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Abstract ;
The Principles and Parameters theo

of s

1995) postulates that, because Z\i ey
biologically en suite with a Uniyersa]
language. Thus, this study employe

7 Propounded by Chomsky (1981,
T€N  possess human genome, they are
Grammar that contains the core principles of

d Prince and Smolensky’ imali
: ' A y's (1993) Optimalit
Theory of syntax to Investigate the syntactic possibilities in selected chilcllaren an?j/

afjults‘ choices of ne?gative constructions in English language usage. To achieve this
aim, the .Study l.nvestigated if all optimality mechanisms (grammatical,
morphological, lexical and analytical Processes) for generating negative
constructions were attestable in the constructions of the respondents; and isolated
the optimality devices exploited mainly by the adults in order to discover the
linguistic resources that are commonly used by both the children and the adults.
The data used for the study was sourced from the set of tests designed to elicit
negative responses from 20 respondents, who evenly consisted of 10 children and
10 adults. The results showed that the respondents exploited the grammatical,
morphological, lexical and analytical processes as optimal outputs to produce
negative constructions. The analysis also demonstrated thaht',ldwhxle the gdutlz
respopdents uniquely e'mployed the anal\/t:C?‘l &r:c:ésa“tjeocn lthger;arsngptsgse
exploited the grammatical process more fhan tactic devices of generating
findings, the study concludes that. children’s syntac

negative utterances differ significantly from those used by adults.

Key Word Optimality Theory Negative construction, Negative Propositions,
ey Words: pti ,

and Analytical Processes

Introduction ssibilities at all linguistic levels from \;\(here its gssz;s

i ing po ir communicative purp o
Language providesaRnhe hich aptly convey t.helr- : lains how
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Thus, language provides its
which they expre
ey want to expr

ticular is a means b
tion. Miestamo (20

constructions by ci
whether the proposition th

negative proposition In partic
i Si
negative response to a propo
to expr

neuage possesses at least a means I ’

heia s he function of which is to negate a clause.

construction or constructions t 2 €la .
(1989, p.157) also points out that “all human systems of commur}lcatlon contan:l a
| communication system includes negative

representation of negation. No anima (S
s for assigning truth value, for

utterances, and consequently, none possesses a mean i :
lying, for irony, or for coping with false or contradictory statements.” Horn (2010,

p.1) adds that “in many ways, negation is what makes us human, imbuing us with
the capacity to deny, to contradict, to misrepresent, to lie, and to convey irony.”
It is obvious from the various submissions above that the syntactic concept of
negative construction is a crosslinguistic phenomenon through which human

beings perform so many communicative functions.
; Since t_hg .varic?us functions of negative constructions cannot be trivialised
;;gr;l;sr;:a?oa:tr&\(/jntletsr.]exrltrrec;ent tlrpes therg has be(?n a gr.owing interest among
el th'y b ucture o “sententlal negation. Mlgst'amo (.?_007. p.555)
: Is by saying that “more recent cross-linguistic studies of clausal
ntfegatlon.have paid more attention to these modifications, looking at the structure
%Clgsia&\; Cfla;sc;s :nore holistically.” Some influential studies, among others,
e noegata;o:\e 1%996) who explored some aspects by which language users
some  syntactic Pos;ibilfti\gsorl;f()fn:laetg'eman Qe explorationinio
Nevalainen (2006) worked on sociaglahl‘on- oo = s'oc.iolinguistic perspective,
istory and linguistic typology of negation.

Lindstad (2007) conducted
; analyses of st ; ; S
(2010) did a comparison of multiple neg;l:ictures of negation in English. Horn

Mohsen (2011) conducted a research work co
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negative sentences.

