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1 INTRODUCTION

Verb as such is considered a very complex termenernl, for no general
characteristics are universally valid for all theembers of the class in linguistic
sciences. Authorities suggest there are numeram fnorphological, syntactic and
semantic classifications. This thesis will, howewdgal with a description of a verbal
form not very deeply and most importantly only taly discussed in grammar books,
and that is the distribution dfareinfinitives.

In order to outline the concept obare infinitive, the terminology of Huddleston
and Pullum (2002) will be usedare infinitival constructior—together with to-
infinitival, subjunctive and imperative constructss—-is a VP with a verb in a
secondary plain form and belongs among non-fimlestructions, which means that it
lacks inflection and that it cannot serve as rdohdependent clauses.

Despite this already complex classification, itatagtic distribution is varied and
not very well defined nor covered in any of thehawitative grammar manuals, so a
person interested in this topic must search throughll the materials in order to find
complex information and definitions, which bringsto the topic of this thesis.

For illustration Huddleston and Pullum (2002) ddéserthe morphological
classification ofbare infinitives among verbal forms, morphological peofies among
infinitival structures, the syntactic charactedstionly vaguely among non-finite verb
constructions, and their distribution occasiondliyoughout the manual. Firstly, there
does not seem to be a pattern in the distributma, secondly, all the information is
scattered all over the manual. Similarly, the togicnot covered in one place nor
entirely neither by Quirk et al. (1985) nor by Bile al. (2007).

The intention of this thesis is to define whate infinitive actually is, situate it in
the established verb classifications and desciibieom morphological, lexical and
mainly syntactic point of view. The main body oktlthesis will be devoted to the
specific environments in whicbhare infinitival constructions occur that Huddleston &
Pullum (2002), Quirk et al. (1985) and Biber et(2D07) supply in their manuals.

We expect to find not only the prototypical envinoent for bare infinitival
constructions as for instance a complement of meedis, but also a number of other
lexical verbs apart from e.gerbs of sensory perceptigiluddleston & Pullum 2002,
1236) which admit this form of verb complement.

In essence, we will compile and critically commentthe available information
aboutbareinfinitives found in Huddleston & Pullum (2002), @ et al. (1985), Biber
et al. (2007) and few other authoritative soure¢svant to the topic of the thesis.



2 VERB

2.1 Formal characteristics of English verb

In order to introduce the principal matter of tipgper—bare infinitives—it is
convenient to start with a general formal clasatfan of English verbs, specifically
with a morphological classification of all the ieétional forms which a prototypical
English verb has, and so get to the substance.wihibe done by providing a different
views of Quirk et al. (1985) and Huddleston & Pail{2002), as these have the most
diverse perspectives. It is necessary to remarkBhzer et al. (200A-the third most
important source we are usigroceed from the concepts developed by Quirk et al.
(1985), and so their classifications discussetiimgection are parallel.

2.1.1 Quirk et al.’s taxonomy of verbs

Quirk et al. (1985, 96) introduce the verb clasasprising of three types of
verbs: FULL VERBS, PRIMARY VERBS and MODAL AUXILIARY VERBS. Full (or lexical)
verbs belong to the open class of lexical item<hviaict only asnain verbs

Main verbshave the ability to function as a complete VP amtcast toauxiliary
verbswhich appear together withraain verb This does not apply on exceptions like
stranding, reduced questions, etc., where, howekremain verbcan be omitted and
interpreted on the basis of context. Because Qatrlkal. provide only a concise
definition of main verbs we took this definition from Biber et al. (20072, 358), for
Biber et al. (2007, 7) depart from and follow teeminology and descriptive framework
established by Quirk et al. very intimately.

The majority of full verbs have regular morpholadiforms. Quirk et al. remark
that the regular number of morphological formsoisrf however, it can vary from three
(e.g.read) up to eight (e.gbe). Nonetheless, in the final classification there fve
prototypical forms which appear in different synt@aenvironments (1).

(1) Verb forms according to Quirk et al. (1985, 96)

Form Regular Verb Irregular Verb Be

BASE kick read/speak be
-SFORM kicks reads/speaks is/?am/?are
-ING PARTICIPLE kicking reading/speaking being
PAST FORM kicked read/spoke was/were
-ED PARTICIPLE kicked read/spoken been
Number of forms 4 3 8

Table 2.1: Verb forms according to Quirk et al. (1985, 96)

! Biber et al. (2007, 57) differentiate between g@mme forms, nevertheless, partly under different
designations. These are respectivbse third person singular present indicativéng participle past
tenseandpast participle
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Table 2.1 in (1) apply only to the class of fullrve, and therefore contains full
verb forms’ terminology of how Quirk et al. presentogether with one example of a
regular verb, another two of irregular verbs, ahd verbbe This classification is,
however, largely based on morphology of regulabbsesnd the designations of the
forms do not relate much to the irregular verb ferifhe most striking example is the
ed participle, as none of the irregular verbs get thilection. The verlbeis an example
of its own, as in general it rarely fits any unsarrules.

The forms in Table 2.1 in (1) concern only full bey as according to Quirk et al.
(1985, 96, 136) the members of the second most ruseclass-modal auxiliary
verbs—are in general preferred to be looked upomeariable wordsnot as verbs with
various inflectional forms, although they admitttia some cases modal verbs can be
considered verbs which dispose of the base andqasf

The remaining class of primary verbs contains ahige verbsbe, haveanddo.
These are special in their behaviour as they cantifon both as main and auxiliary
verbs (2). As an auxiliary veitraveis involved in the expression of aspect &edn the
expression of aspect and voice, botis semantically empty and is required in fewer
constructions.Given this, the verbise andhavedispose of all of the forms in Table 2.1
(1), butdo has only base;s and past form (Quirk et al. 1985, 120).

(2) (a)l [ auxam] [main being] a fool
(b) I [ auxhave] never frain had] sushi for breakfast.
(€) I [ auxdidn’t] [ main do] anything wrong.

In (2) we can observe the double function of thienpry verbs. All of them can
function either as auxiliary verbs or as full verbise auxiliary being always the first
element of the TP.

2.1.2 Huddleston & Pullum’s taxonomy of verbs

Unlike Quirk et al. (1985), Huddleston & Pullum (0 74) initially classify
English verbs into two large groupsExiCAL and AUXILIARY VERBS. Auxiliary verbs
are further divided into two groupsiODAL and NON-MODAL (do, be, have This
classification is already analogous to that of Qut al. and is based as well on the
classification of the distinctive syntactic and pioological properties of English verbs.
These two classifications are contrasted in Tatg3).

2 More on modal auxiliary verbs in 5 Modal auxiliargrbs, page 24.
3 More on the supportive do in 4 Do-support, page 21



(3) Verb forms by Quirk et al. (1985)and Huddleston & Pullum (2002)

Quirk et al. Full eat, like, take, ...
Primary M do, be, have
Modal auxiliary 2 can, will, may, must, ...
Huddleston & Pullum (| Lexical eat, like, take, ...
Auxiliary | Non-modal_ do, be, have
Modal can, will, may, must, ...

Table 2.2: Verb forms by Quirk et al. (1985) and HuddlestoiP&lum (2002)
Focusing mainly on the lexical verbs, HuddlestoR&lum (2002, 74) state that a
prototypical English verb has six inflectional famwithin its paradigm which are thus

used accordingly in context. This classification b& seen in Table 2.3 (4).

(4) Classification of verb infectional forms by Huddleson & Pullum (2002)

Examples
PRIMARY PRETERITE broke liked cut
PRESENT 3R° SG breaks likes cuts
PRESENT PLAIN break like cut
SECONDARY PLAIN break like cut
GERUND-PARTICIPLE | breaking liking cutting
PAST PARTICIPLE broken liked cut

Table 2.3: Classification of verb inflectional forms by Hudgton & Pullum (2002)

Huddleston & Pullum’s classification in Table 218 (4) is more complex than
Quirk et al.’s classification in Table 2.1 in (FBirst, it makes a significant distinction
between RIMARY and &CONDARY forms. As Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 88) argue,
the aim is to distinguish tensed forms used in nara clauses from those employed in
non-canonical clauses, i.e. mainly subordinatesgayleaving apart the veb®). This
means their classification is not based only orbvaorphology, but as well on its
syntactic distribution. Moreover, it does not coonty with one verb class, but with all
of them, including auxiliary modal verbs (Huddles® Pullum 2002, 106).

Lexical verbs possess both primary and secondamsfowhereas with auxiliary
verbs it is not so straightforward. Even though-naodalshaveandbe have all of the
forms from the Table 2.3 in (4}both primary and secondary; modadsid auxiliarydo,
however, have merely primary forms, which is reelcprimarily in their distribution
as we can see in (5).

4 Modal auxiliaries in general are consided&fective as certain infllectional forms (present 8g) are
not applicable to them, and some of them, mgst,neither possess a preterite form (Huddleston &
Pullum 2002, 106).
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(5) (a)Hecanspeak English.
(b) *I would can speak English.

As modal verbs and non-moddb have only primary forms-as listed in (4)
above, it can operate merely in the position offtfet auxiliary, which is tensed (5a).
Never can two primary forms/modals follow each ottlieectly as in (5b).

Additionally, Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 75) addathprimary forms of the
modal and non-modal auxiliaries have their negatwenterparts, which lexical verbs
do not as seen in (6).

(6) (a)He doesot/doesn’t speak Italian.
(b) He cannot/can’t speak Italian.
(c) *I speaknot/speakn’t Italian.

In (6) we can observe the negative counterparteefuxiliaries’ primary forms:
non-modal auxiliaries in (6ayrepresented by the vedn—and modal auxiliaries in
(6b}—demonstrated on the vertan As stated above, lexical verbs do not carry
negation themselves, so the non-existing forms shmw(6c) on the verlspeakare
ungrammatical.

The centre of our interest is, nevertheless, insidePLAIN FORM. The only
difference between Huddleston & Pullunpsain form and Quirk et al.’base form
resides in their syntactic distribution. If we elivate the use ithe present tense except
for the 3% sg which Huddleston & Pullum classify among primdoyms as present
plain form, we will get the plain form.

According to Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 50), pldiorm appears in three
different clausal constructiods,one of which has two subtypesMPERATIVE,
SUBJUNCTIVE and INFINITIVAL : TO- and BARE as in (7) below. As these are types of
clausal constructions having as their head a veebsecondary plain form, according to
Huddleston & Pullum none of the inflectional form$ English verb can be called
'infinitive’. Nevertheless, there is no reason for a form ndkatee more designations if
used in various contexts, so as a widely used twemintend to keep it and use it
throughout this thesis.

(7) Constructions with a plain form according to Huddleston & Pullum (2002)

Construction Example
1. | IMPERATIVE Do your homework!
2. | SUBJUNCTIVE It is necessary [that he do his homework].
INFINITIVAL | TO-INFINITIVAL | told him [to do his homework].
3. . .
BAREINFINITIVAL I made him [do his homework].

Table 2.4: Constructions with a plain form according to Hwesdbn & Pullum (2002)

5 In contrast to Huddleston & Pullum’s view, Quirka. (1985, 1067) do not use the teconstruction,
but the terntlause.
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In (7) there is also an illustration of the possil@nvironments in which the
secondary plain form can appear. The square briackghal individual subordinate
clauses which Huddlest& Pullum define in terms of finiteness.

2.2 Finiteness

Both Huddleston& Pullum (2002) and Quirk et al. (1985) attributeeat
importance to the concept efNITENESS It plays an important role in the syntactic
distribution of verb forms and it is at the sameadianother way of approaching the
bareinfinitive.

To begin with, Quirk et al. (1985, 149), Leech &whrtvik (2003, 193) or Biber
et al. (2007, 127) all agree with the applicatidriesmsFINITE andNON-FINITE to verb
forms? verb phrases and clauses at the same time. Tipprsive argument for that is
the assertion that already the non-finite verb &rras the designation suggestdo
not reflect any grammatical categories of tensenood nor person/number concord,
which finite forms do, and therefore the distinotshould be also made on the basis of
a word form and not only on the basis of a whoteisé (Quirk et al. 1985, 149).

In contradiction to it, Huddlesto& Pullum (2002, 51) claim that the terrfisite
andnon-finiterelate to clauses and by extension to VPs, tolwthiey provide the same
argument as for the non-existence of the ‘infimtiform, that is that the form is called
plain and other designations are not desirableaRigss of this, as we have declared
earlier, we will not accept this argument and follto apply the terms finite and non-
finite on verb forms as well.

Correspondingly, Huddlestafa Pullum suggest that finite clauses take as head a
verb in a primary form or plain form in case of iemgtive and subjunctive
constructions, while non-finite clauses take asdheaerb in a gerund-participle, past
participle, or a plain form in case of infinitivadlonstructions. This taxonomy is
illustrated in Table 2.5 in (8) below.

(8) Forms and constructions in terms of finiteness

PRIMARY FORMS

FINITE PLAIN FORM IMPERATIVE CONSTRUCTION
SUBJUNCTIVE CONSTRUCTION
PLAIN FORM TO-INFINITIVAL CONSTRUCTION
BAREINFINITIVAL CONSTRUCTION
NON-FINITE

GERUND-PARTICIPLE
PAST PARTICIPLE

Table 2.5: Forms and constructions in terms of finiteness

In addition, Quirk et al. (1985, 149), being mopedfic, describe finiteness on
the level of phrases. They claim that the first dvor a finite verb phrase is always a
verb in a finite form, while the remaining verbs aron-finite, and similarly all of the

6 Leech and Svartvik (2003, 193) also use a téRrelemenboth for verb forms and VPs apart from the
verb form

7 Quirk et al. (1985), Leech and Svartvik (2003, 2&# Biber et al. (2007) use not only the temon-
finite verb form but also simplyon-finite verb
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verbs in a non-finite verb phrase (overlooking Y subordinatoto®) are non-finite.
Additionally, although it is not possible for aiim VP to be subordinated to a non-finite
VP, Leech and Svartvik (2003, 275) remark thasipossible that a finite clause be
subordinate to a non-finite clause. However, reiggrthare infinitival structures are
found only examples with a finite clause subordddatolely to a non-finite VP.
Therefore, we consider the later a better formaihatior the topic focused ohare
infinitives. In (9) we can observe the distributiohvarious types of VPs together with
an example of a finite clause subordinated bare infinitival VP.

(9) (@)l [would[have[loved[to comd]]], but I could not.
(b) All I wanted to do wapcatch the bird[before it flies awal.

In order to simplify the analysis within the examgb), the finite elements are
marked by underlining and the non-finite ones weipwold. In (9a) we can see that
the clause comprises four verb phrases. As Quik.ebbserve, three of the VPs are
non-finite, while the one comprising all of the VBsfinite. From the left within (9a),
the present verb forms are preterite Waould, bare infinitive for have past participle
for loved and to-infinitive for to come The structures in square brackets in (9b)
represent that a finite clause can be subordinata hon-finite VP, though it is
impossible for a finite VP to be subordinate tooa-finite one.

In sum, infinitival constructions are therefore rfamte VPs or clauses with head
in a plain form. This criterion is important as rAiamte VPs and clauses are commonly
subordinate parts of larger constructions and dotewd to appear on their own. In
addition, this classification helps with its furthsyntactic differentiation from the
imperative and subjunctive constructions as wellwath its syntactic distribution
discussed in the following section.

2.3 Formal properties of bareinfinitive

We have already learned how different authors ifiase calledBAREINFINITIVE .°
In this section it is intended to develop its poe morphological classification by
means of comparison witie-infinitive form, at least enumerate the syntadtioctions
which bare infinitival clauses can carry out, discuss thduefce of passivization on
bare infinitival complements and consider the impact fofiteness on the lexical
selection and distribution.

2.3.1Distinctive features of infinitival VPs

Huddleston & Pullum describe ‘infinitive’ as a ban plain formwhich stands as
a head in annfinitival clause constructionSince plain form verb can occur in three
different types of constructions—imperative, subjive and infinitival, we need to
distinguish the infinitival one from the others. fao the only syntactic criterion seemed

8 Further discussed in 2.3

Formal properties of bar@nfinitive, page 13.

9 Quirk et al.’s (1985) and Huddleston & Pullum’'sx¢daomies of verbs are discussed in 2.1 Formal
characteristics of English verb, page 8.
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to be finiteness of the forms, constructions, vehbases, and by extension clau€es.

