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ABSTRACT
This paper proposes alternative analyses to three (3) arguments earlier presented pertaining to negation in Ẹdo.  The issues of interest in this study as articulated in Ọmoruyi (1986, 1989) are (i) the assertion that negation markers act as the tense/aspect bearing units in a negative construction. (ii) The third person singular pronoun in the negative construction is derived from the third person singular pronoun through phonological suppletion. (iii) The first person singular pronoun in negative constructions is derived from two phonological processes – vowel elision and tone shift. Data presented in this paper motivate us to argue as follows; (i) the verb is the tense/aspect bearing unit in negative constructions. (ii) The third person singular pronoun in negative constructions is derived through a process of case neutralization in negative constructions and not by phonological suppletion as earlier argued. (iii) The surface form of the first person singular pronoun is derived through vowel elision and tone fusion not vowel elision and tone shift.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
Negation has been identified as a property unique to natural languages and which is lacking in animal communication systems (Altmann 1967). Ramat (2006:560) thus states that NEG is a linguistic universal: for cognitive and pragmatic reasons, every language must have the possibility of asserting that the state of affairs expressed by a sentence is not true” .Although the concept of negation is universal, its parameterization in languages of the world has piqued the interest of linguists and philosophers. 
Crystal (2008:323) defines negation as “a process or construction in grammatical and semantic analysis which typically expresses the contradiction of some or all of a sentence’s meaning”. According to Ramat (2006:560), “The linguistic operation of negation (NEG) consists in denying the truth value of the negated sentence, or of a part of the sentence”.
Issues which have ‘plagued’ the study of negation as a subject and which continue to make it an interesting domain of study include its presence in every language, the range of variation within negation markers, determining the scope/influence of negation when it co-occurs with other logical operators (modals and quantifiers), the use and interpretation of negative polarity items (NPIs), its ability to explain certain phenomena concerned with the syntax-semantics interface and the use of more than one negative element within a clause (a phenomenon known as negative concord). A theory of negation propounded within a discipline (such as linguistics, philosophy, cognitive science) will thus have consequences for other related disciplines whence the prominence of negation in the development of grammatical theory.
Current investigations into the grammar of negation owe much to two monographs, (Jespersen (1917) and Klima (1964)). Jespersen’s monogragh ranges over diverse aspects of negation including morphology, logic, typology and pragmatics. He discusses multiple negation, the contrast between sentential and constituent negation and the role of diachrony in the form and function of negative markers. Klima (1964) was the first attempt at a comprehensive grammar of negation within the generative grammar framework.
The aim of this study is challenge three earlier positions made in previous works in Ẹdo specifically in the works of Ọmoruyi (1986, 1989). The proposals made in those works which I intend to offer alternative analyses in this study are (i) the assertion that the negative markers in Ẹdo (í, má, ghé) act as the tense/aspect bearing units in a negative construction. (ii) that the third person singular pronoun in a negative construction ẹ́  is derived from ọ̀ the third person singular pronoun in affirmative constructions through a process of phonological suppletion.(iii) that the first person singular pronoun ì is ‘transformed’ to ǐ as a result of two phonological processes – vowel elision and tone shift.
The remainder of this paper is structured as follows; in section two we present an overview of negation in Ẹdo especially as presented in Ọmoruyi (1986, 1989) with the aim of providing a platform on which our analyses could be better understood. Section 3 will be a presentation of our analyses as well as motivations for the adoption of such analyses.
2.0           PREVIOUS STUDIES ON NEGATION IN ẸDO
Published works on negation in Ẹdo have been limited to Ọmoruyi (1986, 1989 and 1991). A section of Ọmoruyi (1986) discusses the interaction between tone and the Ẹdo pronominal system. The study focused on explaining how tone as a phonological phenomenon could influence the semantic interpretation of Ẹdo pronouns. The data presented in (1) and (2) were used as illustration;
1(a) ì rrì  èvbàré
       I eat food
       ‘I am eating food’
  (b) í       rrí  èvbàré
       i-not eat food
       ‘I am not eating food’
2(a) ù     sàlọ̀    ètó
       You comb hair
       ‘You are combing (your hair)’

  (b) ú           sàlọ́    ètó
       You-not comb hair
       ‘You are not combing (your hair)’                                        Ọmọruyi (1986:89)
The study argues that this change from (from low tone in the affirmative construction to a high tone in the negative construction) is as a result of the elision of the vowel of the negative marker ‘í’  and subsequent tone shift in the underlying form of the construction. The low tone of the pronoun and the high tone of the negative marker then coalesce to derive the high tone in the surface representation.
