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BOOK REVIEW

Title: Theatre, Medlia Arts and Popular Culture in Nigeria: A Festschrift in
Memory of Professor Foluke Ogunleye
Editors: Awuawer, Tijime Justin and Babatope Babafemi- - -

Publisher: ~ SAP Publishing, Makurdi

No of Pages: 366

Reviewer: Oluwole Coker 2
Department of English, Obafemi Awolowa University, lle-Ife

In deed and indeed: Foluke Ogunleye as a Scholar

Against the backdrop of a growing concern of the near bastardisation of
Festschrifts in Nigeriah academic circles (Nwahunanya, 2013), Theatre, Media Arts
and Popular Culture in Nigeria emerges with a resounding difference. First, unlike
most Festschrifts, this is a book “in memory of" and not necessarily”in honour of”.
Actually, the German origin of the word “Festschrift” indicates it as a scholarly
work by academic protégés or mentees to celebrate a mentor. For this reason, this
book is a token of academic homage by two of late Professor Foluke Ogunleye’s
former Ph.D students: Drs Tijime Justin Awuawer and Babatope Babafemi. The
other important thing that this book clearly achieves is that, it has amalgamated
scholarly dissipations that are in tandem with the areas of scholarly interest of the
subject. Thus, any informed review of the.book ought to assess its value based on
these parameters.

Divided into four parts, the book presents essays which speak to the
thematic clusters delineated for each section. Abiodun Olayiwola and Bayo
Afolabi open the sections on “Media Arts and Popular Culture™ and "Drama and
Theatre™ respectively with their illuminating contributions. While Olayiwola’s
concern focuses on the challenge of evolving a peculiar language for filmmakers,
Afolabi foregrounds Foluke Ogunleye as the archetypal moral compass in her
dramatic offerings. For those familiar with the engagements of Foluke Ogunleye
while alive, these two essays offer interesting insights. This is in respect of
Ogunleye’s incursion into the dramatic literary genre which saw her writing plays
and her much larger intellectual enterprise as a leading vanguard of African video
films scholarship. In this respect, Olayiwola’s and Afolabi's contributions
underscore Ogunleye’s interventions as a film scholar on the one hand, and.a
dramatic literary critic on the other, The two papers intersect in a peculiar way in
the search for an authentic medium for Yoruba filmmakers; there ar valuable
msughts.t_o be drawn from the textualities and thematic thrusts provided in the
exemphlgt:c:] textsr:)f Foluke Ogunleye's drama.

rhaps the most interesting aspect of this book is
fpectrum of subjects in the areZStclafgthestre and media arts. This.cl.earlv ng;r:’:mt:i
;:nte.l‘lectual dynamism of the editors and their openness to-disapl-";?;ythe Al
Or instance. .even though the late scholar operated essentially Wit ,

that it covers @ whole
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theatrical conventions, the book attracts contributions from other cultural
backgrounds such as that of the Kwagh-High in Benue State. Thus, Aondowase
Boh'’s contribution is an important article in this regard. Furthermore, theatre
criticism also prominently features in the book. This is understandable given the
enduring value this portends for a robust theatre- culture. -Hende contributions
from Otsemobor Gabriel and the duo of Olayinka Egbokhare & Babatope
Babafemi foreground the imperative of deploying the critical lenses in appreciating
dramatic offerings.

The book also pays adequate attention to gender issues. It does not ignore
this either in the dramatic text or filmic medium. What is interesting is that, by
engaging works from gender perspectives, contributors such as Oyebade, Olaniyan
& Bade-Afuye and Justin Awuawer demonstrate the potency of gender
imperatives in the contemporary age. Far from this, these scholars call attention to
the essence, of negotiating a better deal for women especially given their
prominence as practitioners of dance, music and drama.