That is to say that we have learned that subjuacivd imperative constructions are
finite while infinitival constructions are non-fiei (see Table 2.5 in (8)). To make the
distinction more noticeable, Huddleston & Pullum0@2, 1173) enumerate five

characteristics that make the infinitival constimctdiscernible from the finite ones:

(10) (A) presence of VP subordinatot?
(B) absence of supportiv® in negative constructions
(C) preference of being part of a larger clause
(D) generally no overt subject but when presemntim accusative or plain foth
(E) special subordinatdor

In practice, howeverbare infinitival VPs are not characterized by all oete
features, as the rules apply in a great part meelto-infinitives. In (11) we can

observe how precisely the characteristics retleatfinitival VPs.

(11) Itis necessaryfér her/Janef (not) to run faster.

The to-infinitival VP in (11) has the VP subordinattr (10A), it does not need
the supportivedo to negate theo-infinitival VP (10B), it is subordinated to a lag
construction (10C) and it can either have no sulmehave one in the accusative case
(10D) introduced by the subordinatdor (10E). Therefore, the example (11)
representing theéo-infinitival VP demonstrates all of the charactecs described by
Huddleston & Pullum as characteristic to infiniticanstructions.

Now let us demonstrate to which extdydre infinitival VPs comply with the
characteristics own to the infinitival constructsoon the example (12).

(12) (a)Rather tharhim/Paul (not) be caught, | would go to the jail myself.
(b) KateHim be hungry! That's not possible.

We will consider (12a) a prototypical example lzdre infinitival VP. As we
compare the example (12a) with the characterigtiteduced in (10), we can see that
in (12a) neither the subordinattar (10A) nor the subordinatdor (10E) are present.
However,do-support (10B) is not required when negated andbtre infinitival VP
forms part of a larger structure (10C). Additiogao as to cover the feature (10D) to

10 Finiteness is further discussed?i2 Finiteness, page 12.

11 (@) Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 22) regaubordinatoras in opposition teoordinator, both of which
are classified asonjunctionsby traditional grammarCoordinatorsconnect elements in coordinated
structuressubordinatorsconnect superordinate elements with subordinataesiés inside the syntactic
hierarchy. Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 1185) ardua theto-element has a function analogous to that
of that or whether as otherwise it would have to serve as a hedldeo¥P and so be a kind of a strange
auxiliary verb, which they refuse.

(b) Quirk et al. (1985, 68) denote ttreelementan infinitival marker.

12 What follows from this feature is that the subjemtist be a NP, as Biber et al. (2007, 125) aptly
emphasize.

13 Quirk et al. (1985, 1003) claim that the only sulioator abare infinitival clause can be introduced by
is the subordinataiather/soonerthan
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the smallest detail, Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 2)18ention that they managed to
find only two structures where the subject is pnésthe first one is in (12a), and the
second one in (12H}—both subjects being in accusative or plain fétnTo put it
another way, without the subject present in thesgathebare infinitival construction
remains a mere VP with head in a plain form. Bunhagelly speaking, as the
characteristics (10B), (10C) and (10D) were sa&tsfive can certainly incorporate them
among the morpho-syntactic propertiedbafeinfinitives.

2.3.2 Syntactic functions of bare infinitival VPs

By the same token, it is useful to at least enuteettae number of structures in
which thebare infinitival construction appears. It can occuplydifferent functions, as
Quirk et al. (1985; 127, 1067) list; these are sabj subject complement, verb
complement, object complement, or complement ofepgsition. Apart from these,
Huddleston & Pullum (2002; 874, 1187) add one mfumection: a main VP, i.e.
predicate. All the possible syntactic functions wehabare infinitival VP occurs are
seen in (13) below.

(13) (a)Bediligent was all | did.
(b) What people do iarousefear in others.
(c) Animals carfeel, too.
(d) The teacher let the studesttarehis birthday cake during the lesson.
(e) John does nothing bgpendall his time in the gym.
() Johnbeirresponsible! That's impossible.

In the example (13) we can observe thate infinitival VP can function as
subject (13a), subject complement (13b), verb cempht (13c), object complement
(13d), complement of a preposition (13e) or as ala/predicate as in (13f).

Notwithstanding all the possible functions, it ssential to take into consideration
that the distribution obare infinitive is restricted to very specific enviroemts which
will be further discussed in the next chagter.

2.3.3Role of passivization in bare infinitival construicins

Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 1244) remark that cangtons withbare infinitives
are practically restricted to active clauses. Wiegipens is that the majority of verbs
which takebare infinitive in the active takeo-infinitive in the passive. One of the
traditional examples is the ventakein (14).

14 Nevertheless, Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 1187)nagiedge that the example (12b) is considered
informal.

15 Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 1187) mention that @lthh the accusative form is more usual and the
nominative very improbable in both (12a) and (12th)e (12a) construction is generally very
uncommon, which results in an inclination to sséjectless constructioiike: Rather than have him
caught, | would go to the jail myself.

16 3
Distribution of bare infinitives in English, pag8.2
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(14) (a)Richard_made his frienthke upcrossfit.
(b) Will was_madedo take upyoga.

On the example (14) we can observe that the meakeis subcategorized for a
bare infinitival complement when the clause is activeld), but for ato-infinitival
complement when it is passive (14b). This behavisyurototypical for the majority of
verbs which subcategorize fobare infinitival complement.

Verbs which do not change the form of the compldnadter passivization are
rare. However, one of the examples is the Verivhich occurs in fixed expression such
aslet go or let fall (Quirk et al. 1985, 1205). These expression avariable with
respect to the form as can be seen in (15).

(15) (a)My mum let mgo to see the movie.
(b) I was letgoto see the movie.

Let in construction likelet go or let fall (15a) does not change the form of the
complement when passivized (15b). It is, neverdglan exceptional case.

Another class of verbs which takare infinitival complement in the active do not
admit passivization at all. This class can be destrated on the vertiavein (16).

(16) (a)l had my brotheprepareme some dinner.
(b) *My brother was hadto) prepareme some dinner.

This variant ohaveused in(16) is calleddynamic haveAlthoughbare infinitival
complement is not the only verb complement it ibcastiegorized fordynamic have
does not undergo passivization with any of theni)16

In conclusion, the distribution dbare infinitives is prototypically restricted to
clauses where the voice is active. If the verb atdgorized for aare infinitival
complement in the active allows passivization, tltke complement prototypically
changes tao-infinitival in the passive.

2.3.4 Lexical restrictions on bare infinitives

Finally, the selection of verbs which can morphataly form bare infinitives
and hence be distributed accordingly is somewtsaticeed?’

Among the verbs which cannot forinare infinitives are definitely modal
auxiliary verbs as seen in (19).

(17) (a)*I mustcan do the homework.
(b) *I shall maydo it for you.
(c) *I can will come.

17 As can be inferred from 2.1 Formal characteristicEnglish verb, page 8, and 2.2 Finiteness, dage
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Modal auxiliaries (19) have only primary forms atiebrefore are restricted to
finite uses. In other words, they can occupy ohbyfirst tensed position in a finite VP.
In consequence, there can never be more than odal lmaxiliary in one clause.

Another verb which cannot be distributed lzare infinitive is the non-modal
auxiliarydo as can be seen in (18).

(18) (a)*Can | dospeak?
(b) *I may donot go to school.
(c) *I will dotext him.

The non-modal auxiliargo (18) has only primary forms and so has a distrdyuti
similar to modal auxiliaries. Apart from this, & @mployed solely under two conditions.
Firstly, in so called NICE constructions, that when lexical verbs cannot form
grammatical sentences on their of#and secondly, when no other auxiliary is present.
For these reasons, the supportileeis excluded from the distribution in place lmdire
infinitives.

The rest of the non-modal auxiliary vertgveandbe remain unaffected in the
distribution asbare infinitives, as they have both primary and secoyndaflectional
forms. See (19).

(19) (a)l couldhavebeen there.
(b) I shouldbe going.
(c) She mighbetired.

The auxiliarieshaveandbe can accompany other auxiliaries (19), because they
have all the primary and secondary forms and aifgignt role in the expression of
voice and aspect. Auxiliadyaveandbe occur in various positions in a VP except main
verb position.

Similarly, there are no morpho-syntactic restrigidor lexical verbs that would
prevent them from being distributed laare infinitives, as lexical verbs possess all the
available forms as well. This is exemplified in Y20 the verbsufferandeat

(20) Rather tharsuffer from hunger, | would evesatthe donuts.

18 NICE constructions are discussed in 4 Do-suppaige 21.
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2.4 Summary

In this section we wanted to summarize and conti@stbasic taxonomies of
English verbs by Quirk et al. (1985whose terminology of the matter corresponds in a
great part with that used by Leech and SvartvilO80and Biber et al. (200:Aand
Huddleston & Pullum (2002) in order to find how ngapossible verb forms a
prototypical verb can have, whether all of the viggies (inside the auxiliary and lexical
class) have the same inventory of verb forms, amally see how it effects the main
concept of this thesi®areinfinitive.

Afterwards, we discussed the role of finiteness tba distribution ofbare
infinitival constructions in order to delimit theidistribution more in detail and
differentiate them from subjunctive and imperateastructions.

Further, we focused on tHeare infinitive itself and described it from various
perspectives. We considered the syntactic charsitsrofbare infinitival construction
through differentiation from theo-infinitival construction, its possible syntactic
functions, the role of passivization on its digitibn, lexical selection and restrictions
on thebareinfinitive form.

Even though we have decided to use Huddleston &uiigd (2002) terminology
and concepts throughout the thesis, we have addlboadapted the ternfmite/non-
finite formandinfinitive (form)which are commonly used by Quirk et al. (1985edle
and Svartvik (2003) and Biber et al. (2007).

Focusing orbare infinitives, we have concluded thiaare infinitive is a verb in a
plain form which is employed in &are infinitival construction. Bare infinitival
constructions are the only non-finite VPs or clausdich have as a head a verb in a
plain form, the remaining imperative and subjuretonstructions being finite. In (21)
we can observe thbare infinitival construction within a larger frameworéf the
remaining forms and finiteness with the relativertg in bold.

(21) Inflectional forms of English verbs in terms of finteness

PRIMARY FORMS

FINITE PLAIN FORM IMPERATIVE CONSTRUCTION
SUBJUNCTIVE CONSTRUCTION
PLAIN FORM TO-INFINITIVAL CONSTRUCTION
BARE INFINITIVAL CONSTRUCTION

NON-FINITE
GERUND-PARTICIPLE

PAST PARTICIPLE

Table 2.6: Inflectional forms of English verbs @rrhs of finiteness

Whatbare infinitival andto-infinitival constructions have in common is thhéey
do not need the supportivio for the negation, they are preferably parts of darg
constructions and they more likely occur withousubject, but when the subject is
present, it is either in the accusative or in ainpfmrm. Equally important,bare
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infinitival constructions are differentiated froro-infinitival constructions by not
having the subordinatote andfor as in (22).

(22) (@)ltis necessaryor her/Janet noto run faster.
(b) Rather than (*for) him/Paul not (*to) be caughtybuld go to the jail myself.

Although to-infinitival constructions occur in a larger numbar structures, the
distribution ofbare infinitival constructions is not as limited as tue expected. It
can carry out various syntactic functions as we sa@ in (23). Namely it is subject
(23a), subject complement (23b), verb complemeBt)(2object complement (23d),
complement of a preposition (23e) and even preeli(28f).

(23) (a)Bediligent was all | did.
(b) What people do igrousefear in others.
(c) Animals carfeel, too.
(d) The teacher let the studesttarehis birthday cake during the lesson.
I John does nothing bgpendall his time in the gym.
(f) Johnbeirresponsible! That's impossible.

Further, we have found out that thare infinitival construction is in most cases
restricted to the active voice, while in the pasdiveto-infinitival is employed. This is
illustrated by the constructiomake+ NP + bare infinitive which always takedare
infinitival complement in the active anid-infinitival in the passive as in (24).

(24) (a)Richard_made his frienthke upcrossfit.
(b) Will was_maddo take upyoga.

Finally, the lexical selection for tHeare infinitive form is also restricted as can be
seen in (25), as modal verbs and non-maltatio not possessare infinitive form as
we can observe in (25a) and (25b). Therefore thigtire is reserved for lexical verbs
(25c) and non-moddbe and have which play a significant role in the expression of
aspect and in the caselmalso voice as can be observed in (25d), (25e) 260

(25) (a)*I mustcan do the homework.
(b) *I may do not go to school.
(c) I heard the dodpark.
(d) I couldhavebeen there.
I I shouldbe going.
() She mighbetired.

To sum up, so far we have described in detail tmeept ofbare infinitive which

we will expand in the following section with the llezted data about its syntactic
distribution and the environments where it can occu
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3 DISTRIBUTION OF BARE INFINITIVES IN  ENGLISH

3.1 Introduction

As already mention above, thare infinitival constructior—a non-finite VP with
a head in a plain formhas a rather limited its syntactic distribution.tNmly it can
under very restricted circumstances carry out w&ricsyntactic functions, but
prototypically it can follow only a small number wérious lexical items. In fact, there
is only one verb class about which it can be asddhat is always complemented by
bareinfinitival constructions, and that is the clagsrmdal auxiliary verbs.

Neither Huddleston & Pullum (2002), nor Quirk et €985) or Biber et al.
(2007) provide a complete list of constructionsvimch thebareinfinitival appears. For
this reason we will dedicate this section to ther@sentation and discussion of all the
specific syntactic environments in which th&re infinitival construction participate.

We will use Huddleston & Pullum (2002), Quirk et @l985), Leech and Svartvik
(2003) and Biber et al. (2007) as core sourceganch of all the relevant information,
and check the selected data in the British NatiQmapus (BNC).

19



4 DO-SUPPORTY?

The supportivedo is one of the few verbs which can be most freduent
complemented only with &are infinitive. It is a semantically empty auxiliaryexb
whose existence is conditioned by its unique fumctwithin a couple of syntactic
processes (Quirk et al. 1985, 120, 776). More $ipally, when there is no other
auxiliary present in the same cladsas the presence of dummdg is excluded by the
presence of any other auxiliapthe supportive or dummgo ?° ‘help’ lexical verbs in
canonical clauses form grammatically correct sesgerparticularly when it comes to
negative, interrogative and emphatic construct{ghsldleston & Pullum 2002, 93-4).

In this occasion, Huddleston & Pullum mention the salled NICE
construction& which constitute four non-canonical constructiocisaracteristic of
auxiliary verbs but not of lexical verbs, that @ gay that it is in these constructions
where the auxiliarglo is employed.

(26) The function of auxiliary doillustrated via NICE constructions

NICE LEXICAL VERB STRUCTURE | AUXILIARY DO STRUCTURE

(2)NEGATION (i) *1 met not John. (i) 1 did notmeetJohn.

(b) INTERROGATION | (i) *Met | John? (i) Did I meetJohn?

(c) Coba () *1 met John and Henry(ii) | met John and Henry did toq.
met too.

(d) EMPHASIS (i) *You don't think I met (ii)) You don’t think | met John biit
John but | MET him. | DID meethim.

Table 4.1: The function of auxiliary do illustrate@d NICE constructions

Table 4.1 in (26)s an illustration of the auxiliary function of trsipportivedo.
The examples (26ai), (26bi), (26¢i) and (26di) dastmte that lexical verbs are unable
to stand alone in the NICE constructions. This rsalat without the auxiliargio these
sentences are ungrammatical, as can be seen ir),(Z82bii), (26c¢ii) and (26dii).

In reality, our interest resides solely in threetlod NICE constructions, namely
Negation, Interrogation and Emphasis constructidhe reason for this is that only in
these three constructions the auxilidgydisposes of the verb complementation, which
is, as has been stated above, constituteddarainfinitival construction highlighted in
examples (26a)’, (26b)’ and (26d)’ by bold print.

19 Quirk et al. (1985, 133) use also the te®*periphrasis; Biber el al. (2007, 73) employ the tedu-
insertionas well.

20 Both supportiveand dummy doare terms used by Huddleston & Pullum (2002). RQeir al. (1985)
uses solelyeémpty’or ‘dummy’ operator.

21 Quirk et al. (1985, 133) do not use the NICE camgions, but the occurrencesdd-support they list
are analogous to them.
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4.1 Do-support in imperative constructions

Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 94) specify that onlynmary verb formé takedo-
support. This also means thld-support can only mediate a clausal negation, btuan
phrasal negation, for which only the negative p&totis required. Quirk et al. (1985,
133-4) assert that thdo-support is not required in subjunctive and all 4fioite
constructions.

At the same time, we can observe tthais employed in imperative constructions
as well. See the example (27).

