Negation in Early Child Communication
(Remarks on Linguistic Analysis)’

v
7

Lucie Saicova Rimalova

ABSTRACT:

This paper analyses broadly defined negation in early child communication. It offers a semantically-
-based linguistic analysis that studies the interaction between the child and other people (mostly
his or her carers). The paper defines negation, discusses the contexts in which it is expressed, and
analyses both verbal and nonverbal means of its expression. It observes various facets of negation
and the relationship between the different means of expressing it. The analysis is based on a case
study of negation in the speech of a Czech-speaking boy during his “one-word” period, that is, from
approximately 12 to 18 months of his age. Both verbal and nonverbal means of expression are studied,
but attention is focused on verbal means of expression, such as ne (‘no), ne ne, and nen (‘it/there is not’
etc.), that form a specific system. During the studied period, ne is used to express protest or rejection,
ne ne is connected with meanings such as ‘dangerous’ or ‘undesirable’, and neni refers to changes of
state or perception. The analysis is a part of wider longitudinal research in the language production
of Czech-speaking children that uses video recordings of the interaction between the child and his or
her carers in a natural environment, in some cases combined with a parental diary; the methodology
of the video data collection is analogous to that used by a Slovak research group led by D. Slan¢ov4.
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Authors analyzing first language acquisition in children have consistently noted that
children often begin to express negative emotions, negative attitudes, discomfort, rejec-
tion, protest etc. sooner than they express the positive counterparts (cf. Ohnesorg, 1948,
p- 43;> Ninio — Snow, 1996, pp. 86-87; Slan¢ov4, 2008, p. 86, etc.). Some authors have
studied the acquisition of negation in various languages and also observed early usage
of various means of expressing negation. Drozd (1995, cit. in Clark, 2009, pp. 214-215),
for example, analyses the differing distribution of no and not (don’t) in English-speaking
children at the age of approximately 24 months, and van der Wal (1996, cit. in Clark,

1 The paper was supported by the programme PRVOUK (Program rozvoje védnich oblastf
na Univerzité Karlové v Praze), section P10 Linguistics, module “The acquisition and de-
velopment of linguistic competence in the population of the Czech Republic”.

2 Ohnesorg (1948, p. 43) mentions that the child he observed started to produce ne (‘no’) two
months earlier than ano (‘yes’).
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2009, pp. 216-217), who focused on Dutch, confirms that children begin to express ne-
gation early and that they start with only one or two expressions. Several other gen-
eral (and probably not so surprising) developmental tendencies have been consistently
noted (Clark, 2009, pp. 214-215): e.g. children begin to express negation with gestures
and then proceed to words; they learn how to negate a preceding proposition early;
when their utterances become longer than two morphemes, they typically use only two
or three negative forms (e.g. can’t/don’t, not, no in English) in differing distributions.
Some uses of negation (e.g. the formation of negative questions) are used in arguments
for or against generativist or constructivist approaches to first language acquisition
(see Ambridge — Lieven, 2011, pp. 290-291). Attention has also been paid to syntax and
sentence negation (e.g. Bloom, 1991, pp. 143-207) and other topics (for example Gen-
nari and MacDonald (2006) studied negation in ambiguous sentences with quantifiers).

Czech linguistics has not yet paid much attention to the phenomenon of early ne-
gation, and as far as I know no research has systematically focused on the acquisition
of negation in Czech-speaking children. Some authors comment briefly on the theme
and usually focus on the basic grammaticalized means of expressing negation — the
prefix ne-/ni- and the negative particles ne, nikoli.?

This reflects the usual approach to the study of negation in Czech* — e.g. Cejka (in
MC3, 1987, pp- 260-278) studies the scope of negation, the relation between negation and
the topic-focus organization of the utterance, and outlines four functions of negation in
Czech: propositional, performative, expressive, and modal. Attention has been paid to
negation and how it functions in Czech from a functional-generative (Haji¢ov4, 1975) and
generative point of view (e.g. Kosta, 2001). Some authors attempt to analyse the prefix ne-
inmore detail. Némec (1969), for example, outlines four groups of possible meanings of the
prefix, ranging from the contradictory type (e.g. pravidelné-nepravidelné / ‘regularly’ —
‘irregularly’) to almost synonymous pairs (e.g. svdr-nesvdr / both meaning ‘quarrel’).