Methodology

g?feée;ia;ﬁ; ?r:ggd::zfz V;’?)S essentially descriptiye and analytical. The study i

Y en Or Prince and Smolensky’s (1993) Optimality Theory of
syntax .developed within the framework of Chomsky’s Transformational
Generative Grammar. The data used for the study was sourced from the set of
tests designed and administered to 10 children and 10 adults purposefully selected
for the study. The test consisted of ten (10) affirmative propositions/questions
intended to elicit negative responses. The responses, otherwise called ‘optimal
outputs’, in terms of the Optimality-Theory of syntax, were qualitatively
categorised and analysed on frequency tables via the four typologies of optimal
outputs (grammatical, morphological, lexical and analytical processes).

Theoretical Framework

The concept of negation according
discussed within semantics, pragma
because linguists have explored the
categories within these linguistic levels
or negative construction is highly vo

Miestamo (2007, p.552) laments that *

: on, not all aspec ; i >
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1 P rangeof RO Lol lngusge K L
and comprenen ] . at is i

the fundamental questions hey differ?
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py Legendre
The main six hypotheses of the Optimality theory are enumerated y Leg

(2001, p.3) as follows: ‘
(i) UG is an optimizing system of universal well-formedness constraints on
linguistic forms.

(ii) Well-formedness constraints are simple and general. They routinely

come into conflict and are (often) violated by the surfacing forr"n.

(i)  Conflicts are resolved through hierarchical rankings Of cc')nstralnté. Th'e
effect of a given constraint is relative to its ranking, which s
determined on a language-particular basis.

(iv) Evaluation of candidates by the set of constraints is based on strict
domination. For any two constraints C1 and C2, either C1 outranks C2
or C2 outranks Cl.

(v) Alternative structural realizations of an input compete for the status of
being the optimal output of a particular input. The most harmonic
output -- the one which best satisfies, or minimally violates, the full set
of ranked constraints in a given language -- is the optimal one. Only
the optimal structure is grammatical.

(vi)  Every competition yields an optimal output.

The hypothesis numbered 5 above in i i i

' : _ e in particular is germane to this study. As
coptamed in the hypothesis the Optimality Theory of syntax being a mea::ing-
oriented approach maintains that the input of linguistic resources consists of a

meaning or interpretation, and the out i
: 5 put units are form i
(2007, p.8) sums it up when he asserts: SonepE

}il:]e uti)gat'm assumption. of QT [Optimality Theory] is that each
Selfouslcvglit;?ut forrfn is optimal, in the sense that it incurs the least
ions of a set of conflictin i
i g constraints. For i
put, the grammar generates and then evaluates an inﬁnitz SE;;’Z‘}

| ] 0y lCh ‘t i

: for a negatj iti
possible negative r gative proposition. This can be illustrated with the

espons iti
ponses to a Proposition/question as follows:
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esponses):

a)
(b) I am unhappy. (I(\l e8ation by mean;

f grammatical operator: not

(©) | am sad. (N c&ation by mean
24ad. e Sofm SRR
prosody) gation by meang f orphobg'cal component: un)
@ oo V. Of lexeme with negative semantic
m  stricken wi
th
construction wi Sorrow.  (Negation !
with separate words) by means of causative

In terms of the ;
_ Optimali
(grammatical operator, morpholggitzalzgeory.
mpon

operatC?r and separate words in analytical

realizations of an input, which compe»t,elcfa Fltenliere sliemative structum
of the particular input. As contained in tohr the status qf being the optimal output
similar negative meaning is conveyed T:i o il llsto o
output expression produces negations t'o ’ths il tbe et o)
therefore the sentences contained in la, 1b e] Samf; [?;OPOSltiOn. e e
2 7 , 1b, lc an ab i
alternatives which may be semantically and At purgly e
context. It is also noticeable that the lingui Sragmatlcally g s e