(27) Don't eat all the bananas!

However, imperative constructions belong among dtractures with the main
verb in a secondary form. According to HuddlestoPdllum’s statement abovethat
only verbs in primary forms takdo-support—supportivedo in imperative clauses
violates this rule.

In addition, Quirk et al. (1985, 833) mention aresthiolation of the distributional
rules of supportivedo. As we have mentioned above, the auxili@y is never
accompanied by any other auxiliary verb. Nonetlsel@és imperative clauses it can
occur withbeas can be seen in (28).

(28) (a)Do beseated!
(b) Don’t be shy!

The example (28) demonstrates that although tppastive do is never present
with another auxiliary verb within one clause innAmperative clauses, in imperative
clauses it occurs together with the auxilibey

This is why Quirk et al. (1985, 833) claim thaistdo anddon’t are more likely
the introductory imperative markerand only marginally accept that the emphalic
and negatinglon’t appearing in imperative constructions belondasupport.

Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 94) consider it an eximpamong secondary forms
and state thatlo-support is necessary when negating imperativeselgueven if the
head of the VP is another auxiliary verb.

In conclusion, althoughdo support with its prototypicalbare infinitival
complement prototypically applies solely to primasrb-forms, we will consider the
imperative construction an extension of this rule.

4.2 Emphatic constructions with ‘do’

With respect to the third of the NICE constructiersoDpa, it is used to
emphasize the positive polarity of a sentence. Wiemther auxiliary is present, the
insertion ofdo-support is demanded (Huddleston & Pullum 2002, @)irk et al.
1985, 1371-2). See (29).

22 Huddleston & Pullum's classification on primarydasecondary forms is discussed in 2.1.2 Huddleston
& Pullum’s taxonomy of verbs, page 9, see also @&b8B in (4).
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(29) (a)l'll/will lose weight. (a)’ Really, | WILL lose weight.

(b) I lost weight. (b)’ Really, 1 DIDloseweight.

The examples (29a) and (29b) represent the unemptaitexts, (29a) with the
modal auxiliarywill and (29b) without any auxiliary present. In ortieemphasize the
clausal positive polarity, in (29a)’ we put the drmapis on the modal auxilianyill,
while in (29b)’ it was necessary to insert and eagite the supportivdo. What is
emphasized in (29a) and (29b)’ is the veracityhaf statement, that is that what is said
really happened. Notice that the supportige in (29b) takes bare infinitival
complement.

The emphasis on the clausal polarity is not to d&uwsed with the emphasis on
the lexical content (Huddleston & Pullum 2002, 88)contrasted in (30).

(30) (a)l know you DIDspeakwith JIM.
(b) I know you SPOKE with Jim.

Again, in (30a) we have an example of emphatic miglan which a presence of
an auxiliary is required. What the speaker wantsoimmunicate is that the interaction
between the hearer and Jim really happened. Orottier side, the example (30b)
represents the emphasis on the lexical contexthwisiqout on the very lexical verb
spoke This speaker wants to let know that the heapoke’ with Jim, he did not ‘write
him a letter’.

To sum up, the supportivéo is also employed in positive emphatic polarity
clauses when no other auxiliary is present and whenemphasized element is the
veracity of the statement.
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5 MODALAUXILIARY VERBS

Modal auxiliary verbs constitute an establishedsetb class of verbs with very
special morpho-syntactic properties, one of whgcthat they subcategorize for a single
type of complemenbareinfinitival.

Quirk et al. (1985, 137) distinguish between cdntreodal auxiliaries and
marginal modal auxiliaries, central modal auxikaribeing:can could may, might
shall, should will /Il , would’d, must marginal modal auxiliary verbs beindare need
ought use?® while Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 115) do not ekgjtly classify modal
verbs into these two groups, but rather situatentba a scale from the central ones to
the most marginal ones; the verbed tas placed on a border between the auxiliary and
lexical verbs. For our convenience we will useclassification by Quirk et al (1985).

Quirk et al. (1985, 96) prefer to look upon modakikaries as oninvariable
words rather than distinguish between present and mietErms, for their semantic
meaning is not always in accordance. On the othed hHuddleston & Pullum (2002,
92) characterize modal auxiliaries as verbs wittiwesively primary forms which means
that modals have present as well as preterite fofims only obvious exception msust
with no preterite counterpart.

So that we could later critically discuss the grafpmarginal modal auxiliary
verbs, it is necessary to include the distinctivepprties of modal auxiliary verbs. To
begin with, Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 108) lisglt distinctive properties which
distinguish auxiliary verbs from lexical verfsin other words, it is also an extended
list of the so called NICE propertiéswhich are satisfied both by non-modal auxiliary
verbs and modal auxiliary verbs. We can see theepties together with the
corresponding examples in Table 5.1 in (31).

All the examples in Table 5.1 @@hyba! Nenalezen zdroj odkas.(31) represent
the distinctive properties of auxiliary verbs witlespect to lexical verbs. (31a)
demonstrates that auxiliary verbs can alone foramgnatical negative clauses only
with a particlenot. (31b) shows that by inverting subject and thet fauxiliary verb
they form grammatical interrogative clauses. (3gpyesents that they can bear stress in
emphatic polarity constructions. (31d) illustratbsit in code they can appear in a
reduced sentence while preserving the meaningeoivtiole. (31e) underscores that the
auxiliary do cannot substitute another auxiliary in code. (kplains that adverbs and
quantifiers usually follow auxiliary verbs which &® not apply to lexical verbs. (319)
displays that auxiliary verbs dispose of a spesel of negative primary forms, and
finally (31h) shows they also have reduced forms.

23 We used the forms afughtanduseas introduced by Huddleston & Pullum (2002), asriQat al
(1985) use the verb forms as they most frequemibear in practise, but unfortunately do not cover a
of the possible variants, e gughtwithoutto or usewithout—ed

24Verb taxonomies are discussed in 2.1 Formal ckexiatics of English verb, page 8.

25 The NICE properties were discussed in 4 Do-suppaige 21.
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(31) Distinctive properties of auxiliary verbs

PROPERTY AUXILIARY VERBS LEXICAL VERBS

(a) Primary verb negation (i) will not be a disaster.| (ii)’ * It rain not this week.

(b) Subject-auxiliary () Is it Friday already? (i)’ * Shines the sun all the

inversion year round?

(c) Emphatic polarity (i) CAN do it for you. (i)’ * I WANT to help you.

(d) Stranding (He won't listen, but | (i)’ * We aim high and you
will . aim _ too.

(e) Exclusion of ‘do’ in () *I can sing and he doeg (ii)’ He drives well, but |

code too. do too.

(f) Precede (i) We have luckily/all (i)’ * They think still/all

adverb/quantifier passed. about themselves.

(g) Negative forms (IHe mustn’'t become (i)’ * 1 liken’t your attitude.
involved.

(h) Reduced forms (fjve forgiven a lot. (i)’ * We’ke chocolate

bars. (like)

Table 5.1: Distinctive properties of auxiliary veth

All of the distinctive properties of auxiliary veslzharacterize non-moddid|, do,
have as well as modalcan, could may, might shall, should will/'ll , would’d, mus)
auxiliaries. In order that we could distinguish rabduxiliaries from non-modal
auxiliary verbs, it is necessary to add five adaiél properties distinctive of modal
auxiliary verbs introduced by Huddleston & Pullur2002). Not to describe
exhaustively all of the properties, we will demaatt them on a set of examples in
Table 5.2 in (32) below.

(32) Distinctive properties of modal auxiliary verbs’

PROPERTY MODAL AUXILIARY VERBS

Only primary forms (a) There seems to should be hope.

No agreement (hle might/*mights be waiting for a miracle.

Only bareinfinitival (c) The sun will rise/*to rise soon.

complement

Can appear in remote (d) If you listened more carefully, you would know |my
apodosis thoughts by now.

Modally remote preterite in | Could you make me some coffee?

main clause

Table 5.2: Distinctive properties of modal auxyiaerbs

26 Quirk et al. (1985, 121-127) employ analogousinisive features of auxiliary verbs, although under
different names, plus add one more entitledependence of subjedis it is more a semantic than
syntactic matter, we will omit it and stick to tblassification by Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 108).

27 Quirk et al. (1985, 127-128) describe analogosstrtitive features of modal auxiliary verbs, busty
under different names, and secondly they do ndudectheCan appear in remote apodosisthe list.
Nevertheless, they discuss it separately.
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Table 5.2 in (32) together with Table 5.1 in (3w the distinctive properties of
modal auxiliary verbs. Modal auxiliary verbs havdyoprimary forms?® so the (32a) is
ungrammatical ago-infinitive belongs among secondary forms. The epi@m(32b)
shows that there is no person-number agreementaoialnauxiliaries in present tense.
In (32c) we can see that modal auxiliaries takduskeely bare infinitival complement.
(32d) displays that the first verb in the main skwof a remote conditional must be a
modal in a preterite forrff,and at last (32e) illustrates that the pretedtenfof a modal
verb can be used witmodal remotened% meaning without any grammatical
restrictions even in the main clause, while lexiatbs have the possibility only in a
low number of subordinate structures.

As we have already covered the general distingiroperties of modal auxiliary
verbs, we can focus more closely on the centralnaadjinal modal auxiliaries with the
related complementation.

5.1 Central modal auxiliary verbs

For the general classification has been alreadgreavin the previous sectidh,
here we will dedicate solely to the complementatibrcentral modal auxiliary verbs,
namely ofcan, could may, might shall, should will /Il , would’d, andmust

Both Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 107) and Quirk le{(#985, 127) agree that the
central modal auxiliaries take only one kind oftveomplementbare infinitival —as
seen in (33)%?

(33) (a)Boys_carrun/*to run faster than girls.
(b) Could hestop*stopslaughing?
(c) May I have*having a look at your notes?
(d) I think you_mightonsider* consideredyour behaviour.
I I shall live/*to live a much healthier life.
(H Shouldn’t yothelp/*helping her?
(9) I'll/will_ find out/*to find what's behind that.
(h) He'd/wouldhave helpeftt helpedbut he didn’t know how.
(i) They_musbe abandoningabandoningsmoking.

All the examples in (33) show that the only possilsbmplement of modal
auxiliary verbs is a verb in laare infinitive form. No other form—neither primary nor
secondary-is applicable. Note the employment of perfectiveebafinitive in (33h)
and progressive bare infinitive in (33i).

28 Primary and secondary forms are discussed in Blddzlleston & Pullum’s taxonomy of verbs, page 9.

2 Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 148) define remote détadal (‘If he was here, he’d be upstairs.’) in
contrast to open conditional (‘'If he is here, h&#d upstairs.’), stating the difference betweenatem
and open possibility.

30 Term used by Huddleston & Pullum (2002).

315 Modal auxiliary verbs, page 24.

32 |n spite of that, Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 188)te an exception in form of the central moslaiild
and its use in modal idiomsould rather would soonerandwould as soonwhich can also take
complement in form of a finite clause, but we witit consider these idioms a central use of modal
auxiliary verbs and treat them apart in the seatiemodal idioms6 Modal idiomspage 33.
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For the only possible verb complement modal aamiliverbs admit isbare
infinitival, they cannot combine with each otherr fmodals have neither bare
infinitival not ato-infinitival form. More specifically, they cannot be complemdribg
other modals, as they have only primary forms amdhsy can occupy only the first
place in a finite VP. See (34) for the examples.

(34) (@) *you_shoulcan leave earlier from school.
(b) *He will musttrain harder.
(c) *They_couldvould like to stay longer at the party.
(d) *I wantedto maythe school earlier.

The examples in (34) demonstrate the impossibdit)combining more modal
auxiliaries in one clause as they lack the secgnid@ams. This means they cannot occur
where thebare infinitive is required as in (34a-c). Simultanelyuseither they possess
the to-infinitival form as in (34d). In other words, mddauxiliary verbs occupy a
unique position in the English predicate and thusifpon is the very initial.

To sum up, modal auxiliary verbs admit exclusiviedye infinitival complements.
As a restriction which comes with this is among eosh that they cannot be
complemented by other modals as they do not dispbsiee secondary forms and so
they do not fornbare infinitives nor any other secondary forms themeslv

5.2 Marginal modal auxiliary verbs

We have already named the verbs which belong taldms of marginal modal
auxiliary verbs:dare need oughtanduse Quirk et al. (1985, 137-8) regard them as
verbs of the greatest similitude to the central ad@ixiliary verbs. However, as they
cannot be differentiated from central modals by mentical shared property, i.e. each
of them differ from modal auxiliaries by a diffetgoroperty, we will not include their
collective characteristics here, but separatelgwePRpart from this, we will not discuss
the verbused tofor although it belongs to this class, it is nef@lowed by thebare
infinitival complement and therefore it is no longé our interest here.

5.2.10ught

Oughtis considered a marginal modal for more reasdnsas no reduced forms,
it doesn’t have a preterite form, it can very sebrcappear in a remote apodosis
construction and its most frequent complemertbisfinitive (Huddleston & Pullum
2002, 109). Quirk et al. (1985, 140) even claint th@an be regarded as a detached
homonymous lexical verb in some dialects and regigrsupport.

In spite of the properties which relocate the nexidal variant of the verbught
into the class of marginal modals, one propertyvdr#& nearer to the central modal
auxiliaries. Althoughought appears predominantly complemented wibkinfinitival
complementboth Huddleston & Pullum and Quirk et al. statet tihdbecomes more
acceptable and even preferable to haee infinitival complement in non-affirmative
contexts.
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(a)’ *I oughteatmore bananas.
(b)’ I oughtn’t/ought noktatsweets.

(35) (@)l oughtto eatmore bananas.
(b) I oughtn’t/ought noto eatsweets.

The examples in (35) demonstrate the possible cenmgnitation of the marginal
modal auxiliaryought In (35a) we observe that in an affirmative cladlse only
possible complementation is the-infinitive. (35b) represents the non-affirmative
contexts and shows that botbinfinitival and bare infinitival complements can be
employed.

We have searched the BNC in order to find whetherbiare infinitive is a
possible complement of the vedught In the Table 5.3 in (36) we can observe that
oughttogether withbare infinitive indeed occurs in non-affirmative contexalthough
theto-infinitival complements are much more frequent.

(36) Oughtand its verb complementation in the BNC

CONSTRUCTION + TO-INFINITIVE + BAREINFINITIVE
(NUMBER OF TOKENY | (NUMBER OF TOKEN9

(a) ought 4173 0

(b) ought not 245 4

(c) oughtn’t 16 0

(d) ought +pronoun 14 1

(e) ought +pronoun ot 6 0

(f) oughtn’t + pronoun 10 0

TOTAL NUMBER OF TOKENS 4464 5

Table 5.3:0ughtand its verb complementation in the BNC

Nevertheless, as we did not find any tokens whbeebare infinitive would
directly follow oughtn’tas in (36¢) and (36f), we can assume that thetivegaarticle
notin (36b) belongs to the verb complemenbafht not tooughtitself. However, this
presupposition was not confirmed in (36e) as weeetqul. Also, we found only one
token whereought + bare infinitive appears in an interrogative constructi@o this
construction is questionable as well.

Additionally, Quirk et al. add thabught can optionally occur withouto in
stranding constructions while Huddleston & Pulluamsider them more common with
the VP subordinatoto. On the other handyughtwithout the strandetb would only
support the expanding tendency of it to requireddue infinitival complementation.

(37) We don’t prepare our meals at home, but we ouigiht (

In the example (37) we can observe that in theding construction the marginal
modal auxiliaryoughtcan appear with the strandidas well as without it.

Quirk et al. (1985, 140) also remark that in Modé&mglish oughtalso occurs
with dosupport as a lexical verb. However, in this envinent its complement is
alwaysto-infinitival as in (38).
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(38) (a)They didn’t oughto getdrunk in the morning.
(b) Did they oughto confirm their presence?

In (38) we can see the lexical variantoofghtwhich requires the supportivio to
form negative (38a) and interrogative (38b) streeguln its lexical form it takes the-
infinitival complement all the time.

To sum uppughtcan be either a modal verb which subcategorizegopngantly
for ato-infinitive and in very few cases fdrare infinitive or it can be a lexical verb
which complies with all the usual properties ofitex verbs and requires support in so
called NICE construction¥. The lexicalought therefore, exclusively requires te-
infinitival complement.

5.2.2Need and dare

Another pair of marginal modal verbs to discussreedanddare These verbs
are subject of dual distribution since they canavehboth like lexical and modal
auxiliary verbs. Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 110yaed them as two different verbs
for the dissimilar distribution in the negativetarrogative and elliptical structures as in
(39).