The literature on negation in Czech offers a certain level of inspiration, but many (if
not most) of the observations and conclusions relate only to “adult” (and often written)
speech and cannot satisfactorily be applied to the early child production we are analysing,
as the latter differs significantly both in syntax and morphology from the (adult) target.
For example, during the research period, the child produces mainly one-word utterances
or combinations of two uninflected elements (e.g. aword + a gesture, 2 uninflected words,
2 gestures etc.), and has not yet started to use prefixes (i.e. does not use the prefix ne-).

3 Palesovd (1979, p. 139) asserts that initially, ne typically appears in postposition (papat ne
‘to eat + no’) and claims that this type of negation is usually connected with words that
are considered to be “typical child words”. According to Patesovd, words similar to the
target (adult) forms are usually produced with the negative prefix ne- (e.g. nevypiju ‘T will
not drink up’). These statements are, however, quite controversial (cf. the disregarding of
the relationship to the developmental stage of the child). Some remarks on the acquisi-
tion of negation can also be found in contributions on speech therapy, see e.g. Skodov4 and
Jedli¢ka (2003) or Kutalkova (2011). Certain types of negative expression are evaluated as
a symptom of possible speech disorders (e.g. negation expressed at the end of the utter-
ance can be seen as a possible indication of SLI, see e.g. Kutélkov4, 2011, p. 159).

4 Cf. MC3 (1987, pp. 261-263), ESC (2002) and the references mentioned there.
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In this paper, I propose a wider and more complex view of negation and its lin-
guistically oriented study in early child communication in Czech (see section 2). The
analysis shall also demonstrate that the early stages of first language acquisition de-
mand an approach that reflects and respects specific features of the analysed data.

The analysis (and the methodological remarks) is based on a case study of a Czech-
-speaking monolingual healthy hearing boy.® I analyse his active production of both
verbal and nonverbal means of communication during the so-called one-word period.
The language and communication of the child was observed and recorded longitudi-
nally as part of wider research into the early stages of first language acquisition in
Czech-speaking children. In this research, the children are videotaped once a month
during communication with their parent (usually their mother) in familiar surround-
ings (typically at home). The total length of the recordings is one hour per month and
several types of situation were recorded each month,® for example conversation at
meal times or at play with the adult.” In the case of the boy in this study, the record-
ings are combined with a parental diary, written by his mother (cf. Saicovd Rimalova,
2012). The diary focuses on new words and new gestures, new combinations of means
of expression (combinations of words, combinations of verbal and nonverbal means
of communication, combinations of gestures), and (in later phases) on first instances
of inflection. The video data corpus of the child analyzed in this paper covers the
period from his birth to the age of 6;3° and the diary covers the ages from 6 months
to 3 years, but this paper studies only part of the earliest stages — approximately the
first 19 months, with the emphasis on the period from 12 to 18 months.’

2.

There are numerous approaches to first language acquisition that differ in theoretical
background, analytical method and technique, the main points of interest etc. (see,
e.g., Ambridge — Lieven, 2011; Smolik, 2007). The approaches illustrate the many pos-
sible ways of studying the fascinating phenomena of child language and child speech.

5 In such cases, there are always questions as to the extent to which analysis of one
child’s production can be generalized. Although there are theoretical approaches that
support such a possibility (see Piaget — Inhelderov, 1997; Slan¢ovd, 2008a), I think we
should be careful to avoid generalizing until a larger sample of subjects has been analysed.

6 The methodology of the video data collection is analogous to the methodology used by
a research group led by D. Slancové studying language acquisition in Slovak-speaking
children. In this research, the children were videotaped from birth to the age of 6, once
a month, for an hour, in several standardized contexts of everyday communication in
natural surroundings (see Slan¢ova, 2008a; Kapalkovi et al., 2010; similar methodology
should enable possible future comparative studies).

