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1. Aln of Stuay

In this study, ve propose e internal claseification for the Yoruboid
growp of Kva. The languages in this growp are Yoruba, Tgekiri and Tgala. “The
group of languages here called Yorubold have been classified as the Yorube
group In earliey works on the classification of African languages (Greenberg
1955 and 1963; Willlénson 1963; and Hoffmann 197h). Following Willlemson (perso-
nal commmicstion) we are adopting the label Jorubold for the group becsuse
such o lgbel makes possitle a dictinction betveen Yorub 9 & langusge on the one
hand, gnd Yorube, Igekiri and Tgala as o gefietic group on the other.

The proposed sub-grouping is based mainly on evidence of phonological and
lexical innovations. Seme of the sub-groupings ve propose here for the Yoruba
alslects in perticnlar have carlier been identiffed by linguists vorking on the
Yoruba languege, for example, Adetugbo (1967). However, because of the wider
scope of the present study, exbracing mot only more Yoruba dialects but also
lengusges closely related to the Yoruba dialects 1ike Igekird end Igela, more
1ight 1s shed on the true nature of Proto-Toruba (PYOR). This better under-
standing of the nsture of FYOR in turn provides a stronger basis for postu-
lations thet ere made sbout the course of divergeace of present-day Yoruba
dielects, Iyekiri and Tgala from Proto-Yoruboid (PY), their parent language.l
2. Introduction

Earlier and recent classification and sub-grouping of K¥a languages have
conststently noted the genetic closeness of Yoruba, Isekird mnd Tesla, As
early as 1854, Koelle in hie classic, the Polyglotta Africana, had drawn atten-

tion to this closeness. His group C lenguages consist of the Aku (f.e. Yoruba)-

a1 cited for PYOR), ird
(PY1S), and Proto~Yoruboid (PY) are aa conteined in Akinkugbe (1978},
except that, there, the reconstructions cited here as PY are cited as PYIG
i.e. Proto-Yoruba-Isekiri-Tgala.
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Tgala.”

Vatehing the lexicostatistic results with the impressionistic classifi-
eation of earlier linguists, the implicstion for the geneslogy of Yorubgld
is that Tgala mist heve sepsrated sarly from the rest of the group, and bhat
the split bf Yorube-Tsgkiri (YIS) into Yoruba and Tggkiri.is & more recent
ome. Tn addition to the lexicostatistic evidence already presemted, thers is
in fact evidence of common sound shifts and lexical imovations which corro-
borate the genealogy now assumed for the Yorubold group.

One phonologicel feature ¥hich imedistely separates Tgala from YIS is
the total loss of significent vowel naselisgtion in Tgala. One of the conse-
quences of this imnovation for Tgala has been the restructuring of the conso-
nant systen of thal lengusge: while naseltsed allophones of PYIC e.g. *F have

simply lost their nasalisstion end merged with their oral counterparts, mesal

allophones e.g. *n have assuned phonemic status in Igala, as a result of the
loss of significant vowel naselisstion. Their oceurrence is no longer con-
aitioned by o folloving naselised vovel, In present-day YIS dialects on the
other hand, 1 and n are still found in a complementary distribution: o before
- nasalised vovels, and 1 before non-nasalised vowels.
A series of skifts involving some alveolar consonants and which are found
to be peculiar to Igele slco argue for an early separate Igela branch. They

include the following shifts:

1 > i 1
= > 1 B
s > v b

One interesting thing about these sound shifts in Igala is that they seem to
Bave occurred chronologically in the order in which they are displayed stove.
Silverstein (1973:113ff) has tried to explain these sound shifts in terms of
the drag chain model: *1 first merged with n, leaving o gap by the sbsence of

T The discrepancies in the cognate scores across the three tests could be
accounted for partly by the aifferences in the wordlists used.
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1 in the language. Next, *r becane 1 filling the vacuum crested by the
merger, but itself leaving a gap by the sbsence of r in the language. *s

then shifted to T, filling the gap created by *r > 1. The last development
1.e. *s > 7 would explain why the fricstive s is sbsent in present-day Igale.d
Evidence from Yoruba and Tsekiri stovs that nome of the slveolar SHfts
cceurred in Proto-Yorube-Tgekird (PYIS).