(39) The differentiation of lexical and modal need and dare through different
distribution in negative, interrogative and elliptical structures

NICE 3 MODAL VERBS STRUCTURE | LEXICAL VERBS STRUCTURE
(2) NEGATION () I needn’t/daren’ttook | (ii) | didn’t need/dareo cook
myself. myself.

(b) INTERROGATION | (i) Need/Dare ook (i) Do | need/dardo cook
myself? myself?
(c) ELLIPTICAL () I needn’t/daren’tcook | (ii) | didn’t need/dargo cook
STRUCTURES myself and he myself and he didn'’t either.
needn’t/daren’t either.

Table 5.4: The differentiation of lexical and modeded and dare through different
distribution in negative, interrogative and ellgati structures

In (39) we can observe the distinct distributionlefical and modal variants of
the verbsneed and dare In the left column we can observe the distributio
characteristic for modal auxiliary verbs: in (39&)s primary verb negation, (39b)
shows subject-auxiliary inversion and (39c) is aaneple of the stranded modals in
code. Most importantly, all the modals in (39a-¢e a&complemented by #&are
infinitival. In the right column we can seeedanddare distributed as lexical verbs: we
can noticedo-support in all of the constructions atadinfinitival construction in place
of the second complement.

In addition, modal and lexicalare and needalso differ morphologically as in
(40). While the modals take the negation themsehre$ so the negative inflectional

33 The NICE constructions were discussed in 4 Do-suppage 21.
34 The NICE properties were discussed in 4 Do-suppaige 21.

28



morphemen’t (40a) which lexical verbs cannot acquire (404&)¢ texical verbs, on the
other side, take the'®person singular morphemes (40b)’ incompatible with modal
verbs as in (40Db).

(40) MODAL VERBS LEXICAL VERBS
()l needn’t/daren’twhoop (&) *I needn’t/daren’tto whoop
(b) *No one needs/darashoop (b)’ No one_needs/darés whoop

Apart from this, we can also observe thaedas modal verb has not preterite
form *neededwhile dare as a perfectly regular preterite fosaredwhich is identical
to the preterite form of its lexical counterpartugtileston & Pullum 2002, 110). Quirk
et al. (1985, 138) also state tloiaire can appear without limitations of tense.

Nevertheless, modal and lexicededanddare do not differ only in morphology.
An important aspect of the distribution of mod@&edanddare is that they can occur
solely in non-affirmative contexts. As a conseq@gttice affirmative context is reserved
merely for their lexical counterparts as in (41).

(41) (a) He need/darendthe game.
(b) He needs/dare® endthe game.

In (41) we can observe that only the lexical vasanof needand dare occur in
affirmative contexts as in (41b) while the modakdanddare are excluded from this
environment (41a).

So far, we have outlined the vemisedanddare as either strictly modal or lexical
verbs with the respective types of complementsmasials they subcategorize foare
infinitival complements and as lexical verbs theyequire to-infinitival
complementation.

However, Quirk et al. (1985, 138) do not completatyee thanheedand dare
should be regarded as two different verbs as they would be expected to behave as
proper modals on one side and proper lexical verbthe other, which mainly the verb
dare often does not which we will discuss in the follog/sections.

5.2.2.1Dare

First, let us show some of the irregularities tgbitor the constructions which
Quirk et al. (1985, 138) consider as ‘blends’ af thodal and lexical variant ofare
See the examples in (42) and (43).

(42) (a)Jeremy darebestronger.
(b) Does Jeremy daree stronger?
(c) Jeremy didn’t dardoe stronger.

(43) Only Jeremy dareble stronger.

What we can see in (42) are supposedly the ‘blentishe modal and lexical
variants ofdare All the verbsdare in (42) are complemented bylare infinitival
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which is a property characteristic of the modalikany verbs in general. Nonetheless,
in (42a) the precedinglare has an-s inflection typical for lexical verbs and the
examples (42b) and (42c) contain tbe-support in an interrogative and negative
construction respectively which is also attributedexical verbs. Additionally, in (43)
darehas a regular preterite form same for its lexaced modal variant while the context
is non-affirmative, so we cannot decide whetherdaee in this construction is modal
or lexical.

Veselovska (2001) presents a corpus study abouvdtedare and proves that
dare in what Quirk et al. (1985) consider a ‘blend’ s fact a lexical verb both
morphologically and syntactically. In the first pa Veselovska demonstrates ttiate
which is verifiably a modal auxiliary never takesinfinitival complement as in (44).

(44) (a)Eva daren’t/*liken’t (*to)weara skirt on her motorbike.
(b) Dare/*Likes Eva (*toweara skirt on her motorbike?
(c) None of the bikers dare (*t@yeara skirt on the motorbike, dare (*does) she?

That thedare in (44) is modalcan be seen in that it is the first auxiliary which
takes the negative morpheme in (44a), it can form a question without the suppe
do and so inverts with the subject in (44b) and findlis repeated in the question tag
together with the personal pronoun referring tgesttlin (44c). These are the properties
of modal auxiliary verbs as lexical verbs never ceed in these constructions.
Additionally, we can observe the modal vathre is never complemented byte-
infinitival complement.

On the other hand, Veselovska (2001) supply exasripten her corpus findings
from which it is obvious that in the rest of thesaissed constructions it is the lexical
darethat is employed. Let us review it in (45).

(45) (a)Hillary doesn’t dare {(0) enterthe fitness studio.
(b) Does Hillary dare {0) enterthe fitness studio?
(c) None of Hillary’'s friends daresd) enterthe fitness studio, do (*dare) she?

In (45) it was shown that the pattestare + to/bareinfinitive is associated with
the lexicaldare as it requiregdo-support not only in negative (45a) and interrogati
(45b) structures, but also in question tags agst)(and other elliptical constructions.
Modal auxiliary verbs never occur with the suppatio in the same clause, so all the
darein (45) are lexical.

In brief, although Quirk et al. (1985) claim thatlaar line between the modal and
lexical verbsdare does not exist, Veselovska (2001) proves this weawng. On the
basis of her corpus research we have shown thedalige features of modal and lexical
verbsdare. All things considered, we have learned that matiak occurs solely in
non-affirmative contexts together withbare infinitival complement while lexicatflare
is employed withbare infinitival as well as withto-infinitival complement irrespective
of the context as in (46).

(46) (a)The soldier daren't (*tosayanything, dare he?
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(b) The soldier doesn’t dare (tspyanything, does he?

In sum, the modatlare which can be seen in (46a) has its proper negative
counterpart (39a), forms the interrogative strugsupy inversion with subject, appears
in elliptical constructions (39c) and takedare infinitival complement. The lexical
darein (46b) has none of the mentioned NICE propefti@s the Table 5.4 in (39) and
subcategorizes either fobareinfinitival or for ato-infinitival complement.

5.2.2.2Need

First of all, we need to remind that mocededwhich requires dare infinitival
complement occurs exclusively in non-affirmativentexts. Huddleston & Pullum
(2002, 111) even claim that the lexicaéed occurs predominantly in affirmative
contexts, so according to them their distributibaidd be almost complementary.

Huddleston & Pullum state that the distributiomekdis much straighter than the
distribution of dare neverthelessthey admit that the lexicateed can occasionally
appear complemented withbare infinitive. In addition, Quirk et al. add that thexical
need with the —s inflection forms blend constructions withare infinitives most
frequently which they illustrate with the examphe(47).

(47) One_needs onlseflectfor a second.

Quirk et al. claim that even though the lexicalbneeed—which we detect in (47)
for its 39 person singulars inflection—takes prototypicallyo-infinitival complement,
it can possibly take bare infinitival complement, too, as in (47) where wenadearly
decide that the superordinate vededis a lexical verb, not a modal.

On the other side, as we found in the BM€eddoes not appear complemented
with a bare infinitive when accompanied by the supportiste but only with ato-
infinitive as in (48).

(48) (a)l don't need *eatb eatbreakfast.
(b) Do | need ®atto eatbreakfast?

The lexicalneedin (48) cannot takebare infinitival complements in all the
relevant constructions as the lexicddre does as in (45) and does not occur in
constructions witldo-support at all.

In conclusion, the modaleedis virtually restricted to non-affirmative contexts
together with thdare infinitival complementation while the lexicakedoccurs mainly
in affirmative contexts complemented bytainfinitival complement, even though it
can appear witbareinfinitival complement as well, but if the suppe#gidois present.
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6 MODALIDIOMS

Quirk et al. (1985, 141) describe modal idioms astimvord verbal constructions
that have an auxiliary vetbas their first member, have no non-finite formsl a@me
complemented with an infinitiv& and classifyhad better, would rather, have got (to)
be (to)and some other verb constructions of very lite un this verb group. Apart
from these, Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 1227) alsntion an idiomatican butand
verb compounds with the subordinato?’ integrated into the lexical basavanna,
gotta, gonnagetc—as members of this group.

The denomination of the constructions—modal idionpseeeeds from the first
present auxiliary verb which is a modal auxiliasrly that behaves with respect to the
properties of modal verbs discussed in (31) and. (B2is therefore not the whole
construction which is modal, but only the first diaxy verb. In addition, because the
structures in question are distributed as whole pteres that also have specific
semantic and not always transparent interpretatiwashave decided to follow the term
and call them modal idioms as well.

Presently we will pay attention to modal idioms @hirequirebare infinitival
complementation. These anad better, would ratheandcan but.We will also discuss
the verb compounds with the subordindtointegrated into the lexical base.

6.1 Had better/best

Had better/bestis a modal idiom which includes the auxiliamad has only
primary forms and is always followed bybare infinitive (Huddleston & Pullum 2002,
113). Contrary to all expectations, tliad has a present meaning which, according to
Huddleston & Pullum, makes the connection with tlem-idiomatic auxiliaryhave
weak. Nevertheless, they do not explicitly claimatthad should be considered an
independent lexeme as it adds thedal remotenessieaning to the reguldwave Apart
from that, it has the same negative and reducedd@s the preterite dfave hadn’t
and‘d. Moreover, the reduction can go so far as to traplete abandonment bhd
(Huddleston & Pullum 2002, 113). See the examp® {dr the use and distribution of
had better/best

(49) (a)l hadn't better/best*(0) staysober.
(b) I ‘'d/had better/best*(o) staysober.
(c)1 _ better fto) staysober.

The examples in (49) show the distribution of thedal idiomhad better/best
followed by abare infinitival but not by ato-infinitival complement. By comparison of
the examples (49a) and (49b) we can observe tleatdmplementation of the idiom

35 Quirk et al. (1985, 141) use the teomeratorfor what Huddleston & Pullum (2002) accepted thant
auxiliary. More in Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 104) in thea&5.

36 Neither Huddleston & Pullum (2002) nor Biber et(@007) provide any definition fanodal idioms

37 The subordinator to is discussed in 2.3 Formgberiies of bare infinitive, page 13.
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stays identical regardless of the context, (49@yesenting the non-affirmative and
(49b) the affirmative context. (49c) demonstratésitteven after the complete
elimination of the auxiliarjradthe rest of the idiom remains int&gt.

6.2 Would rather, would sooner, would as soof§

Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 1128) suggest the emtsteof three semantically
identical modal idioms derived from modal auxiliawould would rather would
sooner and would as soon Also, they claim that these idioms act as semanti
alternations ofvould prefer The difference between the idiomatic and the seicelly
analogousvould preferconstructions resides in their complementation(5a) it can
be seen that the idiomatic constructions th&ee infinitival complement whilewould
preferin (50b) takego-infinitival complement.

(50) (a)l would rather/sooner/as soort@) staymyself.
(b) I would prefer %J/to staymyself.

Apart from the bare infinitival complement, these idioms can be also
complemented with finite clauses. The contrastilected in the example (51).

(51) (a)He would rather/sooner/as soofid) leavenow.
(b) I would rather/ sooner/as soon ytaft now.

In the example (51) we can observe thatild rather would sooneandwould as
sooncan complemented either withbare infinitival complement as in (51a) or with a
finite clause as in (51b).

In addition, both these constructions serve asriteomparisons” when together
with than whose complement can be either whole as in (53)adtial (Huddleston &
Pullum 2002, 1128).

(52) (a)She would rather{o) openthe window than*(o) openthe door.
(b) I would rather yowpenthe window than that yoopenedthe door.

In (52) we can observe that aftdran comes exactly the same form of the
complement as the one which follows the idiom wheh bare infinitival in (52a) and
finite clause in (52b). The partial complementatieould bethan the doorfor (52a) as
well as for (52b)?°

To sum up, the modal idionwvgould rather would soonerandwould as sooropt
for either abare infinitival complement or finite clause complemeitoth of these
variants can occur also in complex structures witn as in (52) in which cashanis

%8 (a) Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 113) mention that non-standard speech (49c) can be even
reanalysed abetterbeing the auxiliary verb, as mainly in childreresph it can be found in question
tags: ‘We better go in, bettern’t w&?

(b) Quirk et al. (1985, 141) supplement mdrewd negation ofiad better/best
%9 Other constructions wittather are discussed in 8Rather page 51.
40 Quirk et al. (1985, 141) supplement more abountgation ofvould rather/sooner/as soon
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followed by a complement structurally identical tteat taken directly by the modal
idiom.

6.3 Can (help) but

Can helpcan help buandcan butare idiomatic constructions treated exclusively
by Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 1227, 1232). ImpottEnsay, all of these occur solely
in non-affirmative contexts.

Moreover,can helpand can help butare not to be confused with each other.
Although identical in meaning, they differ in th@omplementation. See the example
(53).

(53) (a)l can’t/*can helpthinking/ *to think/ *think about what you told me about

Jim.
(b) I can't/*can help butkat/*to think/ *thinking ice cream even though it is
unhealthy.

The examples (53) illustrate the non-affirmativiemnds can helpandcan help but
The asterisks witlzanin both (53a) and (53b) demonstrate the unacc#ipyadf these
idioms in affirmative contexts. More importantban helpas can be seen in (53a) takes
only gerund-participial complement arnzhn help but(53b) only bare infinitival
complement.

Can butjust ascan help butrequiresbare infinitival complement and is similarly
limited solely to non-affirmative contexts. Huddlas & Pullum (2002, 1227) explain
that but in these constructions acquires a specific idiotatieaning ‘not’, so the
resultantcan(not) ‘not’ or can(not) help ‘not’are far easier to understatidSee the
examples of this phenomenon in (54).

(54) (a)The dinosaurs couldn’t but ¢d) becomeextinct.
(b) Peter_couldn’t help but (tb) eatthe ice cream alone.

In (54) we can observe the non-affirmatie@n butandcan help buttake bare
infinitival complements. If we consider the idiontatranscription ofbut, we can
transcribe (54a) ashe dinosaurs couldn’t not become extiociThe dinosaurs had to
become extincand similarly (54b) ad$eter couldn’'t help_not eating the ice cream
alone.

In conclusion, the modal idiomsan butand can help butoccur exclusively in
non-affirmative contexts and requireébare infinitival complement. Besides, the modal
idiom can help bubave its semantically identical counterpaah helpwhich, however,
does not takeare infinitival but gerund-participial complement. Thepecial thing
about them is that the preposition of exceptlmrt acquires a specific idiomatic

41 At the same time, the non-affirmativan butis not to be mistaken witbut used in conditionals
meaning ‘only’ as irlf we could but live forevemeaninglf only we could live forevefHuddleston &
Pullum 2002, 1227).
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meaning “not” in these constructions which helpghwihe interpretations of the
idiomatic structures.

6.4 Verb compounds with incorporated subordinatorto

Bare infinitival also follows constructions in which éhsubordinatorto is
morphologically incorporated to the head word ltdas (Huddleston & Pullum 2002,
1616). These are typical for certain varieties nglish, most importantly for AmE, and
are considered informal. In (55) we can see all th@phological compounds in
exemplary sentences together with their full eqieines.

(55) (a)lt’'s gonnarain. (a)’ It's going torain.
(b) I've gottabuy myself a present. (b)’ I've got tobuy myself a present.
(c) You_haftabring the candy. (c) You_have tdring the candy.
(d) You_oughtaepair the car. (d)’ You_ought toepair the car.
(e)He’s suppostaveara suit. (e)’ He’s supposed taveara suit.
() We_ustavalk for hours. ()’ We_used twvalk for hours.
(g) They wannataytogether. (9)’ They want tstaytogether.