7 Some types of situation were not recorded (see section 2.2).

8 Data from October 2013.

9 Foradiscussion of natural data studies, longitudinal studies, and parental diaries see Am-
bridge and Lieven (2011), Solcové (2012).
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This study follows a linguistically oriented approach that sees interaction,'® commu-
nication and meaning as the core notions that can serve as a useful starting point for the
analysis. The paper considers child speech / child language to be, at all stages of develop-
ment, a specific gestalt that requires a specific approach,” and believes that it is useful
(and in the early stages necessary) to analyse the whole repertoire of a child’s means of
communication (that is, both verbal and nonverbal means of communication, although
verbal means are the focus of interest). The analysis should consider the acquisition of
language in the broader context of the acquisition of other means of communication
and it should see it as dynamic — observing not only the appearance or usage of form,
but also, for example, the development of meanings connected to it (which may differ
from the target in various ways and may also be, to some extent, specific).

Meaning is defined under the influence of the cognitively oriented approach to
language and is seen as broad (covering both “traditional” semantics and pragmat-
ics), holistic, and encyclopaedic (e.g. Vatikov4 et al., 2005). Some authors (e.g. Owens,
2001) state that it is almost impossible to get to know what the child really wants to
say or what “the child’s meaning” is. This study does not aim to find what the child
“really” has in his or her mind, but rather uses methods typical of the linguistically
(stylistically, pragmatically etc.) based interpretation of texts, speaker intentions
and so on. It interprets the child’s utterances using such cues as the context and the
preceding and subsequent utterances of both the child and his interlocutor and takes
into account some general human experiences (such as experiences with our bodies
and senses, and the general rules of human communication), although we should
bear in mind that the child, his experiences, and his mind are different from those of
an adult. A similar approach is adopted by other authors. Kesselové (2008), for exam-
ple, observes how the meaning of a child’s utterance is interpreted by the adult inter-
locutor; Kesselova takes the interpretation to be confirmed when the child accepts it
or (at least) does not protest. The interpretative method, which uses context as one
of the major cues for interpreting meaning, has a long tradition and can be applied
in various ways. Some authors (see Clark, 2009, p. 292; Lust, 2006, p. 132 and 291) call
the interpretative method based on context “rich interpretation”.

When analysing negation (and other similar phenomena) in early child speech,
the following aspects should be taken into account:

(a) Delimitation of the analysed meaning — e.g. definition of “negation” (section
2.1);
(b) delimitation of contexts where negation does or can appear (section 2.2);
(c) the search for both linguistic and non-linguistic means of expression for the
analysed meaning (section 2.3);
(d) analysis of the use of the various “forms” carrying the analysed meaning —
observation of variants of both the form and the meaning and their changes
over time (section 2.4).
10 See Slanc¢ové (2008b), Kesselové (2001).
1 Itisnot, for example, possible to analyse it automatically using apparatus developed for
the analysis of adult speech and language, see Lehetkov4 (2008).
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2.1

It is useful to see negation as a more complex phenomenon than it is usually consid-
ered to be in linguistic analyses. It is possible to distinguish two types of “negation”:
(a) “narrow” (“linguistic”) negation connected with (but not limited to) typical lin-
guistic means of expression such as ne or ne- and usually described in grammars (our
attention is focused on this type); (b) “broad negation” that covers all possible types of
“negative” meanings that the child could express — from negative emotions, negative
communicative intentions, to “linguistic” (“narrow”) negation. “Broad negation” thus
represents a wider context for the study of “narrow” negation; this distinction allows
us to see the typical verbal expressions of (narrow) negation as connected with other
means of communication.

2.2

Broadly defined negation can appear in numerous contexts. The main types are con-
texts connected with the following communicative intentions® of the child: (a) ex-
pression of negative psycho-physical states (such as the expression of discomfort, or
negative emotions); (b) negative or disagreeing reactions (e.g. disagreement, denial,
refusal, protest); (c) assertions about nonexistence or disappearance etc.