_ inguistic resources organised t lise th
four expressions of i i il it
e pless) negatlc?n aboye are syntactically positioned after the auxiliary
e am hm the order in which grammatical operator is done. In the deep
; ru; ure t e “forrﬂal ‘r‘eallsatx‘c‘)n of the semantic components of the lexeme
Tun appy. l‘S‘ n?t + “happy’”. Thus, the negative operator is implicit or covert.
he lexeme iad an'<‘:i sorrow” in sentences “1¢” and “1d” above are antonymous
to the word “happy’”; therefore the negative operator is latent to these words in
their deep structure ca tured in terms of formal notation as: [not + ha —

o) ) ppyl

[sad/sorrow].
However, some linguist

the different linguistic resources
ent, lexeme with implicit negative

s maintain that it is only propositions that are

overtly expressed by means of grammatical operators or negative T (i T
in sentence “la” above) that can be regarded as negatives. Giannakidou! (2000,
2006), for example, argues that the fact that n-words are interpreted negatively in
the absence of overt negation does not prove that they are negatives. Linguists in
this school of thought admit that all the responses above can be truthful
descriptions of the same situation but argue that there is slight variation of
meaning Therefore, they are of the view that other responses apart from the
Propositi.on contained in sentence “1a” are affirmative because of the differences
in their linguistic resources- However, Horn (1989, p-31) warns that it is difficult to
draw the line between afﬁrmativé and negative sentences.
Miestamo (2007 p.552) asserts:
many. aspects of meaning

nteraction with peaiin
on from a crosslinguistic
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erspective.
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ook at negation from
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it is our position in this
h the implicit negative operator in them is
ses that the semantic prosody of
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bmission, Wé attempt to |

dic features. Sin
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In alig
the perspectiv
sentences 1b,
meaning as the prop
study that they are @
syntactically covert.
lexemes could be covertly or

unpleasant (or positive or nega

of attitudinal meaning the user wan
An influential categorisation which accommodates sOmMe aspects

negatives is that of Payne (1985) who attempts toO classify negatives into four
types: negative particles, morphological (affixal) negatives. negative verbs
(negative auxiliaries and higher negative verbs) and negative nouns. This
categor.isation is oblivious of negative adjectives qudn 65 “sael emel “sieken”
found in sentences “Ic” and “1d” above. Employing the view of Optimality
;t;i;ti::egdore. One‘possible ‘way of categorising negation would be to
i o (Sucﬁrzse negations that can be expressed overtly through negation
sy ”’:Ovh”Of- énq' nel{er) from.those that can be realised covertly. In
have therefore evcflveép?c;zfsa)o: t:e'opnma“ty theory, the present researchers
of expressions of negation to explz?n nel>c<alr ter.ms derivable f.r(?m the interpretation
typologies are as follows: pressions of propositional negation. These

of

1. Negation b :
y Grammatical Process: Thi i
% davel] rocess: This describes the type of i
il (nzt)frc;mfa declaratx\{e sentence by pOSitiOninygpan Onegatlon that
remember yourenoare the lexical verb in a sentence. For evert r}egatlve
he . For, example, (i) |
the use of “do-s » not remember your :
-support : name. (This i
travel tomorrow. p—p> She leere there is (This involves

For example, “un”. “i|* i “PO“nents such as

T r 5 oy [0 &
following words:]ille im”, “less

gal — n
regular] (prefix), [meaning'essot + legal]
— not +

replacement of
ful® for “less»
oo _ r “less™),
EalVemmeaning in these )wgtcci =
rds  are

(,etc.f_ as dfemonstrated in the
pr;e 1><)': lirregular — not +
neear.nngful] (suffixation by

gative marker bearing the

morphological co
! A Mmpo
3 Negation by Lexic et SreltlyAStealised through

words with inhe




be realised through lexical Process as demg OVert negative o
n

[eClelLe YO SIS, = 1 foleft o mame,
words in this category can be b ame.” The semant;
-emember],[sad — not + happy] [re'ep?sed as follows: [forget—, Aok
the format notation of decompos‘in tJhC = nOt. * accept], etc. Based on
1 is obvious that they implicit] § the semantic features of these wq d
: Y embody negative operat i
semantic cc?mponents. Thus, in lexical negative tor as p'art of their
which implicitly embodies negative meaning is in Ol|i>erat|on a single word
4, Negation by Analytical Process: This descrité)ges th:? ved. i