These constructions are limited in use as ther@m@yeseven of them. Regarding
the distribution, they can enter only into a simpdgenative construction. In tlsenple
catenative constructiomas the main verb directly followed by the suboatie verb,
while in thecomplex catenative constructiam intervening NP is inserted between the
two. (Huddleston & Pullum 2002, 1194, 2000).

Since the subordinatdp is already inside the compound so it is impossible
insert an NP between this compound andbise infinitival complement. On the
examples in (56) below we compare the distributbm verb with usualo-infinitival
complementation with the respective reduced stractu

(56) (a)Shewants to marrya girl. (a)’ Shewannamarry a girl.
(b) Shewantsmeto marry a girl. (b)’ *Shewan mena marry a girl.
(c) *Shewantsto memarry a girl.  (c)’ *Shewannamemarry a girl.

(56a) is completely coherent in both cases. In)38avell as in (56a’) the verbs
entered into a simple catenative construction amd NP precedes the verbal
complement. (56b) shows an analogous distributioanoinserted NP which directly
follows the verb. The result is ungrammatical i6l{5 as we would have to separate the
compoundwannain order to insert the NP before the subordingdoin (56¢) we can
see another incorrect distribution of the inserfd®. It can never separate the
subordinatoto from theto-infinitival. That is why it is equally ungrammaéikin (56¢).

Although the examples above show why it is ungrativakto insert an NP
between the compound and the complementing verteatarative sentences, it still
results incorrect to front the NP in interrogatisentences and leave the compound
directly precede the verb as in (57).
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(57) (a)Who do you want _ to marry? (&)’ *\Who do you wanna _ marry?

Although the NP complement does not directly follthe respective verb in (57),
it is still ungrammatical in case of the discussethpounds for the NP to be present as
in (57a’), because even when the NP is prepos#tkimterrogative sentence, it returns
to its usual position in the corresponding respoasel makes the construction
ungrammatical anyway.

In conclusion, solelybare infinitival complements constructions in which the
subordinatorto is morphologically incorporated to the head wardoilows, namely
gonna, gotta, hafta, oughta, supposta, ustad wanna. The constructions are,
nevertheless, limited in the distribution as theg amployed solely in the simple
catenative constructions. This means that no NFbeanserted between the compounds
and the complementing structure.
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7/ LEXICALVERBS

In this section we have gathered all the envirortsyeinich Huddleston & Pullum
(2002), Quirk et al. (1985) and Biber et al. (200@gntion wherebare infinitival
construction complement lexical verbs. Therefore,can observe th&are infinitival
complementation is not only a matter of non-modaxilaries, modals or modal
idioms—as suggested in (32e)which all belong to the auxiliary class, but a reatif
lexical verbs as well.

7.1 Verbs of sensory perception

Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 1236) classify the velidss, hear, notice observe
overhear see watch andsmellas verbs of sensory perception and subsequently st
that all of them excemmelltakebare infinitives as their second complement, the first
being an NP. Quirk et al. (1985, 1205) advocatettiia group of verbs which takeare
infinitives be callecperceptual verbs of seeing and heariigvertheless, dgeldoes
not fit this grouping, these are actually verbssehsory perception of seeing and
hearing +feel (further only “verbs of sensory perception”) whibklong to this verb
category.

Nonetheless, these verbs can take other typesroplements as well, largely
with a change in the perception of the event. Thiange relates to gerund-patrticipial
complement, past-participial complemetdsinfinitival complement, and finite clause
complement, each of which contribute to differemderstanding of the event.
Notwithstanding, not all these verbs can take &lthese complements. The most
flexible is probably the verseeon which these constructions are exemplified in) (58
(Huddleston & Pullum 2002, 1236).

(58) (a)l saw my brotheplay Tetris.
(b) I saw my brotheplaying Tetris.
(c) | saw my brothedefeatedn Tetris.
(d) I saw my brotheto playTetris.
| | saw that my brotheplayedin Tetris.

According to Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 1236) th@snstriking distinction
among the types of verb complementatiorseédivides the examples semantically in
two halves. (58a-c) represent the primary senseethat is sensory perception, which
require the presence of an experiencer and a stgénuh contrast to it, (58d-e)
demonstrate the secondary sensasea® “mental interference”, so that it does not the
count with the employment of sight but rather ville engagement of mental cognition
(Huddleston & Pullum 2002, 1236-7).

The major distinction, however, is to be drawn kesw (58a) and (58b). Tlare
infinitival complement in (58a) delivers the infoation that the experiencer witnessed
the entire event. On the other hand, the gerunticgde in (58b) expresses that the
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experiencer perceived only a part of the eventallinthe interpretation of (58c)
towards the event reflects its result (HuddlestoRW&lum 2002).

Considered the semantic delimitationdafe infinitives as complements of verbs
of sensory perception, it is necessary to estaltistsyntactic restrictions of this matter,
specifically the influence of passivization. Ficdtall, feel andwatch cannot passivize
and overhearand notice only marginally (Quirk et al. 1985, 1205), so thewe left
aside here. More importantly, the rest of the vaerbser appear followed by lzare
infinitival complement when passivized as in (59a).

(59) (a) *The painting was sedall to the ground.
(b) The painting was sedn fall to the ground.

In this environment the prototypical substitute tioe bare infinitival complement
is the to-infinitival complement as seen in (59b). Howevas, mentioned above, the
meaning transmitted by these two constructionsifferdnt and in consequence it
results improbable that this pair could constithie corresponding counterparts. See the
example (60).

(60) (a)l had seen Annaook so | decided to buy my own lunch instead.
(b) Anna_had been se¢n cook so | decided to buy my own lunch instead.

In (60a) we can see two main clauses, first of tvhabtains activesee
complemented by &are infinitive. The entire sentence is fully meaningfas after
having witnessed the way of Anna’s cooking the kpedecided not to eat it and rather
buy his own lunch. The example (60b) shows two natanises as well, but in the first
clausesee is passivized and followed bip-infinitive. Notwithstanding, the result
sounds pragmatically unacceptable as only becdugsspeaker noticed Anna’s activity
would not be the reason that could possibly lean bd buying his own lunch
(Huddleston & Pullum 2002, 1237). Thus it can baataded that (60a) does not have
its passivized semantically identical counterpant] so in this sense it can exist only in
the active voice.

In conclusion, all of the verbs of sensory peraaptadmit bare infinitival
complements in active clauses if it is intendedd&iver the information that the
experiencer perceived the entire event. Howevas, itecessary to remind that not all
the verbs of sensory perception mentioned in tlredactory paragraph have the same
syntactic behaviour asee Althoughfeelis practically the saméearandoverhearare
feasible solely in active clauses. In additionhaligh the discussed clauses allow
passivization with to-infinitival complement, the resulting structuresre a not
semantically identical as théare infinitival complement conveys the sensory
perception meaning whiléo-infinitival complement communicate the perception
“mental interference”.
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7.2 Causatives:have, let, make, help

Huddleston & Pullum classifjhave, letand makeas “causative verbs” (2002,
1244), Quirk et al. (1985, 1205) as “verbs of coereneaning” and Biber et al. (2007,
708) together with the velliielpas “verbs of facilitation and causation,” whicleses to
fit best to all of them. Moreover, all these fouerlys can takebare infinitival
complement. For these common properties we willsm®r them in this section
together.

7.2.1 Dynamic have

Dynamic haveds one of the three variants bave Huddleston & Pullum (2002,
111) distinguish. As noticeable from the designmatithis haveis not static but covers
rather dynamic processes and it is treated asiealexerb with respect to the criteria
listed in (31). Most frequently it takes past papial complement, howevehare
infinitival is also possible. For examples see (61)

(61) (a)My neighbour has his gardenown every week.
(b) My neighbour_has his ddgring him newspapers every morning.

The example (61a) represents the most common wsteuatith dynamic havelt
follows the modelhave + something +done The example (61b) represents an
exemplary structure witdynamic havesubcategorized for a NP andare-infinitival
complement, the model beingave+ someone o something.

Additionally, haveis never passivized, and so appears only in actaugses as in
(61) (Quirk et al. 1985, 1206).

(62) (a) *His garden was hathown every week.
(b) *His dog_was hattring him newspapers every morning.

Dynamic havgust as no othehavenever appears in the passive voice, so both
(62a) and (62b) are ungrammatical, no matter wieatbmplementation is.

Furthermore, Biber et al. (2007, 708) remark tluestruction othaveis viewed
more usual in AmE than in BrE, even though in lib#se dialects it is quite rare.

In summarydynamic havés a lexical verb which appears with two types effov
complements: past participial being the more commodbare infinitival being the
less common. When complemented by the past paaiicipfollows the modehave+
something +done and when complemented Iare infinitival, the model ishave +
someone +do something. Finallydynamic haveas well as no othehaveis never
passivized.

7.2.2 Make

What is exceptional abouhakewithin this group is that it takes solehare
infinitival complement and no other at all in thetige voice and onlyto-infinitival
complement in the passive, which is a prototypibahaviour of verbs which
subcategorize only for hare infinitive in canonical active clauses. This is athall
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Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 1244), Quirk et al. (398205) and Biber et al. (2007,
694) agree on. This behaviour we can observe ij (63

(63) (a)A man should know how to make his girlfri¢dadl like a woman.
(b) These flowers are made surviveeven in extreme conditions.

The example (63a) shows hamakeperforms in the active, i.e. it is followed by a
bare infinitival complement. When in the passive agd8b), makesubcategorized for a
to-infinitival complement.

Moreover, we can observe this behaviour even ianiditic constructions with
make Quirk et al. (1985, 1168) give such examplemake do wittor make+ NP +do.

Altogether,makerepresents a prototypical verb which subcategorigess NP
and abare infinitival complement when active and for a NP aado-infinitival
complement when passive.

7.2.3Let

Let is a very questionable lexical item in terms of sigtactic analysis. Both
Huddleston & Pullum and Quirk et al. vary in thewonceptions about this matter.
Nevertheless, to begin with, Huddleston & Pullur@q2, 924) as well as by Quirk et al
(1985, 148) distinguish two different verlet which not only differ in the distribution
but also in the semantic interpretation. While fist let is a transitive verb whose
meaning is analogous to “allow” and which can bepleyed in various types of
sentences, the othést can have more syntactic and semantic interpretand is
restricted to so-calletbt-imperativest? With this in mind, in the following paragraphs
we will consider the two verbs separately.

The firstlet can be described as a main transitive verb andnarg& counterpart
of “allow” or “permit”. It can take a subject and subcategorized for an object NP and
a bare infinitival complement. Also, it is not restrictetb any particular type of
sentence. Examples can be seen in (64).

(64) (a)Kate let himeather portion of pie.
(b) Let your husbando outwith his friends once a week!

In (64) we have prototypical examples of the Vetlwith the sense of “allow” or
“permit’. We can observe thd¢t takes NP andare infinitival complement in both
(64a) and (64b). An important contrast that needset considered is that the sentence
in (64a) is declarative and in (64b) imperative.isTproperty draws a difference
between the already discusdetiand the seconbkt which occurs solely in imperative
constructions.

The otherlet, as we have already mentioned, can have more ciiyntand
semantic interpretations and occurs onlyletimperative clauses—which stand in
opposition to ordinary imperative claus€ur intention will be to present Quirk et

42 | et-imperativess a term used by Huddleston & Pullum (2002).
43 Letimperatives and ordinary imperatives are termsl iseHuddleston & Pullum (2002).
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al.’s and Huddleston & Pullum’s differing views ¢inis matter and try to determine
whether there is a relation between the syntadtiectire around thdet meaning
“allow” and the otheidet which is only employed in different types the-imperative
constructions?

First, we will focus on Quirk et al.’s conceptiohlet-imperative clauses. Quirk et
al. (1985, 829) differentiate two types lef-imperatives: 3 person and '3 personlet
imperative. Quirk et al.’s justification for the mminations is that they reflect the
grammatical person of subjects which follawin the objective case. Accordingly, they
state that % person imperatives witlet do not exist.

Quirk et al. (1985, 148) think of thist as of goragmatic particle of imperative or
optative moodand compare it with modal verbs which can possapgear in a parallel
construction to express a wish. The syntactic sintyl of the constructions is seen in
(65).

(65) (a)Let the Earth/him/me avenge us.
(b) May your teachers appreciate your talent.

Quirk et al. (1985, 148) claim that the underlindéments in (65) lost their
original meaning and became further unanalysabdgmatic particles Nevertheless,
they admit that because of the pronouns which vollet in the objective case
syntactically it is still a main transitive verbcéording to this statement the example
(65a) should be analysed agt + NP in the objective case bare infinitival
complement.

By the same token, Quirk et al. (1985, 830) renthdt the formlet’s cannot be
analysed as a transitive verb with a NP in objectiase, because of such uses as in
(66).

(66) (a)Let’snot have the same opinion.
(b) Don't let’s trick the teachers<esp Bre>
(c) Let's dan't use soap anymorgAmE>
(d) Let’s you/us create a new ordetAmE>

Quirk et al. argue that because of the whole ramfigpossible placements of
negative elements in clauses contairlatty (66a-c}—the example (66c) being the most
salient for the negative element being situatet hasore the following main verb and
after let's—it should be considered an unanalysable pragmagiticfe and an
imperative marker. As an additional evidence theygest the structure (66d) in which
we can observe that a NP in the objective the tibecase follows the lexical item
let's. For these reasons Quirk et al. suggest ligts be a mere pragmatic particle.
However, under the influence of this interpretatibay do not state anything about the
form of the following main verb. The only exampleoat which it is clear that the verb
complement ibareinfinitival is (66c¢) as the verbsecomplements a supporthgm.

44 However, the focus will be drawn away from the rallesemantic interpretations of the structure Se
Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 924-37) or Quirk et(@985, 147-8 and 829-30) for more.
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In comparison to Quirk et al., Huddleston & Pullusffer a more complex
perspective oret-imperatives. To begin with, first we will outlinthe conceptual
differences in the classification, and then discties matter in terms of syntactic
analysis.

Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 924-5) oppose Quirk ks alassification oflet-
imperatives and develop a new classification adpisd their findings; they distinguish
between1s person inclusiveand open letimperatives. This classification, same as
Quirk et al.’s one, also departs from the NP tlodibivs let, however, Huddleston &
Pullum do not consider it the subject let, but its object. In addition, they supply
examples of the whole range of person-number vansitincluding the2" person let
imperatives for which they adapted tlopen letimperatives type. Under those
circumstances, Quirk et al.’s claim that there moe2 person imperatives withet
results implausible.

When it comes td® person inclusive leimperativestheir exceptionality resides
in that they never take subjects and the NPSbpdrson plural in objective case can
occur reduced tés. Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 934) point out a divarge in their
grammaticality and possible analyses in two furtbespecified dialectsa more
conservative Dialect 1 and a more informal DialectWe can notice two model
sentences and the distinction in the acceptabilitthese English dialects in Table 7.1
(67).

(67) Acceptability of model let-imperative sentences in Dialect 1 and Dialect 2
according to Huddleston & Pullum (2002)

Dialect 1 Dialect 2
(a) Let’s prepare some dinner. NG v
(b) Let’'syou and Imeeat the pie alone. * v

Table 7.1: Acceptability of modéét-imperative sentences in Dialect 1 and Dialect 2
according to Huddleston & Pullum (2002)

In Table 7.1 (67) we can observe that while in &#ll only one of the
constructions (67a) is considered grammatical, ialddt 2 both the constructions (67a)
and (67b) are perfectly acceptable. The ration@atimafor this phenomenon is in their
different syntactic analyses.

(67a) is al® person inclusivelet-imperative wherelet is a catenative verb
followed by an object NP anghre infinitival complement. As a matter of fact, ittise
only case where ths is still parsed asis. In order to demonstrate the validity of this
analysis, we shall examine it in the process oftieg in (68).

(68) (a)Don't let’s follow the orders.
(b) Let’s not follow the orders.

We can observe thadét in these circumstances requirgs-support in case of
clausal negation in (68a) which is a typical propef lexical verbs, or in case of partial
negation the negative partiaet is placed before thieare infinitival complement as in
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(68b). Nevertheless, unlike in ordinary imperatjvébge difference between (68a) and
(68b) is perceived solely on the syntactic levelsamantically they are equal. As a
result, the (68) examples support the suggestetysameof (67a) and so form the
evidence thalet performs as a verb which requires non-finite can@ntation, in this
casebareinfinitival. In this aspect it is similar to ther$tlet meaning “allow”.