The analysed video material offers samples of “natural” communication with var-
ious instances of intentions of this type, but — as with any similar data — it can-
not be said to be entirely representative of the child’s production. As far as negation
is concerned, the data corpus does not include contexts when the interlocutors —
and mainly the child — lose control over their negative emotions and their “face”
(Brown — Levinson, 1978) is threatened too much (for example, fits of anger accom-
panied by intense crying typical of a certain age). These situations were not recorded
asIconsidered their recording unethical, although I am aware that this decision leads
to certain limitations of the data. However, no principal means of communication
should be completely omitted as similar means of expressing negation often appear
in other situations as well, but their intensity is usually reduced.

2.3

The studied meaning is expressed by a wide range of means of expression. This analy-
sis attempts to explore both verbal and nonverbal means of communication using lin-
guistically oriented analysis, but attention is focused on linguistic means. What I con-
sider important is that the appearance of a certain form in a child’s production cannot
be taken as proof that the child already “knows” the item in the same way as would
an adult speaker, as both the form and its meaning (or meanings) can differ from the
target; these differences shall be — if possible — noted. This influences (among other
things) the way I interpret forms of flective parts of speech, e.g. neni (‘it/there is not’
etc.). This form may resemble the form of the 3™ person singular indicative, present

12 Or pragmatic functions (see Slan¢ov4, 2008c).
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tense, but the child may use it to express various other (grammatical) meanings, for
example a different person, tense, or mood," so we shall not automatically label it as
the 3 person singular indicative, present tense, but we shall take into account its
meaning in the given context.

In the case of broadly delimited negation, some means of expression are not typ-
ical of children alone, but are used by people throughout their lives, sometimes in
a modified way. Nonverbal means include, for example, facial expressions indicat-
ing negative emotions, the “colour” of the voice, expressing discomfort, anger or
impatience etc., crying (a child’s crying can be “coloured” in various ways too, see
Dittrichov4 et al., 2004; Masopustov4, 2011), various types of shouting, various sounds
that can be described as, say, “protest” or “lamentation”, broadly delimited gestures
(see Kapalkov4, 2008), or the movement of selected parts of the body (such as turning
the body or the head away from the interlocutor, kicking one’s legs, pushing the in-
terlocutor’s hand away, conventional shaking of the head etc.). I expect these types of
means to be common to all children (and all people), although individual differences
in their form and usage undoubtedly appear.

When the child starts to combine nonverbal means of expression with words, it
is possible to study whether the nonverbal means of communication (and mainly the
gestures) and the words are semantically complementary or supplementary (Kapal-
kov4, 2008): complementary gestures (or other nonverbal means of communication)
express the same or similar meaning as the word (e.g. the gesture of conventional
shaking of the head + the word ne ‘no’ or ne ne ‘no no’; the analysed child started to
use this combination at the age of 16 months); supplementary gestures add new infor-
mation to the gesture-word combination (e.g. the child turns an empty glass upside
down and says nent ‘it/there is not’ — in this case, the negation is expressed verbally
and the gesture indicates the object to which the negation is related).

The observed child also uses some individual nonverbal vocal means of commu-
nication (e.g. ehe, e e) which can be seen as predecessors of verbal expressions of ne-
gation. These sounds and sound combinations do not resemble the form of the target
(adult) expression of negation, but appear repeatedly in the context of broad nega-
tion and express the same or similar communicative intention as would the verbal
expression of negation in target (adult) speech. I expect that other children would
show similar examples of transient vocal means, but they may use different forms
(sounds or sound combinations).

During the analysed period, the child also starts to use verbal means of expression,
and the importance of linguistic means gradually increases. The form of the linguistic
means of expression may well resemble the target form, but the meaning may still be dif-
ferent from the target (see below). The verbal repertoire for expressing negation of the
analysed child during this period covers ne, ne ne, and neni/nent, and we could add sev-
eral words expressing negative features of objects (such as kx kx + a gesture correspond-
ing to ‘dangerous’, ty ty ty expressing a warning etc., e e or fj/fuj corresponding to ‘ugly’,
‘dirty’ etc.; see section 2.3). The child has not yet started to use prefixes (such as ne-/ni-).
13 For example, when the child is not wearing socks, he says neni, while the context would

require the plural form nejsou (cf. section 2.4).
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All the above mentioned means of expression may (and often do) appear in var-
ious combinations that may often more subtly differentiate the negative meaning.
Typical combinations cover such vocal and nonverbal-vocal means of communication
as facial expressions, voice “colour”, and verbal or nonverbal sounds expressing the
given communicative intention.