ntactic constructi : ype of negation created
by sy ructions with separate words which convey negation
mapping the conceptual meanings of different words Mgst eciigont_by
verbs are examples of analytical means of creating negation, For exar;: lree
sentences With overt negative operator may be realised t'hrough IexFi)cai
process as demonstrated as follows. The negative proposition: “I do not
remember your name.” can as well be expressed as: “I fail to recall your
name.”Here, the lexical process “forget” or the grammatical process “not
remember” is expressed by means of separate words: fail to recall.
Typically analytical negative constructions are productive because
numerous words are combined to contribute certain aspects of their
semantic features to construct negative propositions. Thus, a certain word
which implicitly embodies the negative operator diffuses this aspect of
meaning for other words in the construction to imbibe.

Perator m
Strated as follows: | do n?;

¢ features of

The four processes can further be illustrated with the following sentences:

Proposition 2: Jonah obeys God’s instruction. (Positive Proposition)
Negative Propositions:

(a) Jonah did not obey Go

d’s instruction. (negation by grammatical

5 SarociSS)g_iinggg God’s instruction. (negation by morphological
ona
process)  (negation by lexical process)

o i ction : .
© “JonahYMGOd“gzgxe od’s instruction. (negation by
d to ©

(d) “Jonah refused 10 ©====

i ocess
analytlcal i ) iolated and refuse to

; /
Y d/;obeyé’d ‘ loyed to generate

e
not o en emp

3
The linguistic resources Su,c.h 2 above have be to convey negative
%serve in the various P"OPOSlﬂonS i ci)nstruction"- These
tences which are semantically a'r':iop' «jonah obeys Gock tion could be
Propositi tive propositior by W ‘
i sitive P ; sses i
Sve alsgnsd;(r)ng:\estf;ed the varioy Pioe

: vV
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interpreted. The next section is an into between how
adults and children express

Data %ﬁ?ﬂn& ﬁ@a e eprasdons ©f gative pl"@.,l *n
produced by the vw@jaﬁy respondents  to the "@ (10) 5@“@
propositions/questions that are ‘ for R
sections &ﬁu@&om@mﬁs"ﬁt@mﬁﬁn@ (EEEe
were presented in to the frequency of each typology-

t itputs Pr egati s pONSe: ren Respondents
Optimal Outputs Produced as Negative Responses by 10 Children
The children respondents’ of available syntactic E@ﬁ expressing
negative are presented and as follows:

Proposition 1: It is right to cheat in the exam. (ls it right...exam?)
Optimal (i) Grammatical: It is to cheat in the
children)
(ii) Lexical: It is wrong to cheat in the exam. (2 children)

Proposition 2: A dog can eat grass. (Can a goat eat grass?)
Optimal Output: Grammatical: A eat grass. (10 children)

Proposition 3: It is certain that a car can fly like aeroplane.
(Is it certain ...aeroplane?)
Optimal Output: Grammatical: It is not certain that a car can fly like
aeroplane. (10 children)

Proposition 4.  The moon produces heat like fire.
e (Does the moon produce.. .fire?)
Optimal Output: Grammatical: The moon cannot produces heat like fire.
(10 children)
ifficult auecti < o 4
Difficult questions are easy to solve. (Is it easy... questions?)
Crammatical: Difficult questions are not easy to @W \
/It is DOt easy...questions. (10 children)

: @@@u in the toilet when someone is hunen
atical: [ts not proper to eat in the toile
someone is hungry.

t whe

(alat 1 g
(10 children)




(i) ) Morphological cal: They (Adam and Eve) di:

(7 children)

B liis appropriat
(e ke 4
A o ﬁ@?%)) to make a drunkard a s leader.