Yet for the example (67b) it is impossible to balgsed just as (67a), because, as
Huddleston & Pullum remark, we could not replacén (67b) withus, but think of the
unit let's as further indivisible marker of thé&s person inclusive lemperative
construction, and oyou and I/meas of a subject of the following verb. Neverthsles
Huddleston & Pullum do not examine the form of tleeb in question, thus we will
leave it without conclusion.

The other type ofet-imperative clausesopen letimperatives—employ other
than ' person plural objects. Huddleston & Pullum (20836) state that there are only
two differences which separates them from ordinargeratives. The first is that they
are not directive and do not address any of the@pact participants which means that
they cannot take"? person subjects nor any question tags, and tlendds thatopen
let-imperatives, unlike ordinary imperatives, do ndtedentiate semantically between
syntactically clausal and partial negation. Othseyithey are structurally identical. In
consequence, even in this structure the \&rbakes a NP object andbare infinitival
complement. See (69).

(69) (a) rou) Make the studentsmeto the classroom. (will you?)
(b) (*You) Let the studentometo the classroom. (*will you?)

The example (69) demonstrates the syntactic siityilaf ordinary imperative and
open letimperative structures. (69a) represents an ordigfrgerson imperative with a
subject and a question tag which can be optionaigent, while (69b) illustrates an
open let-imperativavhich according to Huddleston & Pullum does ntdwal2" person
subjects nor any question tags at all. Otherwise, dyntactic structure of (69a) and
(69Db) is treated analogous having the form: Verh plain form of imperative mood +
object NP +bareinfinitival complement.

To sum up, although Quirk et al. and Huddleston @#lutn differ conceptually
and present their syntactic analyses in an unlikenmar mainly regarding the
verb/particle/markerlet('s), we can conclude that they draw similar conclusion
regarding the distribution dfare infinitives after the verltet. Firstly, abare infinitive
always followslet meaning “allow” or “permit”. Secondly, in construms with let’s
where‘s can be still parsed ass and the employment dfare infinitival complement
applies as well. Thirdly, we cannot determine wikethe verb followindet’s is abare
infinitive in some of the negative constructionsifolet’s is no longer analysable as a
verb with its object. Finally,open letimperative constructions count withare
infinitival complements as well.

7.2.4Help

Although the verbhelp can be followed by dare infinitival complement, the
circumstances seem to be difficult to define. BQthrk et al. (1985, 1205) and Biber et
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al. (2007, 708) solely mention thia¢lp can take two types of verb complementsare
infinitival and to-infinitival, but none of them state hoWwelp followed by abare
infinitive differs from help followed by ato-infinitival complement, so there seems to
be no difference in the distribution of the two qements.

In spite of that, Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 1244) to explain the distinction
betweenbare and to-infinitival complement ofhelp acknowledging that virtually no
clear boarder line can be drawn between the twih, By claim that it is semantics
that matters, as in case of thare infinitival complement a direct participation dfet
helper is required in the event for which the hslpeeded as in (70).

(70) (a)They helped meq) preparethe decoration by colouring the lanterns.
(b)They _helped mi® preparethe decoration by not interrupting me.

In (70a) it is clear that the helpers participaitedhe activity for which the help
was desired and so, according to Huddleston & Rylitiis possible to use eithbare
or to-infinitive. On the other side, (70b) shows that tielp was achieved by enabling
the speaker to do it himself and thus, as HuddhestoPullum claim, the only
admissible complement fe-infinitival.

7.3 Go

Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 1225) remark that thedal verbgo can behave
rather untypically for a lexical verb in that itrcaake abare infinitival complement
under certain grammatical conditions: In (71a) va@ observe the verlyp and get
coordinated by the coordinatand which represents the prototypical useguof By
comparing (71a) and (71b) we can see that thistagi®on is not limited by tense. The
example of our interest (72a), however, is an ettaegl case ofjo complemented by a
bare infinitival.

(71) (a)Go andgetme some coffee.
(b) I went andgot him some coffee.

(72) (a)Gogetme some coffee.
(b) *I wentgethim some coffee.

According to Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 1225) fbist structure to work it is
necessary thago together with the following verb (e.g. get) beaiplain form? which
(72b) does not satisfy, so this construction isapplicable here and is ungrammatical.

7.4 Know (in BrE)

Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 1244) point out that rewbe verbknow can be
followed by abare infinitival complement under certain circumstance$ich means

45 The relevant verb taxonomy is discussed in 2.Lddteston & Pullum’s taxonomy of verbs, page 9.
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only when in the perfect aspect and when the espeer has more or less personal
knowledge of the situation as in (73).

(73) (a)l'd never known hert¢) be hysteric.
(b) I know herto stay* staycalm in every possible situation.

As seen above, it is an option not an obligatioartploybare infinitive in (73a).
Huddleston & Pullum claim that what allows thare infinitive to appear in (73a) is
exactly the perfective environment alongside thesqeal awareness of the situation. In
contrast, the absence of the perfective aspe@3h)(results in the ungrammaticality of
the sentence, no matter how semantically convertient

Apart from this, Huddleston & Pullum state thatstlwonstruction is possible
solely in BrE, as in AmE the only possible compleairis to-infinitival.

7.5 Find (in BrE)

Apart from know Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 1244) mention there nether
verb which can optionally takbare infinitival complement. The lexical verknd,
however, has to carry the meaning of “see” or ‘tadtias in (74).

(74) In library you can find a lot of peopléo) read books they cannot borrow.

The example (74) satisfies the criteria ford to be able to accept theare
infinitival complement. In this context it acquird®e meaning “see” or “notice” and so
both variants wittbare or to-infinitive result grammatical.

Same asknow, the authors state that the vefind with bare infinitival
complement is possible only in BrE, but not in AmE.

7.6 Bid

Quirk et al. (1985, 1206) only marginally mentidrat the slightly archaic verb
bid subcategorizes for laare infinitival complement in the active artd-infinitival in
the passive, therefore it constitutes another pypical example of a verb withare
infinitival complementation. See the examples i®)(7

(75) (a)John_bids/bade me @) avoidthe patio.
(b) I was bidderto avoid/ *avoidthe patio.

The examples (75a) and (75b) demonstrate that é¢hie bid takes obligatorily
bare infinitival complementation in the active (75a) at@dinfinitival in the passive
(75b). Therefore it follows a pattern typical fagrtas which solely admbare infinitival
complement.
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7.7 Idioms try and be sure

Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 1302) observe that thechl predicatesry andbe
surecan appear in a very special idiomatic constructuven followed by and + non-
finite VP with verb in a plain form’ as in (76).

(76) (a)Try andmakeit count!
(b) Be sure angnakeit count!

The unigueness of this construction resides intti&iprototypically coordinative
andacts more like a subordinator here. In consequénod,+ non-finite VP with verb
in a plain form’ is treated as an unidentified rfonte complement.

As andis treated as a subordinator, the question is \kimat of complement it
takes. According to Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 1p@%s a special kind of non-finite
plain form complement which does not belong in ahyhe established oné$At the
same time they compare the subordinaiiod to the subordinatoto, and being more
informal. However, they do not supply any argumefus why it should not be
considered an infinitival complement. Therefore, wél try to demonstrate the
possibility of the VP complement to bare infinitival.

First of all, we supply the properties of this idiatic construction on the vetty
as Huddleston & Pullum enumerate them in (77). fiisething necessary to mention is
that although there are three examples marked awitlasterisk in (77), they are not
ungrammatical when analysed as standard. Theyxaremes of coordination, so their
purpose here is to help us with the definitionha&f discussed subordinative structure.

(77) (a)l always_try andsmile
(b) *He always tries andmiles

(c) *I always_try and kmile
(d) *I always_try hard andmile

In (77a) we can notice the discussed constructith the two verbs in a plain
form connected by the subordinatomd. The example (77b) shows that the idiomatic
try as well as the subordinate verb needs to be iaia form, either primary (present
except for & person singular) or secondary. In consequencés aemonstrated in
(77c), the presence of a pronoun which would goteensubordinate veris forbidden.
Then, in (77d) we can see that the main \gylzannot take adjuncts unless it loses its
idiomatic meaning at the same time.

Although all these rules apply tbé sure+ and + non-finite VP with verb in a
plain form’ subordinative construction too, it isfluenced by the constriction on
inflection from (77a). Unlikdry, be (suré is bound only to the use of secondary plain
form in this construction as it has an exceptia®tlof inflected present forms and does
not possess the primary present plain form afall.an example see (78).

46 The elementary verb form classification is disedséere in section 2.Eormal characteristics of
English verb page 8.
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(78) (a)Be sure and finish the assignment tonight.
(b) *I am sure and finish the assignment tonight.

The result of the constriction can be seen in (E&hows that thebe suret+ and
+ non-finite VP’ subordinative construction is ragiplicable in present indicative (78b),
but solely when the mood is imperative (78a). Fenrtore, (78b) would be even a very
improbable example of coordination.

Supposedly, it would be more practical to consitier subordinated verb’s form
bare infinitival introduced by the subordinatand In our opinion, we could consider
this structure to be comparable to the subordinatbrer thanwhich also requirdare
infinitival complement!’ or to the constructiondo everything/nothing + but + bare
infinitive’ where—as we can observe in the relevant seetitile bare infinitival
complement is triggered not only by the prepositddrexceptionbut, but also by the
preceding VP in which no lexical modifications akowed. For comparison see the
examples in (79).

(79) (@)l like to run_rather than (notjlo yoga.
(b) I do nothing/*pursue nothing/*do it but (*nogatchocolate.
(c) I try and (not)jump to the pool.
(d) Be sure and (noturn the light on.

On the examples in (79) we wanted to demonstratie‘tily/be sure+ and + non-
finite VP with verb in a plain form’ has a struatusimilar to other constructions which
requirebareinfinitival complementation.

On one side, we can observe that same in (79c)7d) as withrather thanin
(79a): the discussed constructions have the ptam-fVP negated by the negative
particlenot tightly adjoined to it.

On the other side, whaty/be sure andhare withdo nothing buin (79b) is that
both the discussed structures are limited lexicasiyve could not chang® nothingto
pursue nothingor to do it. As a matter of fact, it is also the combinatidnlimited
lexical items which characterize the structures glemented byare infinitives. Even
if and has a unique interpretation here and is not empleyas a subordinator in any
other syntactic environment, it is worth considgrthe wholetry/be sureandto be a
specific structure which require non-finite plaoih complementation, specifically
bareinfinitival for no other established form-type wdwdatisfy the criteria.

In essence, in order for the constructitny/be sure + and+ non-finite VP with
verb in a plain form’ to be grammatical, it is nesary that the two verb elements be in
a plain form. This means thaty andbe sureoccur solely in the imperative mood and
try also in the present indicative except for tHep@rson singular. As shown above, we
chose to regard the “non-finite VP with verb inlaip form” as aareinfinitival VP, so
on the basis of it the final pattern of the condinn is: try/be sure + and+ bare
infinitival complement’.

47 Rather than+ bareinfinitive is discussed here in section ather page 51.
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7.8 Do everything/nothing + preposition of exception

Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 1263) suggest thbaee infinitival complement can
be required in case when the main clause contaspeeific lexically invariable verbal
construction followed by a preposition of exceptidhe term they use imatrix-
licensed complemeand their examples are as follows:

(80) (a)He does nothing but/save/exce@tstepeople’s time.
(b) I couldn't help hunhotice her embarrassment.

As a matter of fact, Huddleston & Pullum claim tlealy two such constructions
exist: do nothing but/excem@nd non-affirmativeean help butalready discussed among
modal idioms®® Notwithstanding, Quirk et al. (1985, 709), despita covering this
topic, use an example wittho everything + but/excepobllowed by abare infinitive,
too. Thereforalo nothinganddo everythingare the constructions to discuss below.

To begin with, we will focus ordo nothing but/exceptollowed by abare
infinitival complement as Huddleston & Pullum seelti is treated as a lexically fixed
structure as can be seenin (81).

(81) (a)He does nothing but/exceptk about his work.
(b) He loves nothing but/exceftalk/talking about his work.
(c) *He does excellent barrel rolls but/excéalk about his work.

According to Huddleston & Pullum it is solely actagle to use this expression as
lexically invariable in order to takeareinfinitival complement as in (81a), otherwise it
becomes ungrammatical and it is necessary to peavidifferent kind of complement.
The example (81b) shows the change of the supeaisdiverb which results in the
unacceptability of théare infinitive which has to be replaced by gerund-papte
instead. In the example (81c) the first NP compl@mehanged frormothing into
excellent barrel rolls In this case, the only possible complementatibrthe whole
structure would be a finite clause.

Quirk et al. also confirm the existence @b everything + but/except + bare
infinitival complement as in (82).

(82) We_did everything but/expegbrry about the consequences.

In addition, we have also searched for the constmuclo anything but/excej
the BNC the results of which can be seen in Talfarv(83).

48 See section 6.3 Can (help) but, page 35.
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(83) Do anything but/except + barmfinitive searched in the BNC

CONSTRUCTION TOKENS

do anything but + bare infinitive BNC: 36/40

do anything except + bare infinitive BNC: 16/22

Table 7.2.Do anything but/except + baigfinitive searched in the BNC

In the BNC we have found that also the construatioranything but/excepakes
predominanthbareinfinitival complement.

In summarydo nothing/anything/everything + but/excepta more or less fixed
expression which takes laare infinitival complement. In order to keep thmare
infinitival complementation, none of its componeods be substituted or modified.
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8 OTHER ENVIRONMENTS

As we have discussed in the section almare infinitives,*® these constructions
can appear not only as complements of a verb, dsawe seen in large measure in the
previous sections, but also in other environmedese we will discus®are infinitival
construction as a predicate, subject, predicatomptement and complement of a
coordinator/subordinataather (than)

8.1 Rather

There are four uses oéther that Huddleston & Pullum compile out of which
three are connected wittare infinitives. Quirk et al. (1985, 1003-4) mentiofi af
them as well.

Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 1128) explain that histally, rather comes from
rath, with the original meaning “soon”, and the infiecial comparative suffix er
which nowadays functions as a single morpheme. iBhihy apart fromwould rather
there is alsavould sooneandwould as soon (asgnd similarly, as Quirk et al. remark,
besidegather thanwe havesooner tharas well.

In fact, in all these uses, which Huddleston & Ewlldescriberather appears
with than, which itself indicates relation to comparativenstuctions. Moreover, with
different syntactic environments it also adoptdedédnt semantic meaning. However,
this will be further discussed in the correspondiagagraphs below.

Both Huddleston & Pullum and Quirk et al. agrealinaspects on the second use
of rather with tightly adjoinedthan.Here it behaves as a subordinator and acquires the
meaning “in preference”. In this constructidhan is obligatory and it cannot be
complemented by any other complementtmre infinitival as shown in (84).

(84) (a)Numerous teachers went on strike rather than (#tojk on Saturday.
(b) Rather than (*towork on Saturday, enjoy your life as well.
(c) *Numerous teachers rather went on strike taork on Saturday.
(d) *Numerous teachers rather went on strike.

The behaviour ofather thanexpressing preference can be seen in (84). In (84a
and (84b) we can see the possible positions towdrelsuperordinate clause. It can
either precede it or follow it. Nevertheless, thenstructionrather than cannot be
separated as in (84c), nor ctran be left out without any change in meaning as in
(84d). Additionally, as can be observed in (84ajl 484b), onlybare infinitival
complement is acceptable.

4% See section 2.3.2 Syntactic functions of bareitifial VPs, page 15.

%0 The first use of rather in the modal idioms woudther, would sooner and would as soon we have
discussed in section 6.2 Would rather, would sgoweuld as soon, page 3Bherefore it will not be
repeated here.
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Huddleston & Pullum consideather thanin its third use a coordinator meaning
“not, instead of” which functions as one unit. Gellg speaking, it can be followed by
various verb forms including past participles oiteé VPs as in (85).

(85) (a)Shewhispersrather thanspeakdoud.
(b) *Rather tharspeakdoud, shewvhispers

In (85a) we can see two finite clauses coordinaiechther than We can observe
that the order of the clauses is fixed, so thaikarthe earlierather thanmeaning “in
preference”, this coordinateather thancannot appear in the sentence-initial position
(Huddleston & Pullum 2002, 1317), which explaine ttngrammaticality of (85b).

Huddleston & Pullum claim that the employment lodire infinitive in this
construction is conditioned by anothmare infinitive on the opposite side of timather
thanconstruction which is seen in the example (86).

Similar to (85a), the coordinated verbs in (86ajenthe same form, in this case
bare infinitival. Different from (85b), in this case i feasible to swap the clauses and
S0 get a grammatical sentence as in (86b).