Evidently, the Nigerian home video industry, or the film genre occupies a
central focus in this book. This is not a coincidence. Rather, it is a conscious
acknowledgement of the associated vibrancy and dynamism of the industry in
recent times in Nigeria. As contributors examine various manifestations of critical
and thematic issues is selected films in this book, one is drawn into the richness of
a blossoming industry whose value transcends the artistic or aesthetic to real
economic impact on the populace. Virtually all contributors in this respect tease
out specific aspects which together affirm Nollywood as an authentic tradition that
deserves being theorised and appreciated on its own distinct terms.

Quite clearly, this book is a worthy tribute to a scholar whose rather brief
sojourn on earth recorded milestones in creativity, dramatic innovations and
intellectual distillations. One is impressed by the depth and spread of the
contributions and contributors. What is incontrovertible about the book js the fact
that the editors have succeeded in setting a standard which will go and a long way
in dousing the tension as to the colour and character of the festschrift tradition in
the Nigerian academy. In practical sense, what else can be done to honour a
celebrated scholar? The answer lies in this well-conceived, professionally organised
book. Professor Foluke Matilda Ogunleye lives on in this collection as a passionate
theatre and film scholar who bestrode the literary and artistic landscape like a
colossus. This book attests to the evergreen quality of her contributions to
knowledge and will remain a reference point as a resource material for scholars
and students in the ancillary disciplines of theatre, media and popular culture in
Nigeria. Save for the unusual indentation of excerpts, the pages are well-laid out
and reader friendly. The book is generously complemented with an Index page for
ease of cross-referencing.

\What remains to be said is that the Editors have successfully produced a
book that would not only setu;\.zzf'e the memory pf Prof. Foluke.Ogunlelye: it will alslg
cerve as a scholarly memorabtiia through which her academic constituency wou
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draw inspiration. Theatre, Media Arts and Popular Culture in Nigeria is therefore

timely as a strategic addition to scholarship and it is akin to a well-prepared
bouquet of intellectual dissipations.

Reference ' =4
Nwahunanya, Chinyere (2013). The festschrift tradition in African literature: Its

implications for the future of African literary criticism. TYDSKRIF VIR
LETTERKUNDE « 50 (1) (112-125).
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Syntactic Possibilities in Selected Children

a ' ;
Constructions in English nd Adults’ Choices of Negative

Language Usage

. Joel lyiola Olaleye
Depart\r.nent of English, Waziri Umaru Federal Polytechnic, Birnin Kebbi

Seoart s Samiat Olubunmi Abubakre
epartment of Linguistics and Nigerian Languages, University of llorin, llorin

Abstract

The Principles and Parameters theory of syntax as propounded by Chomsky (1981,
1995) postulates that, because. children possess human genome, they are
biologically en suite with a Universal Grammar that contains the core principles of
language. Thus, this study employed Prince and Smolensky's (1993) Optimality
Theory of syntax to investigate the syntactic possibilities in selected children and
adults’ choices of negative constructions in English language usage. To achieve this
aim, the study investigated 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 f:nd
10 adults. The results showed that the respondents ex'ploited the grammatical,
morphological, lexical and analytical processes as optimal outputs_ to produce
negative constructions. The analysis also demonstrated that: while the adult
respondents uniquely employed the analytical process, the children rgspondents
exploited the grammatical process more than the adul?s. On'the basis of thc_—:'se
findings. the study concludes that, children’s syntactic devices of generating
negative utterances differ significantly from those used by adults. :

Key Words: Optimality Theory, Negative construction, Negative Propositions,
and Analytical Processes —

Introduction i+ inguisti fi where its users
: i ibi all linguistic levels from
Language provides varying POS?lbllltleS at g e ommunicative purpOSes.
select particular resources wh:;:h“ ipt_ly “cci)rr]wtiye inguistic systems explains how
_the phenomenon of “cholce ; strained by
Thereliozet‘elect frr:)om language resources 1O express mlear;g‘fcs;icf:an el 4
 at of utterance. At the syntactic level. ol similar meaning. Ayo
gt bipolar voices of active O passive 10 _exp;ests a
en DI el that:
l();(f)\f(\)fg P 75[; corroborates this View when he asserts .
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avails a speaker of writer a set of system
ke a choice 1O express his ideas or view.
convey approximately the
t linguistic construct.