@ .
rammatical: It is not 4 ﬂlpuﬁ@u@ to make a drunkard a
religious (10 children)

optimal Output:

Proposition 9:
Optimal

The snake in the ook
ure o
(Can the snake.. EE@)@ e
Grammatical: The snake in the picture book cannot bi
(10 children)
Proposition 10: It is possible for a goat to climb tree like monkey.
- (Is it possible ... monkey?)
Optimal Output: (i) Grammatical: It is not possible for a gﬂﬁ to climb t
like monkey./A goat cannot climb t Bﬁl‘z@
monkey. (Reinstated in @m@s“ih)@fr’ g@mu@m@))o
(9 children)

(i) Morphological: It is impossible for a goat to climb tree
like m@m&@y @ @hsﬁﬂd)

The various @mﬁmaﬂ outputs produced as negative responses to the @”‘Eﬁm@}“ﬁw?
propositions/question s administered were p pf@c@mud d in the frequency table that
follows.

Table 1: F VU@QU@WG y of N@Bﬂm’(on Processes Used E@)V] the 10 Ci n Informants
. — Neghoho m@sm@@ﬂ

’f@mm@ur(iﬂj Mbﬂdﬂqﬁﬂ Lexical Process |
Propositions/ Process

@;J e one ’@\ut ‘Dﬂm Oum n[o\j ngqo)\,u P%fl\\jdu QJLE’ML(
il (1 _) UYL

u’)







results on table
(of Snegati o NV POV Seifisie e
used by the chﬁlﬁl@c@»@ @?@mmmafﬁ@;l@m'r@ o) bt
SO children informang, | xo" MOrphological, lexic
avera b 7 rmants. I\ gical, lexical
‘ {E[?D@ l@bé%ﬁ%mu@g@ of 90%, k@@ on the table, the results
B o U among e g ) O MR
aliPIOCESSAWashliseelinyes dr e Categories of negation, the
juently used in the de iy mm%m@m@ﬁlmﬁm@
s infrequently used @s@%?@lﬁm iy 5 megnitude. While the B
e sl eyl the analytical process was by the
‘ ‘ i @m“l;éjg?&ﬁ that, among the potential optimal output
4 ?ﬁQ@UAE@S more than %@%ﬁj{l}z@@ij@% a
a dominant feature of the children respondents. ;
@@gN@M@ﬂ@
t respondents’ choices of available syntactic possibilities of expressing

e propositions are presented and analysed as follows:

118 It is right cheat in the exam. (Is it right...exam?)
Optimal Output: (i) Morphological: It is unlawful to cheat in the exam.
(3 Adults)
(ii) Lexical: It is wrong to copy my friend'’s answers in the
exam. (7 Adults)

Proposition 2: A dog can eat grass. (Can a goat eat g ng% Adults)
| <. “O 5 2 = { G o 6 A “5
tout: (i) Grammatical: A dog cannot eat grass. (6 AQULts)
Optimal Output: () ClEmuEIIEELS ¢ CBs 2RSS A Al
i i (ii) Lexical: It is difficult for a dog to eat grass. (4 Adults)

i - aeroplane?)
(Siidcemz P EacioplalS N CUE 2l ke
i . 1.1+ ic uncertai at a car can fly like
: stput: (i) Morphological: It is uncerte i s
Optimal Output: (i) MOTPT=EEe oplane. (7 Adults)

ro

L o e (O £ Lo Da,‘ ,.) o,
Proposition 3: It is certain that a car can fly like aeroplane

ous/despicable for a car to fly like
3 Adults)

7 3 NAoe t} e in
-5 heat like fire. ((@@%@ the moon
heat like fire.

¥ N | e
> moon to produce




(4 Adults)
(ii) Lexical: Difficult are to

t g e is hungry.
proposition 6:  Its to eat in the toilet when m{\
Optimal Output: (i) Grammatical: It is not o et I 2 when
i someone is hungry (2 Adult)
(i) Morphological: It is to eat in the toilet when
is hungry. (8 Adults)

solve. (6 Adults)

Proposition 7:  Adam and Eve perfectly. (Did Adam...Eden?)

AL Foay icale O isobeyved a H'@SD
otimal Output: (i) Morphological: They God. (2 M@
HSl Eve) refused to obey the
of perfectly. (3 Adults) :
(iii) Eve)
God’s perfectly. (5 Adults).