(86) (a)She wouldlie of a broken heart rather thdmring herself to reality.
(b) Rather tharbring herself to reality, she woultie of a broken heart.

However, what happens is that the meaning changedha rather than
construction transforms from the coordinative “namstead of” type into the
subordinative “in preference” which obligatorily capts only bare infinitival
complements. In consequence, clauses coordinatidsiconstruction can exchange its
places only when the verbs coordinated bage infinitives, although it results in
change in meaning.

Apart from this, Quirk et al. (1985, 1003) also ypd® an example witho-
infinitive in the main structure coordinated whhareinfinitive afterrather than

(87) She wantedb live rather than (o) lag behind.

On the example (87) we can observe that it is netessary for the
correspondence between the coordinated verb foondet there in such cases.
Accordingly, rather thanin sense “instead of, not” can be followed blyaae infinitive,
even if the coordinated verbtisinfinitive.

In conclusion, we have discussed three differentirenments in which the
constructionrather thanoccurs together witbare infinitive. The first one withwould
rather, would sooneandwould as soorhas already been discussed separatellye
second one acquires the meaning “in preference” takds solelybare infinitival
complement, and the third one which expresseséatspf, not” is followed byare
infinitive only when the coordinated verb in theimatructure igo-infinitive or bare
infinitive as well.

51 6.2 Would rather, would sooner, would as soone @y
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8.2 Bare infinitive in interrogative clauses

Both Huddleston & Pullum (2002, 874) and Quirk let(3985, 820) mention only
one interrogative construction in whiblare infinitive has such a significant role that it
operates as a whole VP in a main clause. Huddle&td?ullum remark thatobare
infinitive in this function is restricted predomimidy to subjectless interrogative clauses
introduced withwhy. Examples of the construction can be seen in (88).

(88) (a)Whyeatdairy products if they make you sick?
(b) Whynot try foreign cuisine from time to time?

We can observe that both the examples in (88) begim why followed by a
subjectless main verb intareinfinitive form, (88a) representing a positive g88b) a
negative clause. As we have already mentioned,finde- clauses do not need any
auxiliary for the negation as in (88b).

These interrogatives interpret the attitude ofdpeaker and express that there is
no reason for doing what is said. Exemplarily, Hedtbn & Pullum compare these
sentences to indirect directivelssuggest that you not eat dairy products/try fgrei
cuisine and treat them as semantically equal. In otherdsvat is a good way of
providing semantic alternatives to this constructio

The discussed construction disposes of its firotenterpart as well. However, the
authorities hold different opinions on this mattéhile Huddleston & Pullum claim
that only the negative construction of this type bave its finite counterpart, Quirk et
al. give examples only of the positive ones. Bathexemplified in (89).

(89) (a)Whynot lethim ask you out?  (a)’ Whydon't you lethim ask you out?
(b) Whydiscussit with her? (b)’ Whydo you discusg with her?

First we will dedicate our attention to the exam(@6a). Huddleston & Pullum
advocate that only the negative construction ofdiseussed type (89a) possesses its
finite counterpart (89a)’, although the later cavdr another reading as well, which is
asking for reasons. Quirk et al. makes the sam@ndi®n between the positive
structures—(89b) being a directive while (89b)’ either a diree or an inquiry—but
they do not state whether it is possible to make tlistinction with their negative
counterparts as well.

Apart from thiswhy bare infinitival interrogative construction, Huddlestaia
Pullum (2002, 874) observe that this type of cartdion exists introduced byow as
well, however, it is of marginal acceptability. &xample can be seen in (90).

(90) How escapdrom the responsibilities?
It can be seen that the construction in (90) istagtically identical to the

interrogative construction withwvhy discussed above. In contradistinction to it, the
sentence in (90) is not a directive and Huddlegtd?ullum suggest a different manner
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of its possible transcription: suggest that there is no way in which one cousichpe
from the responsibilities.

We have searched for this interrogative constradtiow + bareinfinitive in the
BNC and in the COCA in order to see how often iused. However, we found only
one example of an analogous construction and se&na@aning in the COCA. See
(92).

(91)He just couldn’t figure out howo it. [COCA:1996:NEWS Atlanta]

We consider the example in (91) semantically aralsgo the example in (90) as
the speaker does not know how to solve the probMavertheless, it is the only
example from the COCA that we found, so we canioonthat this construction is very
rare.

In conclusion, only one type of interrogative clawexists that employs laare
infinitival VP as its predicate. Most frequentlyjs why which introduces these clauses.
By merging Huddleston & Pullum and Quirk et al.isws, all the discussed clauses can
have their finite counterparts as well. Nonetheléise interpretations of the later are
ambiguous and largely depend on the context.

8.3 Pseudo-cleft sentences

Another environment in whichare infinitival constructions occur arpseudo-
cleft sentences-or “reversible specifyingpe constructions” as Huddleston & Pullum
(2002, 1414-15) also denominate thewf which they differentiate two typesasic
andreversed What exactly gpseudo-clefsentence is and how we distinguish the two
types will be explained in the example (92).

(92) (a)l draw|a tree of life
(b) What | draw was tree of life
(c) A tree of lifewas what | draw.

A cleft can be formed basically by splitting thause in two partd: draw anda
tree of life (92a). The focus of this clause is the objecttree of lifewhich stays
highlighted even in the pseudo-clefts. In a basieuglo-cleftsentence it turns into an
internal complement of the specifying vdsbas in (92b) and in the reversed pseudo-
cleft sentence it becomes a subject which can be sg®2ah. In both examples, (92b)
and (92c), the remaining elemertraw becomes part of a relative clause introduced by
what

Bareinfinitive appears both as an internal complemeict @s a subject in pseudo-
cleft sentences (Huddleston & Pullum 2002, 12548)2birst of all we will focus on
bare infinitival clauses in the subject position. Botludtlleston & Pullum and Quirk et
al. (1985, 1067) mention this construction, newadbs, as they admit, it is used only in
an informal language and theare infinitive is employed merely if the relative
complement contains the vedo. The examples of thieare infinitival construction in
the subject position can be seen in (93).
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(93) (a)Try to improve is what you can do.
(b) Look exhaustively beautiful is all you can do.

What the examples in (93) have in common is thét led them contain pseudo-
cleft sentences the subjects of which are formeldg infinitival VPs and the internal
complements of the specifyifge are relative clauses havimp as the main verb. In
other words, the sentences in (93) comply with te@ditions under whichbare
infinitives are allowed to occur in the functionsafbject.

The incorporation of theéare infinitival clause into the internal complementaf
pseudo-cleft sentence is discussed by Huddlest®tuldum as well as by Quirk et al.
(1985, 1388), too. Equally to tHeare infinitive in the subject position, the relative
clause which forms a part of the subject has tdaiorthe verbdo. In addition, these
bareinfinitival constructions can bi-infinitival as well. Examples of this construction
can be observed in (94).

In (94) all thebare infinitival clauses have function of the internaneplements
of the specifyingbe construction. By the same token, all thare infinitival clauses
could be substituted bg-infinitival clauses as well. The subjects of thesatences are
relative clauses which obligatory empldg as the main verb.

(94) (a)All I did was (to)step outfrom the circle.
(b) What he’s done is (tahink only for himself.

However, thebare infinitival complement is not applicable in thisnsiruction if
the verbdo in the relative clause takes progressive aspecthithcase the gerund-
participial complement is required as thare infinitival complement would be
ungrammatical (95) (Quirk et al. 1985, 1388).

(95) What you are doing i®ining (*join) the army.

In conclusionbare infinitival clauses can be employed in pseudo-céefitences
either as subjectsalthough considered informalor as internal complements of the
specifyingbe construction, every time wheto is a main verb in the other part of the
construction. The only case when thare infinitival clause is not acceptable as the
internal complement of the pseudo-cleft construci® whendo has the progressive
aspect.
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9 CONCLUSION

We commenced the thesis with the proposition that authoritative grammar
manuals do not dedicate too much attention todpie of bare infinitives and that their
morpho-syntactic and mainly distributional charastes is never found in one place.
Also, no rules have been stated about the distoibwf bareinfinitives, although it is a
well-known feature of modal auxiliary verbs thaeyhprototypically subcategorize for
this verb form.

The intention of the thesis was to define whate infinitive is, situate it in the
established verb classifications and describeoinfmorphological, lexical and mainly
syntactic point of view in order to delimit its thibutional behaviour with respect to
other syntactic elements.

Then we focused on the distributional data providgdnainly by Huddleston &
Pullum (2002), Quirk et al. (1985) and Biber et @007) in order to explore the
different environments in whidbareinfinitives occur.

9.1 Verb

First of all, we summarized and contrasted thed@sionomies of English verbs
by Quirk et al. (1985)whose terminology of the matter corresponds ineaigpart
with that used by Leech and Svartvik (2003), anbeBiet al. (200A-and Huddleston
& Pullum (2002) in order to definbare infinitive within the classificatory frame of
English verb forms?

Then, we discussed the role of finiteness on tiséridution of bare infinitival
constructions and delimited their distribution mamedetail in order to differentiate
them from subjunctive and imperative constructiohs.

Further, we focused on thHemare infinitive itself and described it from various
perspectives. We considered the syntactic charsitsrofbare infinitival construction
through differentiation from theo-infinitival construction, its possible syntactic
functions, the role of passivization on its digttibn, lexical selection and restrictions
on thebareinfinitive form >

Even though we have decided to use Huddleston &uiigd (2002) terminology
and concepts throughout the thesis, we have addltjoadapted the ternfmite/non-
finite formandinfinitive (form)which are commonly used by Quirk et al. (1985gdle
and Svartvik (2003) and Biber et al. (2007) so twatcould refer easily to particular
forms, not only to whole phrases or constructions.

Focusing orbare infinitives, we have concluded thiaare infinitive is a verb in a
plain form which is employed in #&are infinitival construction. Bare infinitival
constructions are the only non-finite VPs or clauadich have as a head a verb in a
plain form, the remaining imperative and subjuret@onstructions being finite. In (21)

52 The topic is discussed th1 Formal characteristics of English verbage 8.
53 The topic is discussed th2 Finitenesspage 12.
4 The topic is discussed 3 Formal properties of bare infinitiy@age 13.
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we can observe thbare infinitival construction within a larger frameworéf the
remaining forms and finiteness with the relativertg in bold.

(96) Inflectional forms of English verbs in ternifsfiniteness

PRIMARY FORMS

FINITE PLAIN FORM IMPERATIVE CONSTRUCTION
SUBJUNCTIVE CONSTRUCTION
PLAIN FORM TO-INFINITIVAL CONSTRUCTION
BARE INFINITIVAL CONSTRUCTION

NON-FINITE
GERUND-PARTICIPLE

PAST PARTICIPLE

Table 9.1: Inflectional forms of English verbs in erms of finitenes$®

Whatbare infinitival andto-infinitival constructions have in common is thhey
do not need the supportivio for the negation, they are preferably parts of darg
constructions and they more likely occur withousubject, but when the subject is
present, it is either in the accusative or in ainpfmrm. Equally important,bare
infinitival constructions are differentiated froro-infinitival constructions by not
having the subordinatote andfor as in (22).

(97) (a)ltis necessaryor her/Janet noto run faster.
(b) Rather than (*for) him/Paul not (*to) be caughtybuld go to the jail myself.

Although to-infinitival constructions occur in a larger numbsr structures, the
distribution ofbare infinitival constructions is not as limited as tue expected. It
can carry out various syntactic functions as we sa@ in (23). Namely it is subject
(23a), subject complement (23b), verb complemeft)(2object complement (23d),
complement of a preposition (23e) and even pregli(28f).

(98) (a)Bediligent was all | did.
(b) What people do iarousefear in others.
(c) Animals carfeel, too.
(d) The teacher let the studesttarehis birthday cake during the lesson.
(e) John does nothing bgpendall his time in the gym.
() Johnbeirresponsible! That's impossible.

Further, we have found out that thare infinitival construction is in most cases
restricted to the active voice, while in the pasdiveto-infinitival is employed. This is
illustrated by the constructiomake+ NP + bare infinitive which always takebare
infinitival complement in the active and-infinitival in the passive as in (24).

5 Table 9.1 is more closely described and explaineskctions2.1.2 Huddleston & Pullum’s taxonomy
of verbs page 9 an@.2 Finitenesspage 12.
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(99) (a)Richard_made his frienthke upcrossfit.
(b) Will was_madedo take upyoga.

Finally, the lexical selection for tH®are infinitive form is also restricted as can be
seen in (25), as modal verbs and non-maltatio not possessare infinitive form as
we can observe in (25a) and (25b). Therefore thigtsire is reserved for lexical verbs
(25c) and non-moddbe and have which play a significant role in the expression of
aspect and in the caselmalso voice as can be observed in (25d), (25e) 260

(100) (a)*I mustcan do the homework.
(b) *I may do not go to school.
(c) I heard the dodpark.
(d) I couldhavebeen there.
I I shouldbe going.
() She mighbetired.

To sum up, so far we have described in detail tmeept ofbare infinitive which
we will expand in the following section with the llezted data about its syntactic
distribution and the environments where it can occu

9.2 Distribution of bareinfinitives

As in the first half of this thesis we charactedizeebare infinitival construction
as a whole morphologically, lexically and syntaallig, in the second half of this thesis
we wanted to demonstrate the specific environmamtsvhich the bare infinitival
construction occurs with respect to other syntacienbers.

First, we focused on the most prototypical envirentrin the distribution obare
infinitives: complement of auxiliary verbs. Aparoim the non-modal auxiliargo in
(101a), which requires exclusivelpare infinitival complement, this kind of
complement is tightly connected with the preserfaaadal auxiliaries.

(101) (a)Did | meetJohn?
(b) Boys_carrun faster than girls.
(c) Jeremy daren’t/didn’t darbe stronger.
(d) I ‘d/had better/besstaysober.

We can observe it in that all central modal aux#s (i.e.can, could may, might
shall, should will/ll, would’d andmus) as in (101b) admit solely tHeare infinitival
complement and marginal modals (idare, need, ought)101c) together with some
modal idioms lgad better/best, would rather/sooner/as soon, aan dan help buand
gotta, wanna, etg.in (101d) take it too, even though under restdctonditions as
discussed in the corresponding sectins.

%6 The topic is discussed i Do-support page 215 Modal auxiliary verbspage 24a 6 Modal idioms
page 33.
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However, thebare infinitival complement is not merely a matter ofxdiary
verbs’ complementation. All Huddleston & Pullum (&), Quirk et al. (1985) and
Biber et al. (2007) mention that also lexical vedobcategorize for bare infinitival
VP, although predominantly under somehow restrictelcumstances, both
syntactically and semanticaffy.

Verbs like makeand bid subcategorize exclusively for lzare infinitive in the
active voice (Quirk et al 1985, 1205%6)Other verbs we included in this section either
requirebare infinitival complementation only in specific sitiams—e.g. the discussed
verbs of sensory perception take th&re infinitive as their complement only if the
experiencer perceived the whole event (HuddlestdPu#um 2002, 1206)-or have it
as an alternative for another kind of complemenélp subcategorizes almost
interchangeably for eitherzare infinitive or for ato-infinitive (Huddleston & Pullum
2002, 1244).

In addition,bare infinitival construction does not occur merely asanplement
of verbs. It can also appear as a complement ofoardmative/subordinative
constructionrather (than) as a predicate in interrogative clauses mostuéetiy
beginning withwhy or as a subject or a predicative complement inugseleft
sentences’

As we might have observed, the distributionbafre infinitival construction is
quite varied and is not restricted to a single fomsior a single sentence function.
Although it is most frequently a complement of guatvaried number of verbs, it can be
also employed as subject, complete predicate towatypes of complements.

All the environments with théare infinitival construction we compiled in the
thesis can be observed in Table 9.2 in (102).

57 The topic is more closely discussedihexical verbspage 38.

58 As a matter of fact, only a small number a vedd®e bare infinitival complementation when the
superordinate verb is in the passive constructemliacussedn 2.3.3 Role of passivization in bare
infinitival constructiongpage 15.