the richness of language
from which he could ma
This is why it is possible in 3 language 10
same information in two Or more differen
affirmative and negative
their stances 1O propositions depending on
to express is true or false. Expression of
a means by which language users give a
(2007, p.553) submits that “every
s clausal negation, that is, a
to negate a clause.” Horn's
mmunication contain a
tem includes negative

Thus. language provides its users bipolar means of

constructions by which they express
whether the proposition they want
negative proposition in particular is
negative response 1o a proposition. Miestamo
natural language possesses at least a means 10 expres
construction or constructions the function of which is
(1989, p.157) also points out that “all human systems of co

representation of negation. No animal communication sys
utterances. and consequently, none possesses a means for assigning truth value, for

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 the various functions of negative constructions cannot be trivialised
in human activities, in recent times there has been a growing interest among
linguists to study the structure of sentential negation. Miestamo (2007. p 555)
corroborates this by saying that “more recent cross-linguistic studies o;' cl.ausal
negation have paid more attention to these modifications, looking at the struct
of negative clauses more holistically.” Some influential studies oyl
include that of Kahrel (1996) who explored some aspects by whi -ha!mong others,
can express negation. The work of Haegeman (1996) is a practi IC anguage users
some syntactic possibilities of negation. From a SOCio]inca- e.xploratlon l-nt‘o
Nevalainen (2006) worked on social history and linguistic t guistic perspective,
Lindstad (2007) conducted analyses of structures of ne YPOIF’SY of negation.
(2010) did a comparison of multiple negation in Englj iatlon in English. Horn

8lish and other languages.

Mohsen (2011) conducted a research work comparing negati
1o that of Norwegian. Thornton and Tesan (2013) alse lon patterns in English
ly child English and discovered three t Investigated sentential

negation in ear " ™
ree distinctive stages in the

acquisition of sentential negation.

However, hone of the afgreEmentioned studies atter :

e clauses Ref:ullar to children among thp ed to investigats;ihe

ve propositions by the adults, In othef Syntactic possibilities
words no

* one of the

em
Pted to validate or

structures of negativ

of expressing negati :
existing research works on negative constructions has att

challenge the view that, between/a}r}nong Various socioling,yict:
age. education. sex. etc. languages share and yet differ i, til:sttc variables such
realisati -
On of certaj
ain
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grammatical phenomena. The aim of this study therefore is to employ the
postulations of the Optimality Theory of syntax to describe the syntax-semantics
interface of negation in English language in order to account for the discrepancies
between 10 children and 10 adults in their choices of different negative
constructions among the various syntactic possibilities of expressing negative
propositions. In so doing, the study: categorised negative constructions into
typologies with a view to isolating the particular forms peculiar to children: and
investigated the syntactic devices exploited mainly by the adult informants in
order to elicit the linguistic resources that are commonly used by both the children
and the adults. The study therefore has the potentiality of unveiling the syntactic
possibilities that are uniquely exploited by each group in the construction of
negative sentences.

Methodology

The research methodology was essentially descriptive and analytical. The study is
based on the employment of 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 to Mohsen (2011, p.2) “is a topic that is widely

discussed within semantics, pragmatics. morphology. semantics and syntax.” This is
because linguists have explored the properties of negation to many other
categories within these linguistic levels of analysis. Thus, the treatment of negation
or negative construction is highly volatile and intractable. This explains why
Miestamo (2007, p.552) laments that “in natural language negation is a complex
and multifaceted phenomenon, not all aspects of which have been studied by
typologists.” Mohsen (2011, p.2) also corroborates this view that “the function of
negation is fairly straight-forward: it negates parts of or the entire sentence or
clause. The formal realisation, however. is more complex and varies across
languages, across speakers, and even in the same speaker across contexts.”