Proposition 8: It is appropriate to make a a leader.
(Is it ... leader?)
Optimal Output: (i) Morphological: It is to make a drunkard a
leader. ((7 Adults)
(i) Lexical: It is wrong to make a drunkard a religious
leader (3 Adults)

Proposition 9:  The snake in the picture canibitel
B (CanithelsnakeIbite?)
Optimal Output: (i) Grammatical: The snake in the picture book cannot bite
(6 Adults) T
(ii) Lexical: It is strange/difficult for : :
or a snake in the picture
to bite (4 Adults) the picture

Proposition 10: It js possible for A
= ER9SIDIENIon algoat toiclimb tree |ike
0 5 ol o mb tree like monkey.
Ptimal Output: (i) ’f\\/f‘@ﬂﬂb@l@g ical: It Se
5 el gical: It is sible s
Uﬁl for a goat to climb tree
() Leptteals 1 s i e (8 Al
PR b il o & ont o lfinty e [

e 0 ko
monkey. (2 Adults) i
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fy like

seroplane. (15
it
@oc p

ane?)

4, The moon
produces heat
like fire.
the moon
produce heat

| like fire?)

5. Difficult

questions are

easy to solve.

(Itis easy to

| solve difficult
questions?)

6. It is proper
oeat in the

| toilet when
someone is

| JH{QW@}:)V/ ((‘

 Proper. . .|




/
8. Itis
appropriate t©
makea
drunkard a
religious
leader. (Is it .-
leader?)

9. The snake
in the picture
book can bite.
(Can the
snake...bite?)

10. It is
possible for a
goat to climb
tree like
monkey. (Is it
key?)

Total 20 4 6 |27 eS|
Grand Total 24 s 33 8 I
Percentage 33% 8% |

The results on tablel above provide statistic information about the
frequency of negation (grammatical, morphological, lexical and
analytical) used by the adult informants. As on the table, the results
indicate total average percentage of 24%. 35%, 33% and 15% respectively. It
evident from the results that the four categories of negation,
oY kr@)ﬁ@l@gﬁﬂ [process was used most frequently by the adult respondents

Ima process. The results also reveal that the

analytical process was less dominantly exploited by the adult respondents

iscussion and Findings

¢ informatior ided in t
‘-‘Qaﬁ@gi;@ﬁ '91?@%1@]@@1 intable 1 and 2 above is indicative of the
N the children and the adult respondents are ITT'WLUI“M vm’ linclus
mmatica rocecc for thea + R e
tical @@g@@f for the generation of ne gation to p :
T e AE i \ O nega N (O proy
exploited the grammatical | s

T mechanism mare k-

' Thornt £ -+ anism | e Y
/ Thornton and lesan (@@ﬂ?)} point out ﬁﬁ)(glr\, th
i = [ Out that “o

“’ ne H A Q0N N
aKing children initially use “not’ |
on." Thus, the diff
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valise that negati A
ncezz/operators beforgeatlon 5 expresseq t
arke e Acquiring other . h_rough the use :
(egation s tNEY Progress to adyjthq ynt Voo i of negative
It is also evident from the tap. O generating clausal
ically conveyed the

cibilities. In" particular, -
05 using - other syntactic

s, In other wor ocess w . ,
adult ds, both the children ang t?wseugéilrte!y exploited by the
S respondents were

ables th

c

Conclusion

The present study was an atte i i
P - : .mpt to use linguistic techniques to account for how
language ofiers Its users certain means to ex | : . :
ihe different syntactic possibiliti e aRlessC ausal negation. It investigated
el t[? | ities exploited bY children and adult respondents to
constr & plima OUtPUtS' to propositions. The study demonstrated that
the grammatlca'al process of generating negative expressions was more extensively
used by the children respondent than the adult respondents. It was also revealed
that, while the adult respondents uniquely exploited the analytical means of
generating negative expressions, the children respondents did not employ the
means. On the basis of these findings, it is safe to conclude that, children’s
syntactic device of generating negative utterances differ significantly from those

used by adults.
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