¥ The topic is discussed §10ther environmentpage 51.
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(102) Compilation of the distributional environments of bareinfinitives in English

Environmen )
environemnt

Specification of the

n Lexical items present n Example

n infinitival structure in the active mood

Conditions for employment of the bare

c Do-support do | did not (*to) meet John. only bare inf complement
can, could, may, might,
Central modal verbs shall, should, will /Il , The sun_will (* to) rise soon. only bare inf complement
would/’d , must
| daren't/needn't (*to) cook  modaldare - only bare inf complement
myself. lexicaldare - eitherto- orbare inf complement
. | dare/need not (to) cook modalneed- only bare inf complement
Marginal modal verbs dare, need, ought dare/need not (to) . ly . P
myself. lexicalneed- only to-inf complement
| ought not/n't (to) cook modalought -eitherto-or bare inf complement
myself. lexicalought - only to-inf complement
l‘d/h tt t(*
Modal idioms had better/best d/had betterbest(*to) stay only bare inf complement

sober.

would rather/ sooner/ as

| would rather sooner as soon

bare inf or finite clause complement

soon as (*to) stay myself.
The dinosaurs_can't bug* to .

can but . ¢ 10) only bare inf complement
becomeextinct.
Peter_can't help bui(* to) eat .

can help but ("t0) only bare inf complement

the ice cream alone.

Verb compounds
supposta, usta, wanna

gonna, gotta, hafta, oughtqt,S

gonna/ suppostarain .

only bare inf complement

Lexical verbs

Verbs of sensory

feel, hear, notice, observe | saw my brother(to) play

bare inf, to-inf, gerund participial, past
participial or finite clause complement

perception overheay see watch Tetris. differentiated semantically
My son_hashis dog(*to) bring  have - only in the constructiohave + someong
him pencils. +do something
| let him (*to) stay. let "allow"- predominanthbare inf complement
Causatives have, let, make, help Let's (*to) cook! let-imperatives - onhpare inf complement

Kim makesme (*to) smile.
They_helpedme (to) prepare
lunch.

when's is stillanalysable ass
make- only bare inf complement
help - bare andto-inf complement

h

Idiomstry andbe sure try and, be sure and

__T®e sure andnake it count!

only bare inf complement

Table 9.2: Compilation of the distributional enviroents obareinfinitives in English
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Constructiordo

everything/ anything/ do everything/ anything/
nothing + preposition nothing but/ except

of exception

He does nothing/ everything bu
wastepeople's time.

He doesn't_do anything but
wastepeople's time.

E)are inf complement or gerund participial
complement whedo has the gerund patrticipig
form

go, know(BrE), find (BrE),

h
Other verbs bid

Go (*to) get me some tea.
I'd never_knowrher (to) be
hysteric.(BrE)

There you can _fingpeople(to)
read books.(BrE)

John bidsme (*to) avoid the
patio.

go - only bare infin this construction

know -eitherbare orto-inf in this construction
find - eitherbare orto-infin this construction
bid - onlybare inf complement

Other
environments

After rather rather + than

1) Teachers went on strike_rathatepending on the construction either olodyre

than (*to) work on Saturday.
2) She would die of a broken
heart rather than(*to) bring
herselfto reality.

3) She wantedo live rather
than (to) lag behind.

inf, orbare orto-inf complement is employed i
the mentioned examples

BUT with rather than other verb forms or parts
of speech can be coordinated or subordinatg
well, e.g.She wanted to bpretty rather than
clever.

=)

Subject in pseudo-cleft
sentences

(*To) Try to improveis what you
can do.

only bare inf VP

Internal complement in
pseudo-cleft sentences

All'l did was(to)_step outfrom
the circle.

eitherbare orto-inf VP

Predicate in
interrogative clauses

Why eat dairy products if they
make you sick?

only bare inf VP in the mentioned structure
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10 RESUME

Zapaali jsme tuto praci tvrzenim, Ze autoritativni gedioké manualy newnuji
mnoho koncentrované pozornostiolym infinitivam, jejichz morfo-syntaktick&
charakteristika a syntakticka distribuce nejsowdrié z nich shrnuty na jednom naist
Krome¢ toho nebyla stanovena pravidla, ktera by vysigiychinfinitiva vymezovala,
ackoli je znamym faktem, Ze napmodalni slovesa vyZaduji komplement pouze ve
forme holéhoinfinitivu.

Zameérem téeto prace byldoly infinitiv definovat jako koncept, situovat jej
v ramci zabhlych slovesnyctelereéni a charakterizovat jej z pohledu morfologického,
lexikalniho, ale hlavé syntaktického, a tak vymezit jeho distréimii chovani ve vztahu
k ostatnim syntaktickym elemeint.

Nasled® jsme se snazili shrnout veSkera data ohdesiyntaktické distribuce
holychinfinitivi z gramatik autdr Huddleston & Pullum (2002), Quirk et al. (1985) a
Biber et al. (2007), abychom mohli postihnout, kygh syntaktickych prostdich se
tato slovesna forma vyskytuje.

10.1Sloveso

Nejdive jsme shrnuli a porovnali zakladni taxonomieligkgch sloves autdr
Quirk et al. (1985)jejichz terminologie odpovida ve velké imi terminologii
pouzivanou autory Leech and Svartvik (2003) a Bikéral. (2003-a autofi
Huddleston & Pullum (2002), abychom definoviably infinitiv v mezich formalniho
klasifikatniho ramce anglickych slovés.

Nasled jsme probirali roli finitnosti v distribuci konstkci sholyminfinitivem a
popsali tyto konstrukce detadlin tak, abychom je mohli odliSit od konstrukci
s konjunktivy a imperativy, které jsou st&jpako konstrukce kolym infinitivem
nefinitni®t

Poté jsme charakterizovdioly infinitiv z vicero perspektiv. Vzali jsme v potaz
syntaktické vlastnosti konstrukcénslyminfinitivem prostednictvim jejiho odliSeni od
konstrukce go infinitivem, vyty¢enim jejich moznych&nych funkci, prozkoumanim
vlivu pasivizace na jeji vyskyt a stanovenim lekikéh a jinych omezeni pro tuto
slovesnou form§?

| kdyZ jsme se rozhodli pouzivat terminologii, ikte pouZzivaji autio Huddleston
& Pullum (2002), dodata¢ jsme také pidali terminy (ne)finitni tvara infinitiv (jako
tvar slovesa), které obgjné pouzivaji Quirk et al. (1985), Leech and SvardR03) a
Biber et al. (2007), abychom mohli jednoduSe odkard jednotlivym tvailm a ne
pouze k frdzim a jinym konstrukcim.

Holy infinitiv je tedy sloveso v jednoduchém tvapldin form), které se uplatuje
v konstrukci sholym infinitivem (bare infinitival construction. Konstrukce $olym
infinitivem je jedina nefinitni VP \erb phrasg ktera ma jako hlavni elemenrtead

0 Vice v sekci2.1 Formal characteristics of English veirana 8.
51 Vice v sekci2.2 Finitenessstrana 12.
62 Vice v sekc.3 Formal properties of bare infinitiystrana 13.

61



sloveso v jednoduchém tvaru; konstrukce s impegatia konjunktivem, kde se tento
tvar také uplatuje, jsou vyhradafinitni. Na gikladu (103) nizeme vidt konstrukci s
holym infinitivem znazorgnou twné spolu s ostatnimi slovesnymi tvary a jejich
finitnosti.

(103) Flektivni tvary anglickych sloves a jejichifnost

PRIMARY FORMS

FINITE PLAIN FORM IMPERATIVE CONSTRUCTION
SUBJUNCTIVE CONSTRUCTION
PLAIN FORM TO-INFINITIVAL CONSTRUCTION
BARE INFINITIVAL CONSTRUCTION
NON-FINITE

GERUND-PARTICIPLE
PAST PARTICIPLE

Table 10.1:Flektivni tvary anglickych sloves a jejich finitrté%

Konstrukce sholym a to infinitivem maji spoléné to, Ze nepétbuji pomocné
slovesodo ke své negaci, jsou restji sowasti ¥tSich syntaktickych struktur a
vétSinou nemaji podi, ale jestlize podgt maji, ten je pak kdl v akuzativu nebo neni
vysklonovan wibec (je v plain form). Stejré dilezité je, Zze konstrukce bolym
infinitivem se 1iSi od konstrukci ® infinitive tim, Ze se na jejich gatku nevyskytuji
casticeto afor jako v @ikladu (104).

(104) (a)lt is necessaryor _her/Janet noto run faster.
(b) Rather than (*for) him/Paul not (*to) be caughtybuld go to the jail myself.

Ackoli jsou konstrukce go infinitive ¢asgjSi, konstrukce dholymi infinitivem
nejsou tak #idkave, jak by se mohltekat. Ve ¥t¢ mizou zastavatizné funkce jako v
(105). Jmenovd je to nap. podnEt (105a), dopldk (podntEtu)/ subjectcomplement
(105b), komplement slovesakerb complement(105c), doplik (predmeétu)/ object
complement(105d), pednmét po predlozce/ complementof a preposition (105e) a
dokonce i hlavni elemenhéad piisudku (105f).

(105) (a)Be diligent was all | did.
(b) What people do igrousefear in others.
(c) Animals carfeel, too.
(d) The teacher let the studesttarehis birthday cake during the lesson.
(e) John does nothing bgpendall his time in the gym.
(f) Johnbeirresponsible! That's impossible.

Dale jsme zjistili, Ze konstrukce helym infinitivem je ve \tSiné piipadi
omezena pouze naty, kde je hlavni sloveso ni&kené konstrukcilsolyminfinitivem
v ¢inném slovesném rag piicemz jestlize je toto sloveso v rodrpném, pothzena

63 Tabulka a terminy v ni uvedené jsou podjbpopsany v sekcict2.1.2 Huddleston & Pullum’s
taxonomy of verbsa stratt 9 a2.2 Finitenesma stras 12. Tabulka nebylatploZzena se z&rem
ponechani fivodni terminologie.

62



konstrukce #$olym infinitivem se nahradi konstrukci te infinitivem. Toto je
znazorrno na struktie make+ NP +holy infinitive, kdemakev ¢inném rode pdebuje
jako slovesny dopkk holy infinitiv a v trpném rod to infinitiv, jak miZete vidt na
piikladu (106).

(106) (a)Richard_made his frienthke upcrossfit.
(b) Will was_maddo take upyoga.

Nakonec, slovesa, ktera mohou figurovat v kongfictk sholyminfinitivem, jsou
také omezena na lexikalni ro¥if107), jelikoZ modalni slovesa a pomocné slov#so
netvai hole infinitivy, jak miZzeme vidt na gikladech (107a) a (107b). Tudiz
konstrukce $olyminfinitivem je limitovana na lexikalni slovesa (1f)7a na pomocna
slovesabe a have které maji hlavni roli ve vyj&dni vidu a v fipadt betaké rodu, coz
muzeme vidt v (107d), (107e) a (107f).

(107) (a)*I mustcan do the homework.
(b) *I may do not go to school.
(c) I heard the dodpark.
(d) I couldhavebeen there.
(e)1l shouldbegoing.
(H She mighbetired.

Abychom to shrnuli, prozatim jsmeholy infinitiv detailné formalre
charakterizovali, coZz v nasledujici sekci rémsé o jeho syntaktickou distribuci a
prostedi, ve kterych se vyskytuje a je uplatan.

10.2Vyskyt holych infinitiv b

JelikoZz jsme v prvnicasti této prace charakterizovali konstrukcihelym
infinitivem jako celek morfologicky, lexikatha syntakticky, v jeji druhéasti jsme
chteli shrnout specificka syntakticka préstli, ve kterych se tato struktura vyskytuje.
komplement modalnich sloves. Krénpomocného slovesdo v prikladu (108), po
kterem niize nasledovat pouze slovesna konstrukdeolgm infinitivem, tento druh
komplementu je Gzce spojenigtpmnosti modalnich sloves (108b-d).

(108) (a)Did | meetJohn?
(b) Boys_carrun faster than girls.
(c) Jeremy daren’t/didn’t darée stronger.
(d) I ‘d/had better/besstaysober.

To miZzeme pozorovat na faktu, Zze vSechna centralni modé&bvesa (tj.can
could may, might shall, should will/ll, would’d a mus), jak mizeme vidt na
piikladu (108b), vyZzaduji komplement ve tvaru konsteus s holym infinitivem a
marginalni modalni slovesa (tdare, need, ought(108c) spoléné s rekterymi
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modalnimi idiomy flad better/best, would rather/sooner/as soon, aan ¢dan help but
agotta, wanna, atdl.v (108d) jej vyZzaduji taktéz, i kdyZz za omezenpchminek, jak je
detailr® popsano v fislusnych sekcich této pratke.

Nicmérg, komplement siolyminfinitivem se netyka jen modalnich a pomocnych
sloves. Huddleston & Pullum (2002), Quirk et al9§®) a Biber et al. (2007) se
shoduji, Ze i lexikalni slovesa vyzaduji tento typmplementu, i kdyZ fgvazr za
omezenych okolnostif ayntaktickychsi sémantickyclf?

Slovesa jakamakea bid v ¢inném ro@ vyzaduji jako komplement konstrukci s
holyminfinitivem (Quirk et al 1985, 1205-6). Ostatnogésa, o kterych jsme se v této
sekci zminili, vyZaduji komplementh®lyminfinitive pouze v witych situacich—nap:.
slovesa smyslového vnimani nasledby infinitiv pouze kdyZz byl nositel stavu
schopen vnimat celou udalost (Huddleston & PulR0f2, 1206)}-nebo jej maji jako
alternativu pro jiny druh komplementtsloveso help mize néasledovat jakholy
infinitiv, tak infinitive s to témet beze zminy vyznamu (Huddleston & Pullum 2002,
1244).

Vedle toho, konstrukce <holym infinitivem se nevyskytuje pouze jako

komplement slovesa, ale jakouke se také vyskytovat jako komplement isalici
struktury rather (than) jako hlavni sloveso v ifsudku tazacich & negastji
z&inajicich pislovci why nebo jako podét nebo komplement slovedae v tzv.
pseudo-cleft sentencgs.
Jak jsme mohli sledovat, vyskyt konstrukcbatym infinitivem je zn&né rozmanity a
neni limitovan na jedinou syntaktickou pozici ndbokci. Ackoli tvoii v prevazné&asti
komplementy iiznych typi sloves, vyskytuje se i jako komplement jinych siiah
druhi a v fiznych syntaktickych funkcich.

Veskera prosedi, ve kterych dominuje konstrukcéh@ym infinitivem a ktera
jsme popsali v této praci, najdete shrnuta v TatRev @ikladu (102) na stranb9.

64 Vice v sekcicl Do-supportstrana 215 Modal auxiliary verbsstrana 24 & Modal idioms strana 33.
5 Vice v sekci7 Lexical verbsstrana 38.
%6 Vice v sekcB Other environmentstrana 51.

Vice o tzv. pseudo-cleft sentences najdete vi &BdPseudo-cleft sentencatrana 54.
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11 ANOTACE

Jméno a fijmeni: Iva Honajzrova

Katedra: Katedra anglistiky a amerikanistiky
Vedouci prace: Doc. PhDr. Ludmila Veselovska, Ph.D
Rok obhajoby: 2015

Nazev prace: Distribution of bare infinitiveskmglish
Nazev prace vestire: Vyskyt holych infinitivi v angliéting

Kli ¢éova slova morfologie, syntax, slovesa, holé infinitivy, ifimi slovesa, pomocna
slovesa, modalni slovesa, lexikalni slovesa, rafanét, prisudek

Anotace Tato bakaléska prace se zabyva lingvistickou charakteristikmalych
infinitivnich tvari v angliéting. Definuje je z hlediska morfologie a odliSnosti jogch
morfologicky podobnych konstrukci, a vymezuje jBjicsyntaktickou distribuci
v souvislosti s ostatnimi syntaktickymi elementylawhi ¢ast této prace seénuje
konkrétnim vyskyim holych infinitivi v anglickém jazyce a popisuje vlastnosti
syntaktického (a sémantického) presti, ve kterém se tyto konstrukce objevuiji.

Kli ¢ovéa slova v angktin é&: morphology, syntax, verb, bare infinitive, fimiess,
auxiliary verbs, modal verbs, lexical verbs, ratlseibject, predicate

Anotace v anglttiné: The thesis is concerned with the linguistic cheeastics of bare
infinitival forms in English. It defines them inrtas of morphology and their formal
differences from other morphologically similar ctmstions, and it delimits their
syntactic distribution in relation to other syntactlements. The main section of the
thesis is concerned with the particular occurrerafelsare infinitival constructions in
English and describes the characteristic featufeshe syntactic (and semantic)
environment in which these structures appear.

Rozsah prace: 145 04Q:étrg mezer)

Jazyk prace: angtina
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