The Optimality Theory of syntax was developed by Alan Prince and Paul
Smolensky in 1993 within the theoretical frameworks of Chomsky's Generative
Grammar. The theory is highly influential in handling syntactic phenomenon. This
is why Prince and smolensky (1997, p.1604) assert that:
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the proposition that grammaticality equals optimality sheds light
on a wide range of phenomena, from the gulf between production
and comprehension in child language. to language learnability. to
the fundamental questions of linguistic theory: What is it that the
grammars of all languages share, and how may they differ?

The main six hypotheses of the Optimality theory are enumerated by Legendre
(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 form.

(i)  Conflicts are resolved through hierarchical rankings of constraints. The
effect of a given constraint is relative to its ranking, which is
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 CI.

(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 particular is german :
contained in the hypothesis the Optimality Theory of ngntax Setizgth: :Yt‘l;c:xinAf
oriented approach maintains that the input of linguistic resources SGsichs ofga
meaning or interpretation, and the output units are forms or Sxprestions Kager
(2007, p.8) sums it up when he asserts: .Kage

the basic assumption of OT [Optimality Theory] is that ok
lingulstic oStF form is opfimal, in t.h? sense that it incurs the least
serious violations of a set of conflicting constraints. For a ke
input, the grammar generates' anq then evaluates an i e
output candidates, from which it selects the optimal it S
which is the actual output. .

useful insights 1o .handle the phenomengp, of
lar because it explains how alternative structural . Negative
egative proposition. This can be i“ustratede:\l,l-st?]tlons
ith the

This provides

ns in particu
erated for a n
ative responses t

Constructio

can be g€l oa proposition/question as follows:.
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Proposition/Question 1: You are happy. (Are you happy?)
Alternative Optimal Outputs (Possible Responses):

(a) | am not happy. (Negation by means of grammatical operator: nof

(b) | am unhappy. (Negation by means of morphological component: un)

(c) | am sad. (Negation by means of lexeme with negative semantic
prosody)

(d) | am stricken with sorrow. (Negation by means of causative
construction with separate words)

In terms of the Optimality Theory, the different linguistic resources
(grammatical operator, morphological component, lexeme with implicit negative
operator and separate words in analytical construction) are alternative structural
realizations of an input, which compete for the status of being the optimal output
of the particular input. As contained in the output units 1a, 1b, Ic and 1d above,
similar negative meaning is conveyed. This is because the generation of each
output expression produces negations to the same proposition. By interpretation
therefore the sentences contained in 1a, 1b, 1c and 1d above are purely syntactic
alternatives which may be semantically and pragmatically equivalent in the same
context. It is also noticeable that the linguistic resources organised to realise the
four expressions of negation above are syntactically positioned after the auxiliary
verb “am” in the order in which grammatical operator is done. In the deep
structure the formal realisation of the semantic components of the lexeme
“unhappy” is “not™ + “happy”. Thus, the negative operator is implicit or covert.
The lexeme “sad™ and “sorrow™ in sentences “1c” and “1d” above are antonymous
to the word “happy”; therefore the negative operator is latent to these words in
their deep structure captured in terms of formal notation as: [not + happy] —
[sad/sorrow].

However, some linguists maintain that it is only propositions that are
overtly expressed by means of grammatical operators or negative markers (such as
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
proposition 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 affirmative and negative sentences.

Miestamo (2007, p.552) asserts:

negation shows complex interaction with many aspects of meaning
and structure. When we look at negation from a .crosslinguistic

W
Papers in English and Linguistics (PEL) Vol. 21, Nos 1&2, Mar-Jun 2020 Page 171

Scanned with CamScanner



perspective, we immediately see that there is much more to it than
just adding a negative marker to an affirmative sentence.