2.4

The analysis should try to capture various facets of the meaning(s) or function(s)* of
the studied forms. It is important not to treat various units (such as a word) as mon-
olithic or as immediately acquired as wholes. Detailed observation and analysis of
the meaning (meanings) connected with the form is required — the unit can be used
only in some of the target meanings, but it can also express meanings that the adult
would not use etc.

I will illustrate the possible approach by a sample analysis of the verbal means of
communication used by the child to express negation during his “one-word” period:
ne, ne ne and nen (for a complete repertoire see section 2.3).

During the period from 12 to 18 (19) months of age the words ne (and the redupli-
cated ne ne or ne ne ne) and neni/neni/néni became an integral part of the child’s vo-
cabulary: the child used ne from the beginning of the observed period (that is, from
12 months of age);" the form neni/neni expressing negation was used a month later
(i.e. when the child was 13 months old).

Throughout almost the whole analysed period, the forms ne and neni differ in their
meanings, and these meanings also differ from meanings in the target speech/lan-
guage.

Ne seems to have a specialized use for expressing protest. From the beginning
of the analysed period, it seems typically to be connected with the child’s refusal to
do something, and this meaning appears repeatedly throughout the period (for ex-
ample, when the child is 17 months old, his mother asks him to blink and he refuses:
ne). From the age of 15 months, the child also uses ne to protest against something his
interlocutor does (such as when the child is trying to ride a toy motorbike and his
mother puts her hand on his back and pushes him; the child does not want this and
says emphatically: ne). Sometimes ne (or ne ne; see below) may also be interpreted
as a repetition or reformulation of someone’s utterance.’* Ne may also combine with
other means of expressing (broad) negation, such as when, at the age of 12 months,
the child uses the combination of the verbal ne and the nonverbal gesture of kicking

his legs (the child was lying on his back).

14 Throughout the paper, the term “meaning” is used in a broad sense, which also covers
“function”.

15 At the same time, a form neji was recorded on one occasion, but its meaning and possible
relation to nenf is doubtful, as the context allows for several interpretations. This is not un-
usual at this stage of development.

16 For example, when the child is 17 months old, he comments on or interprets the dissatis-
fied crying of a child in a pram on the street by ne ne + shaking of his head.



14 STUDIE Z APLIKOVANE LINGVISTIKY 2/2013

Ne can be reduplicated (or multiplied) to form ne ne / ne ne ne.” Ne ne (or ne ne ne)
can express a more emphatic protest or refusal, but the child also repeatedly con-
nects the reduplicated form with specific meanings. The first specialized meaning
appeared when the child was 14 months old and could be paraphrased as ‘(it is) dan-
gerous’ or sometimes possibly ‘(it is) dangerous and one should not touch it i.e.
as if including the reproduction of an adult’s orders.” This type usually appears in
contexts in which the child comments on various things that are considered to be
dangerous and that the child is taught not to touch: e.g. the child says ne ne ne while
looking at a knife or an electric kettle. It was also used as a reaction to the moth-
er’s utterance nemiizeme k tomu chodit protoZe to je pdli pdli (‘we cannot go near that
because it is burning burning’). This case is interesting as it could be interpreted as
a reaction to a verbal stimulus (not necessarily the physical object itself) and could
be seen as an early attempt to summarize or paraphrase the meaning core of the in-
terlocutor’s utterance. Two months later, a new facet of the meaning can be found:
ne ne is used to comment on actions that are incorrect, that the child is not allowed
to do etc.; this meaning could be paraphrased as ‘this is not good’, ‘(I) should not do
this’ etc. (as when the child is turning cups of food upside down and at the same time
is saying ne ne ne). At the same age, ne ne ne also appeared as a comment on some-
thing that the child does not like or that is generally undesirable (e.g. his mother
talks about a burnt pot, and the child replies ne ne ne and adds an appropriate facial
expression with a turned-up nose).