Another aspect of negation discussed in Ọmoruyi (1986) is the derivation of negative constructions from affirmative constructions in constructions involving the third person singular pronoun. For example;
3(a) ọ̀   tiè    èbé
       He read book
       ‘He is reading a book’ 
 (b) é         tiè    èbé
      He-not read book
      ‘He is not reading (a book)’
	He accounts for this phenomenon in terms of a combination of two processes; one morphological and the other phonological; suppletion and tone change.
	The primary objective of Ọmoruyi (1989) is to examine the syntactic processes for transforming affirmative sentences to their corresponding negatives. It discusses in some detail the syntax and semantics of the negative markers ‘í’, ‘má’ and ‘ghé’. It went on to argue that tense and aspect are marked on the negative elements i.e. the negative elements are the tense bearing units in the negative construction.
	The study also treated the derivation of the negative form of pronouns (second person singular (2sg) and third person singular (3sg))from their affirmative counterparts – wherein the pronominal used in the affirmative construction differs from that used in the negative construction. For example;
4(a) ọ́   bọ̀     òwá
       He build house
       ‘He is building a house’
 (b) ẹ̀ í bọ̀ òwá
      He Neg build house
      He is not building a house
Ọmoruyi (1989:135)
The study argues that the negative construction in 4(b) is derived from the affirmative construction in 2(a) through a morphological process known as suppletion. In the case of negative constructions in which the second person singular pronoun is attested, it argues that the negative marker ‘í’ assimilates to ‘ú’ when it follows the second person singular pronoun in affirmative constructions. For example;
5(a) ù           rriè    úgbó
       You(sg) going farm
       ‘You are going to the farm’
 (b) ù           ú       rriè    úgbó
      You(sg) NEG going farm
      You are not going to the farm				Ọmoruyi (1989:135) 
	The study also ‘explores’ aspects of the scope of negation i.e. how constituent negation and sentential negation are expressed and derived in thw language as well as negation in serial verb constructions (SVCs).
	Section 5 of Ọmoruyi (1991) discusses the semantics the auxiliaries ‘ghá’ and ‘ghé’, arguing that ‘ghé’ is the negative counterpart of ‘ghá’. It presents 6 (a) and (b) below as illustration.
6(a) ghá    rrì  èvbàré èsì
       AAM eat food    good
       ‘Be eating/eat good food’
 (b) ghẹ́ rrì èvbàré èsi
      AAM-NEG eat food   good
      Do not be eating/eat good food 				Ọmoruyi (1991:10)
	The study also discussed ‘ghì’ as an aspectual auxiliary marker and argues that it functions as a Negative polarity item (NPI) which serves to emphasize negation in negative constructions. For example;
7 Òzó ghí              rrì  èvbàré
   Ozo AAM-NEG eat food
   Ozo no longer eats food                              			Ọmoruyi (1991:11)
3.0 ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS
In this section we present alternative analysis to some of the claims earlier made with regard to negation in Ẹdo as presented in previous studies on negation in Ẹdo, specifically in Ọmoruyi (1986, 1989 and 1991). First, we challenge the proposal that the negation markers in Ẹdo serve as the tense and aspect bearing units in a negative construction. In section 3.2 we present motivations for postulating that the third person singular pronoun in a negative construction ‘é’ is derived from the third person singular (object) marker ‘ẹ́rè’ via case neutralization and morphological clipping. Section 3.3 will showcase our argument why we propose that the ‘surface’ form of the first person singular pronoun in a negative construction is derived through two phonological processes – vowel elision and tone fusion as against vowel elision and tone shift earlier postulated.
3.1 TENSE/ASPECT IN NEGATIVE CONSTRUCTIONS
In Ẹdo present tense/habitual aspect and past tense are marked by an interplay of prosody (tones) and transitivity. Present tense/habitual aspect is marked with the low tone in both transitive and intransitive clauses while the past tense is marked by the high tone in transitive clauses but by the –rV suffix in intransitive clauses. See example 8 below
8(a) Òsàsú bọ̀     òwá
       Osasu build house
       Osasu builds/is building a house
 (b) Òsàsú bọ́      òwá
      Osasu  build house
      Osasu built a house
9(a) Òsàsú í      bọ̀     òwá
       Osasu Neg build house
       Osasu is not building a house
 (b) Òsàsú má  bó òwá
      Osasu Neg build house
      Osasu did not build a house
Example 8 (a) and (b) illustrates the effect of tone on the verb in marking some tense/aspect distinctions in Ẹdo. Examples 9 illustrate how tones ‘work’ in negative constructions. As shown above the low tone signals a progressive  readingboth the affirmative and negative constructions. This is our motivation for postulating that the verb remains the tense/aspect bearing unit in the clause in addition to the fact that Ọmoruyi (1986) did not give any motivation for making such a claim. It is thus not consistent with the analysis as presented above to argue that tense/aspect marking has shifted from the verb to the negative marker when the tones in but affirmative and negative constructions remain the same.  