In alignment with this submission, we attempt to look at negation from
‘the perspective of semantic prosodic features. Since all the responses contained in
sentences 1b, 1c. and 1d above are semantically potent to convey a negative
meaning as the proposition expressed in sentence “1a”, it is our position in this
study that they are all negatives though the implicit negative operator in them is
syntactically covert. Olaleye (2017, p.70) stresses that the semantic prosody of
lexemes could be covertly or overtly realised in terms of either pleasant or
unpleasant (or positive or negative semantic prosody): depending on the aspects
of attitudinal meaning the user wants to activate.

An influential categorisation which accommodates some aspects of
negatives is that of Payne (1985) who attempts to classify negatives into four
types: negative particles, morphological (affixal) negatives, negative verbs
(negative auxiliaries and higher negative verbs) and negative nouns. This
categorisation is oblivious of negative adjectives such as “sad” and “stricken”
found in sentences “1c” and “1d" above. Employing the view of Optimality
Theory therefore, one possible ‘way of categorising negation would be to
distinguish some negations that can be expressed overtly through negation
markers (such as no, not, and never) from those that can be realised covertly. In
alignment with the hypothesis of the Optimality theory, the present researchers
have therefore evolved four (4) technical terms derivable from the interpretation
of expressions of negation to explain expressions of propositional negation. These
typologies are as follows:

1. Negation by Grammatical PfOCESF’ This describes the type of negation that
is derivable from a declarative sentence by positioning an overt negative
marker (not) before the lexical verb in a sentence., For. exam [eg (i) |
remember your name. — | do not remember your name, (Thispin\'zolves
the use of “do-support” where there is no auxiliary verb) (i) She will
travel tomorrow. — She will not travel tomorrow. (jii) He has read th
book. — He has not read,the biooks ilv) I.am happy. — | am not ha )

5. Negation by Morphol‘oglcal Process: This describes the type_gf ng p:t.ion
created by morphologic sl c‘?n‘w‘p(?.r)erlts such as prefix, infix and sufﬁxgatio
For example, “un”, i AT 'T [ less”.etc. as demonstrated in t}?'
Fllowing words:[illegal — not egall (prefix); lirregular — not f
ogular] (prefix), meaningful]  (suffixation by

[meaningless — not +
.“ » “Iess“). etC. The ne H
replacement of fl .for galive marker bearing the
ve meaning N reali
v 1sed  through

these words are overtly

ical components. i .
tion ¢ Lexical Feature: This desc*:lbeS the type of Negati
Negalior' | inherent negative meaning. This involy lon through
. ds with es certain verbs,

wor
e guistics (PEL) Vol 21, 0% 162 Mar-Jun 205
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adjectives, a ith intrinc :
foﬁget. iy S"Ocirf(\j?:n;\évl?hlntnnsm negative operator. For example, reject.
be realised thrOug}; fex}cal usr. sentences with overt negative operator may
v Il et semonited o ol T
. . . e semantic features of
words in this category can be decomposed as follows: [f
remember],[sad — not + happy], [reject ol i o
the format notation of deco e ot R S S
¥t oBainric ok fhcnd ecr fnlposmg the sema:.mc features of these words,
semantic com onenty n;E 'cut.y emt.>ody nega'twe SP=aiEins jrer of their
hich implici g 3= us, ln.lexmal n_ega.tl\{e operation a single word
whic .lmphc:tly embodies negative meaning is involved.

4. Negation by Analytical Process: This describes the type of negation created
by syntactic constructions with separate words which convey negation by
mapping the conceptual meanings of different words. Most catenative
verbs are examples of analytical means of creating negation. For example,
sentences with overt negative operator may be realised through lexical
process as demonstrated as follows. The negative proposition: I do not
remember your name.” can as well be expressed as: "l fail to recall your
name.”Here, the lexical process “forget” or the grammatical process “not
remember” is expressed by means of separate words: fail fo 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.