Neni is more tightly associated with such contexts as the child’s comments on
or assertions about his surroundings (at the beginning of the period, mainly his
“now and here”). To use neni, the child has to be able to cognitively understand an
object’s permanence, e.g. that objects do exist even when he does not see them (see
Piaget — Inhelderov, 1997). At the age of 13 months, the child produced neni e.g. as
a comment or statement that he could not see himself on the monitor of the camera
(the meaning could be paraphrased as ‘I cannot see myself’) or when he was watch-
ing a dog and could not see it any more (meaning ‘the dog is not visible any more’
etc.). At this stage, neni refers to the immediate context and to the child’s mostly per-
ceptual experience. The utterances are associated with contexts in which something
cannot be perceived or something has just stopped being perceivable. A month later,
instances referring to situations in which “something is not somewhere” were re-
corded. For example, after finishing his meal, the child looks into an empty glass and
says nenf (which could be paraphrased as ‘there is no food / it is (already) empty’). At
the age of 16 months, the child is able to comment on more complex situations, such
as the difference between the usual and the actual state of something (the child points
at the lock on a wardrobe and says neni — the context reveals that he is commenting

17 Another possible interpretation is to classify ne and ne ne / ne ne ne as two different means/
forms.

18 The relation to an adult’s order not to touch something may explain the choice of the redu-
plicated form ne ne / ne ne ne — when the adult wants to make the order clear and urgent,
he or she may, and often does, use a form that is short (it may be ne only) and may redu-
plicate, i.e. nel; to je ne ne! ‘no!’; ‘this is no no!’.
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on the fact that the key that is usually in the lock is missing). Similarly, at the age
of 17 months, the child shows that he is not wearing the socks he usually wears by
holding his toes and saying neni. At the same age, a more explicit expression of the
differences between two objects or states can be observed: e.g. when the child has
only one sock on, he holds one of his toes and says hee (hele: ‘look’), then holds the
other one and says neni.

The specialization of the analysed forms seems to be settled when the child is 16 to
17 months old, but is observable until the end of the one-word period, e.g. at the age
of 19 months, the child says koli nent (‘roll + is not’) when something stops rolling, and
hatine (‘sit + no’) when he does not want to sit any more. But towards the end of the
period, some contexts appear in which the distinction between the forms is not so
clear, e.g. when the child is 17 months old, he starts to use negation in a new (and cog-
nitively more complex) context of pretending (or of a joke based on pretending). For
example, he makes a face or a gesture as if he needs to go to his potty, but after a short
while he stops making it and says ne or néni/neni. Similar instances may signal that
the system of expressing negation is changing, and that the forms and their (growing
and developing) meanings are becoming more interwoven.

Ishould also mention that even though the distinction between ne and neni seems
to be clear when we analyse the recordings and their transcripts, the recorded data
reveals that the communicative partner of the child is not aware of it and sometimes,
for example, interprets ne as a comment on the current situation when actually the
child is trying to express a protest.

At the same time as the above-mentioned meanings of ne, ne ne, and nenf, the child
uses, or starts to use, other forms with similar meanings mentioned in section 2.3. In
other words, a certain type of synonymy can be observed. Some of the means of ex-
pression are different from the expected target, and are, to a certain extent, specific.
The meaning ‘dangerous’, connected with ne ne, can be expressed by a combination of
vocal kx kx and a gesture (the child repeatedly opens and closes his hand on his chest);
this combination is in most cases limited to utterances about electricity and electrical
appliances. Another meaning of ne ne can be almost synonymously expressed by the
form e e (later, fi —fujas well), which refers to objects that are undesirable and that
the child should not touch (in most cases the meaning would correspond to ‘dirty’).
Disagreement with someone’s behaviour (typical of ne), or certain types of threat, can
be expressed by ty ty ty (‘you you you’), sometimes accompanied by a corresponding
gesture (moving the hand with an outstretched index finger). At the age of 15 months,
the child also uses ty ty ty specifically as a protest about noise (such as a noisy wash-
ing machine). Sometimes the child also uses a gesture to stop the interlocutor doing
something, e.g. he holds his mother’s hand and moves it away from the object she was
holding or touching (for example, when the child does not want his mother to read
a certain page of a book, he moves the hand she was using to point at pictures away
from the book).