3.2 THE DERIVATION OF THE THIRD PERSON SINGULAR PRONOUN IN NEGATIVE EXISTENTIAL CONSTRUCTION.
Ọmoruyi (1989) claims that the pronoun ‘ẹ́’ which is the third person singular pronoun in negative constructions, is derived  from ‘ọ̀’ which is the third person singular pronoun in affirmative constructions  through a process of morphological suppletion. I challenge this claim for the following reason; the pronoun ‘ọ̀’is actually a ‘clipped’ version of ‘ọ̀ré’ which is the third person (subject) pronoun in affirmative constructions. For example
10(a) Ọ́(rè) rrì  èvbàré
         3sg    eat food
         He/she is eating food
  (b) Ọ́(rè) dẹ́ úkpọ̀n
       3sg    buy clothe
       He/she bought clothe
	In rapid speech, ‘ọ́rè’ is clipped to ‘ọ̀’. The pronoun ‘ẹ́rè’ is the third person (object) pronoun and in rapid speech it is realized as ‘ẹ́’. For example;
11(a) Òsàsú gbé ẹ́(rè)
         Osasu kill 3sg
         Osasu killed it
    (b) Òzó guọ̀ghọ́ é(rè)
         Ozo break    3sg
         Ozo broke it
In negative existential constructions, ‘ẹ̀’ is used as the subject pronoun. For example;
12(a) ẹ́(rè) í      má
         3sg   Neg good
         It is not good/right
    (b) ẹ́(rè) í rrọ́
     3sg   Neg exist
     It does not exist/There is none
I argue that the change from ‘ọ̀’ to ‘ẹ̀’ cannot be accounted for by suppletion (which is the replacement of one stem with another,resulting in an allomorph of a morpheme which has no phonological similarity to the other allomorphs (Crystal 2008)) as that implies that ‘ọ̀’ and ‘ẹ̀’ are not related in anyway. Another motivation for arguing against the suppletion hypothesis is that it raises questions about the base form of ‘ẹ̀’ – i.e. if the base form of ‘ọ̀’ is ‘ọ̀ré’ what then is the base form of ‘ẹ̀’?my argument is that we should not arrive at an analysis based soley on the clipped forms of the pronouns. I propose that ‘ẹ̀’ which occurs in negative constructions is a clipped form of ‘ẹ̀ré’. the question which immediately arises is why is ‘ẹ̀ré’ which is an object pronoun in affirmative constructions occurring as subject in negative constructions. My claim is ‘ẹ̀rẹ́’ can occur as subject because the case marking property of ‘ẹ̀ré’ (as object marker) has been neutralized in negative constructions.
3.3 THE DERIVATION OF THE FIRST PERSON SINGULAR PRONOUN IN NEGATIVE CONSTRUCTIONS
Ọmoruyi (1986) claims that the first person singular pronoun in Ẹdo ‘ì’ is transformed to ‘í’ as a result of two phonological processes – vowel elision and tone shift. Data elicited from native speakers as well as native-speaker linguists prove this claim to be wrong. What Ọmoruyi (1986) postulates to be ‘í’ in rapid speech is actually ‘i’. the next question which arises is how is ‘i’ derived. Our claim is that ‘i’ is derived in two steps as presented below;
13(a) ì       í               ̀ í (by vowel elision)
         1sg   Neg
    (b)  ̀ í                ‘ǐ’ (by tone fusion)
14(a) ì     í      rrè           òwá
         1sg neg be/exist   house
         I am not at home
	The derivation of ‘i’ from ì  í is therefore not a combination of vowel elision and tone shift but vowel elision and tone fusion as the low tone of the elided vowel ‘fuses’ with the high tone of the vowel which marks negation to result in a rising tone.
4.0          CONCLUSION
	This study reassessed certain claims made about negation in Ẹdo especially as outlined in Ọmoruyi (1986 and 1989) with the aim of providing alternative analysis. Three claims where challenged (i) that the negative marker is the tense/aspect bearing unit in the negative construction.(ii) that ‘ẹ̀’ is derived from ‘ọ̀’ through morphological suppletion and (iii) that ‘i’ is derived from ‘ì’ through vowel elision and tone shift. We provided data to explain why (i) the verb remains the tense and aspect bering unit in the negative construction (ii) the case properties of ‘ẹ̀ré’ is neutralized in a negative construction and (iii) ‘i’ is derived from’ì’+’í’ through vowel elision and tone fusion.
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