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 God’

s instruction. (negation by grammatical

process) ' '
(b) Jonah disobeyed -God’s instruction. (negation by morphological
process) . ;
d’s instruction. (negation by lexical process)

(c) “Jonah violated Go . !
(d) “Jonah refused _to observe God's instruction. (negation by
analytical process)

such as not obey, disobeyed, violated and refuse to

e
observe in the various propositions above have been employed to generat

i tive
sentences which aré sernantically and pragmatzcally potent to convey negati

" " » instruction”. These
o iti sition: “Jonah obeys God’s instrt
proposition® to the postive ¥ us processes by which negation could be

have also demonstrated the vario
guistics (PEL) Vol. 21, Nos 1&2, Mar-jun 2020  Page 173
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interpreted. The next section is an exploration into discrepancies between how
adults and children express negative propositions.

Data Presentation and Analysis

The textual data garnered from the expressions of negative propositions
produced by the twenty respondents 1o the ten (10) affirmative
propositions/questions that were designed are presented for analysis in the sub-
sections that follow. The informants’ choices from the four typologies of negation
were presented in tables to discover the frequency of each typology.

Optimal Outputs Produced as Negative Responses by 10 Children Respondents
The children respondents’ choices of available syntactic possibilities of expressing
negative propositions are presented and analysed as follows:

Proposition 1: It is right.to cheat in the exam. (ls it right...exam?)
Optimal Output: (i) Grammatical: It is not right to cheat in the exam.
(8 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 dog cannot eat grass. (10 children)

e

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 produies heat like fire.
(Does the moon produce...fire?)

Optimal Output: Grammatical: The moon cannot produ 4
P (10 children) ces heat like fire.

- . i tions are easy to sol i
Proposition 5: Difficult questior O solve. (Is it easy... e %o
optF;mal Output: Grammatical: Difficult questions are not easyyto sc{o'.ll\fj;tlons.)

/It is not easy...questions. (10 children)

It is proper to eat in the toilet when someone j

mmatical: It is not proper to eat in the toilets V:’:}L:ggry.
someone is hungry. (10 ch"dren)n

Proposition 6:
Optimal Output: Gra

Adam and Eve obeyed God perfectly. (Dig

Ad
(i) Grammatical: They (Adam and Eve) did nop op.oen?)

proposition 7:

Optimal Qutput: perfectly. (3 children) hot obey Gog
1&2, Mar- :
x (e S PEL) VO]. 21; NOS ’ JUn 2020
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(i) Morphological: They (Adam and Eve) disobeyed God.
(7 children)

Proposition 8. It is appropriate to make a drunkard a religious leader.

(Is it ... leader?)

Optimal Output: Grammatical: It is not appropriate to make a drunkard a
religious leader (10 children)

Proposition 9:  The snake in the picture book can bite.
(Can the snake...bite?)
Optimal Output: Grammatical: The snake in the picture book cannot bite.
(10 children)

It is possible for a goat to climb tree like monkey.

(Is it possible ... monkey?)
(i) Grammatical: It is not possible for a goat to climb tree
like monkey./A goat cannot climb tree like

monkey. (Reinstated in another sentence),
(9 children)

(i) Morphological: It is impossible for a goat 10 climb tree
like monkey. (1 child)

Proposition 10:

Optimal Output:

The various optimal outputs produced as ﬁegative responses to the affirmative
propositions/questions administered were presented in the frequency table that

follows.

Table 1: Frequency of Negation Processes Used by the 10 Children Informants

Negative Propositions Produced
Grammatical | Morphological | Lexical Process Analytical
Propositions/ Process Process Process
Questions Output [Output|Qutput|Output Output| Output |Output| Output
(i) (i) (i) (ii) (i) (i) (i) (ii)

1, It is right to 8 0 0 0 0] 2 0 0
cheat in the exam. :
(Is it right...
exam?)
2. A dog can eat 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
grass. (Can a dog
eat grass?)
3. It is certain that 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
a car can fly like
aeroplane. (ls it
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I -
| certain...
aeroplane?)

4. The moon 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
produces heat like
fire. (Does the
moon produce
heat like fire?)

5. Difficult 10 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0
questions are easy
to solve. (It is easy
to solve difficult
questions?)