Both ne and neni can combine with the typical (conventional) gesture of shaking
one’s head, and this gesture can also appear independently. The gesture is a stable part
of the child’s communicative repertoire by the age of 17 months, but first appeared
some time earlier.
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3.

I have proposed an approach to early child communication that I consider useful for
linguistically oriented analysis. The approach concentrates on broadly defined mean-
ings, and attempts to see them in a complex way in terms of both the means of ex-
pression and the meanings. The approach respects the communicative function of
language and the specificity of the early stages of development, including the situat-
edness of early child production, the fact that both the child’s forms and their mean-
ings can (and do) differ from the target (“adult”) usage, and that language acquisition
is a process. I focused on linguistic interpretation of the child’s production within
the context of interaction between the child and the carer. I did not attempt to draw
conclusions about the child’s comprehension, about what the child really “had in his
mind”, or what the underlying and more general psychological principles behind the
studied data might be. These problems would need to be analysed using other meth-
ods and approaches.

I have illustrated the approach by a case study of (widely delimited) negation in
one Czech-speaking child during his one-word period (from approximately 12 to 18 or
19 months of age); I focused on the child’s active production. The proposed approach
allows observation of a wider repertoire of means of expressing negation used by
the child. It also enables the grounding of the analysis of the linguistic means of ex-
pression in a broader context (i.e. mainly the context of other, nonverbal means of
expressing the same meaning, and the context of the corresponding communicative
intentions expressed by the child), and it shows that the main linguistic means of
expression (ne, ne ne, neni) exhibited an interesting distribution of meanings and
functions quite different from the target, and that they seemed to form a certain sys-
tem (a gestalt) during the period under analysis. A more detailed analysis of the data
may show more clearly some other tendencies: e.g. the shift from nonverbal to verbal
means of expressing negation; the shift from less conventional gestures to more con-
ventional ones; and some preferences for expressing certain communicative func-
tions by certain means of expression. After the child starts to produce more complex
utterances and starts to inflect words, a more syntactically oriented analysis would
be possible.
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ABSTRAKT:

Studie je vénovana Siroce vymezené negaci v rané détské komunikaci. Nabizi sémanticky zaloZenou
lingvistickou analyzu interakce mezi ditétem a lidmi v jeho blizkosti, predev§im rodi¢i. P¥ispévek
definuje negaci, zabyvé se kontexty, v nichZ se negace objevuje, a analyzuje verbalni i neverbalni
prostredky jejiho vyjadieni. Sleduje rovnéZz rozmanité vyznamové odstiny negace a vztahy mezi
riznymi prostfedky jejich vyjadieni.

Analyza je zaloZena na pripadové studii negace v projevech éesky hovoriciho chlapce z tzv. jedno-
slovného obdobi, tj. priblizné od 12 do 18 mésicti jeho véku. Pfedstavuje uzivané verbalnf a never-
bélni prostredky vyjadiujici negaci a soustfeduje se na prosttedky verbalni, zejm. ne, ne ne, nent,
které vytvareji specificky systém: V analyzovaném obdobf je ne uzivano k vyjadreni protestu nebo
odmitnuti, ne ne je spojeno s vyznamy jako ,nebezpeény’, ,nezadouci’ a neni se vztahuje ke zménam
stavu nebo smyslovych vjemu.

Prispévek je souésti rozsdhlejsiho longitudindlniho vyzkumu jazykovych projevi ¢esky hovoricich
déti, ktery vyuziva videonahravek interakce mezi ditétem a jemu blizkymi osobami v pfirozeném
prostredi; v nékterych pripadech jsou videonahravky kombinovéany s denfkovymi zdznamy. Meto-
dologie sbéru videonahravek je analogicka metodologii uzivané slovenskou vyzkumnou skupinou
vedenou D. Slan¢ovou.
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