant from the standpoint of contempo-
rary linguistic enquiry if researchers could find valid procedures for meas-
uring the reliability of the employed texts.®

On a more general note, it would be useful to replicate this study
with samples from different countries, in order to check whether there are
culturally induced differences in different EFL contexts or in comparison
to native speakers’ reports. Should no differences be found, it may be rea-
sonable to assume that negation is a matter of cognition rather than a
purely linguistic phenomenon.

6 Longer samples of texts would not easily allow the extraction of negative forms in terms of
their negativity degree without making sure that they have not been influenced by the context.
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CTEIIEH HET'ATUBHOCTH MOP®OJIOUIKE,
CUHTAKCHUYKE U JIEKCUYKE HET'AIILJE Y
EHI'VIECKOM KPO3 ITPU3MY CTYIAEHATA
EHI'JIECKOTI JESUKA U KIbBUKEBHOCTH

Jenena I'py6op, Jacmun Xanutosuh
Jp>xaBHu yHuBep3uret y HoBom Ilazapy, [lenaptman 3a ¢uiononike Hayke —
CII Enrnecku je3uk u kmmkeBHocT, Hosu [1a3ap, CpoOuja

Pe3ume

®deHOMEH Heranyje je Jeo Teplenirje ¥ YHUBEP3aIHO CBOjCTBO CBHX JbYACKUX
jesuka. Dokyc ucTpaxkuBama YnHEe MOpQOJIOIIKa Heranyja (Her. nped. + mpun), cuH-
TaKCHYKa Heranja (Her. mapT. + MpHI) U JIEKCHYKa Heranuja (pedn ca HeraTHBHUM
3HauemeM). [JIaBHU IWJb je YTBPAMTH KAaKO MX ONaXajy CTYJEHTH CTYIHjCKOT Ipo-
rpaMa EHIJIecKH je3uK M KEWKEBHOCT y OJIHOCY Ha CTeleH HeraTMBHOCTH. KoHauaH
y3opak N=91, y3pacra ox 18 no 28 roguna (M=22,07, StD=2,17), unHunu Cy CTyIeH-
1 JlpxkaBHor yHuBep3uteta y HoBom Ilasapy u Yuumepsutera y Kparyjesmy. ¥V
CBPXY MpHUKYIJbambha MOAATaKa, OCMHCIMIM CMO COLHOJAEMOrpadcku YNUTHHK (3a
yTBphUBame 1oja, y3pacTa, TOAWHE CTyIHja), Kao u ceaMocTeneny Ckairy monapure-
Ta 3a yTBphUBame creneHa HeraTMBHOCTH. CKalla caJjp)KH HMCKase ca TPH MOMEHyTa
OINIIITA THIIA HEralyje, U TO JBaJIeCeT MCKa3a ca I0 JieceT napoBa ah)MKCHE U CHTAK-
CHYKe Heraryje (HIp. HelpuBiIaYaH/-Ha — HUje IpUBJIaYaH/-Ha), YETHPH HCKa3a ca al-
COJIyTHO HETaTWBHMM IPWJIOTOM HHKaja (JBa ca HEraTHMBHHM, JiBa Ca MO3MTHBHUM
3HAUCHEM), YeTHPH HCKa3a ca alpoKCHMaTHUBMMa (HIIp. TOTOBO HUKana), U YETHPHU
WCKa3a ca HerupaHuM KBaHTH(UKaTtopoMm (Hnp. He cmaBam MHOro) WiM mpuiorom
yuectanoctd (Hnp. He nonasu yecro). JloOujeHH Mmojauy cy aHaIM3UpaHH y CTATHU-
ctaukoM mporpamy |IBM SPSS 21, nmprMeHOM AeCKpHUIITHBHE CTATUCTUKE (M3padyHa-
BaHe Cy (ppeKBeHIINje, CpeAbe BPeJHOCTH, CTaHIap/IHa ACBHjallHja) U TECTOBA Pa3in-
Ka (t-TecT 3a He3aBHCHE M yHapeHe y30pke, jeqHodakTopka aHanu3a Bapujance). Tect
3a yTBphUBame IMOY3JaHOCTH CKajle I0Ka3ao je A00pY HMHTepPHY KOH3HUCTEHTHOCT
(0=0,878). YomureHo roopehu, y3opak je JocTa yjeHaueHO OLEHHO [apoBe Koje Cy
yuHWIe adMKCHA M CHHTaKCHUYKa Heraluja, MITo je y CKIaay ca pe3ylTaTuMa APYyTUX
HCTpaKMBabha, 1 TO Ka0 HETraTHBHE WM yMEpeHO HeraTuBHe. Melytum, y moriemy
OIIITHX CKOPOBa, aUKCHA Heralyja je MpoleHhHBaHa HETaTUBHU]E OJ] CHHTaKCHYKE.
VicniutaHUIM Cy OLEHHJIN ariCoJlyTHO HETaTHMBHU MPHJIOT MO3UTHBHHUjE HETO IITO Hhe-
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TOBa CEMaHTHKa CyTepHIle, M TO caMo Kao HeratuBaH (2,35 y mpoceky), a nckase ca
MO3UTHBHHM 3HaueHheM Kao HeyTpanHe (4,42 y mpoceky), IOK Cy JI0CTa yjeIHadeHO
OLICHWJIN aIPpOKCHMAaTHBE, H HETMpaHe NPHIore y4ecTaToCTH M KBaHTH(uKaTope. 3a
Oynyha ucTpakuBama je MoXeJbHO YKJBYUHTH CTYIEHTE Ca OCTAINX YHHBEP3UTETA Y
CpOuju, mopen aHUMAaTHUX YBPCTHTU M HEaHUMaTHe cyOjeKTe y Mckase 300T HOTEH-
LIMjaJIHOT yTHIaja MparMaTUuKuX edekara, 1 PEIUIMIUPATH HCTPAKHUBAKE Y PA3IHYH-
THM KYJITYPHHUM CpelHaMa He O JM ce MPOBEPUIIO Ja JIU I0CTOje KYJITYPHO YCIIOB-
JbCHE PA3JIMKE WM NTaK KOTHUTHBHA CINYHOCT.