6. It is proper to 10 0o

eat in the toilet 2 0 3 : g 0 0
when someone is
hungry. (Is it
proper ... hungry?)

7. Adam and Eve 3 0 0 7

obeyed God e Y 0 0
perfectly. (Did —]_
Adam...Eden?)

8. It is appropriate 10 0 0 0 0

to make a 0 0 0
drunkard 2
religious leader. (Is
it ... leader?)

9. The snake in 10
the picture book
can bite. (Can the
snake...bite?)
- —T] o 8
10. It is possible for e
a goat to climb
tree like monkey.
(1s1t possible...
monkey?)

90 | ( B

EE M BT o | 8

[ Grand Total_—— o % “*__L‘ o [ o

Percentage 1 —— % —— 0 ]
0%

i [ o
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The results on tablel above provide statistic inf

frequenc : ormation about the
q y of negation processes  (grammatical, morphological, lexical and

'ana.lytlcal) used by the children informants. As revealed on the table, th
Z:,?éc:,:f tfotal a;zherage percentage of 90%, 8%, 2% and 0% respec‘tiveelyresl‘;lgi
from the results that among the four ca i ion,

grammatical process was used most freqiently. The montzi%rlg;ic:rp:scg:st;i?és mz
next frequently used in the descending order of magnitude. While the lexical
process was infrequently used, the analytical process was not used by the
respondlents. The results evidently show that, among the potential optimal output
mechanisms by which negative responses can be syntactically generated, children

exploit _the grarpmatical process more than the others. Thus, the grammatical
process is a dominant feature of the children respondents.

Optimal Outputs Produced as Negative Responses by 10 Adult Respondents
The adult respondents’ choices of available syntactic possibilities of expressing
negative propositions are presented and analysed as follows:

Proposition 1: 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 grass?)
Optimal Output: (i) Grammatical: A dog cannot eat grass. (6 Adults)
(ii) Lexical: It is difficult for a dog to eat grass. (4 Adults)

Proposition 3: It is certain that a car can fly like aeroplane.
' (Is it certain ...aeroplane?) .
Optimal Output: (i) Morphological: It is uncertain that a car can fly like
aeroplane. (7 Adults)

(ii) Lexical: It is contemptuous/despicable for a car to fly like
aeroplane. (3 Adults)

Proposition 4: The moon produces heat like fire. (Does the moon

produce...fire?) e
Optimal Output: (i) Grammatical: The moon does not produce heat like fire.

(6 Adults) :
(ii) Lexical: It sounds incredible for the moon to
heat like fire. (4 Adults)

produce

c i tionS.)
[ q . I l’O SOIVE. (lS it easy... ques
I i I : Utpun (l) C'Ia“"“aﬁcal: Di“[CUIt questlons are nOt easy KOI_ solve
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(4 Adults)
(i) Lexical: Difficult questions are hard to solve. (6 Adults)

Proposition 6: It is proper to eat in the toilet when someone is hungry.
Optimal Output: (i) Grammatical: It is not proper to eat in the'toilet when
someone is hungry (2 Adult)

(i) Morphological: 1t is impropet to eat in the toilet when
someone is hungry. (8 Adults)

Proposition 7:  Adam and Eve obeyed God perfectly. (Did Adam...Eden?)
Optimal Output: (i) Morphological: They disobeyed God. (2 Adults)
(ii) Analytical: They (Adam and Eve) refused to obey the
law of God perfectly. (3 Adults)
(iii) Analytical: They (Adam and Eve) failed to observe
God's Instruction perfectly. (5 Adults).

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

Proposition 8:

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

imal Output: (i) Grammatical: The snake in the picture book ca e,
Optim P (6 Adults) cannot bite

(ii) Lexical: It is strange/difficult for a snake in the pi
to bite (4 Adults) n the picture

proposition 9:

e ’ i ‘ble for a goat to climb tree li
tion 10: It is possible ee like monkev.
Propostt (i it possible ... monkey?) )

. (i hological: It is im ossible fo :
:al Output: (i) Morp ) ra goat to climb t
Optim like monkey. (8 Adults) e

ii) Lexical: It is difficult for a goat to climb ,
( monkey. (2 Adults) tree like

Negation Processes Used by Adult Informants

Negative Propositions Produced

Morphologlcal Lexical Process |

Analytical
Process
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1. It is right to 0 0 3 0 0 4 0
cheat in the
exam. (s it
right...exam?)

e

2. A dog can 6 0 0 0 0 4
eat grass. (Can
a dog eat
grass?)

3. It is certain 0 0 7 0 0 3
that a car can
fly like
aeroplane. (Is
it
certain...aerop
lane?)

4. The moon 6 0 0 0 0 4 0 0
produces heat
like fire. (Does
the moon
produce heat
like fire?)

5. Difficult 0 4 0 0 6 0 0 0

guestions are
easy to solve.
(It is easy to
solve difficult
questions?)

6. It is proper 2 0 8 0 0 0 0 0
to eat in the
toilet when
someone is
hungry. (Is it
proper...hungr
y?)

7. Adam and 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 5
Eve obeyed
God perfectly.
(Did
Adam...Eden?)

e e e e T e e i T : R
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8. It is 0 0 7 0 0 3 Q 0
appropriate to
make a
drunkard a
religious
leader. (Is it ...
leader?)

9. The snake 6 0 0 0 0 G o s
in the picture
book can bite.
(Can the
snake...bite?)

10. It is 0 0 8 0 0 2 Y 0
possible for a
goat to climb
tree like
monkey. (Is it
possible...mon

key?)

Total 20 4 33 2 6 27 3 5
Grand Total 24 35-.. 33 8
Percentage 24% 35% 33% 8%

The results on tablel above provide statistic information about the
frequency of negation processes (grammatical, morphological, lexical and
analytical) used by the adult informants.  As revealed on the table, the results
indicate total average percentage of 24%, 35%, 33% and 159

: /o respectively. It is
evident from the results that among the four Categories of negation, the
morphological process was used most frequently by the adult respondents. The

lexical process is the next dominant feature in the descending order of magnitude
This is followed by the grammatical process. The results alsq reveal that the
analytical process was less dominantly exploited by the aduyy respondents

Discussion and Findings e e
 tic information provided in table 1 and 2 aboye j¢ 5. .
:-r:‘aet stfzi:le both the children and the adult respondent indicative of the fact

: 5 are mutually j ive i
ical process for the generation of negat: Y Inclusive in
use of grammatlca ! - 8ation to wech
trrll?ldreﬂ however exploited the grammatical mechanigmy, more F;:;OPOSIHOI\S: the
;hl's explains why Thornton and Tesan (2013) point o an the adults.
|
findings is that

. bt ut that «
English-speaking children initially use “q4 hat “one of the main
to express sen
P ta st
prowded in the udy that children first

! not
tential negation.” Thus. the difference (gram
- .21,N :
papers in English and Linguistics (PEL) Vol 0s 1&2, Mar-jun 2020
ap

bles inaugurates our hypothesis in this
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conceptualise that negation is expressed through the use of negative
markers/operators before acquiring other syntactic devices of generating clausal
negation as they progress to adulthood.

It is also evident from the tables that the adult respondents, by contrast,
typically conveyed the same negative propositions using other syntactic
possibilities. In particular, the analytical process was uniquely exploited by the
adults. In other words, both the children and the adults’ respondents were
mutually exclusive in the exploitation of analytical process for generating negative
sentences. This also suggests that children do not have the competency to exploit

complex syntactic processes (such as lexical and analytical) of expressing negative
propositions as adults.

Conclusion

The present study was an attempt to use linguistic techniques to account for how
language offers its users certain means to express clausal negation. It investigated
the different syntactic possibilities exploited by children and adult respondents to
construct negative Optimal Outputs to propositions. The study demonstrated that
the grammatical 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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