Another festure which charecterises Igale on the one hand and YIS on the
other, and which is clear evidence for the split of Yoruboid into a YIS and
&a Tgala branch, is the vay postulsted PY lenis sounds have developed in the
two braiches,”  While PY lenis sownds have mostly merged with thelr fortis
couterparts 1in Igala resulting in consonants with reinforced strictures, in
PYIS they have either merged vith consonants having less reinforced strictures

or have simply been retained as lenis consonants. Thus

n Igla a3
0/ o1 > v e w tvé1 teone"
Co-b'd] > m (6-md) Tsalt’
= wh > om conla = iy ‘svallow’
a1 > a/-13 i1 T i) "bury (otject)’
GOT > 4 dedw F o nignt!
KOV-EMIXOS) > g [6-guge/ * bt e PO w2
d-cfii?] Cek'TXE "hone!
& el > g Liged o /an/ te-gtl  ‘ege'
& eg'3 > 9o o /en/ (a-g3]  ‘skin, hide’

The dovelopment of PY *g’ in both Igala and PYIS is interesting in the sense

that in the item for 'egg’, PYIS shows a nasal reflex *g where ve expect *v,

8 e fricative © has however been reintrofuced into the language through
Lown vords from Seldsh, oip. 'Torael! (Torsel) wd erusalsa' (Jerusalea)
found in the Igala translation of the Holy Bible,

9 The evidence for reconstructirg lenis sounds for PY is discussed in an

" article titled 'Reconstructing the Consomants and the lenic feature of
Proto-Yoruboid' by Femi Akinkugbe (forthcoming).




and in the 1t

for 'skin, hide' Tgala also shows = masal reflex 1 vhere we
expect g. The provadle explanation for this apparent irregular development of
PY *g 1s treated in much detail in Axinkugbe (1978:161-5).

Apart from the evidence from sound shifts discussed ebove, there are also
lexical innovations which can be used es evidence to separate Igala and YIS
branches. For example, evidence from Tsekiri and the Yorube dialects points
%o PYIS “o-13 'thier' vhile Igala hes the form 6-1f which we consider to be
the original PY stem in view of PY *ff 'steal'. Not only thet, Teals 5-)f
has wider Niger-Congo connections and is thus borne out as an old Wiger-Congo
stem while FYIS o-12 is a YIS group inmovetfon. Also, while PYIS has preserved
¥hat seems to have been the original stem for 'thirty' es *0=ghd in view of ite
feirly videspread distribution in Kwa (ef. for cxample PE. “o-gbé, (Elugbe 1973),
ana Westermenn's evidence, (1927:217), Igola has the forn Sghédgvé ('20+ 10°).
Hoffmann (personel commmication) notes that Ebira, another neighbouring Kwa
language, has a construction for 'thirty' which 1s parallel to the Tgals form.
Ve also observe that some of the Northern Akoko languages of Mgeria (e.g.
Ayere and Erushu) have similer persllel forms (Akinkugbe 1978:8657r.). It is
proveble therefore that Tgala lost the original PY form for 'thirty' after it
branched off nto another cultural area vhich also encompassed Fbira and some
of the Northern Akoko languages.

There are slso certatn processes of compounding which have oceurred wi-
thia YIS but oot fn Teala. Tor examle, PY %0-2'G ‘name’ has been compourded

in PYIS as *o-rfiks in contrast to Igala §-af which has preserved the older un-

compounded form. The source and mesning of the compounding in PYIS is mot yet
knovn.

80 far, ve have tried to Justify the split of Yoruboid into a YIS and an
Tgala branch with evidence of comwn lingulstic imovations. What now requires
to be shown 1s vhat kind of divergence occurred within the YIS branch. The

evidence before us suggests the split of the YIS branch into a YOR (Yoruba)
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end an Tgekiri/SEY (South-eastern Yorube) branch, with SEY later comver-
ging geographically with the rest of Yorube.

Part of the linguistic evidence which ergues strongly for a sepsrate
TIgekird/SEY branch from the YOR branch are certain gramatical imnovations
which Tsekiri and SEY shere to the exclusion of all the other Yoruba dialects.
In contrast to the YOR situstion in which the 2nd and 3rd persons plurel sub-
Ject pronouns ave kept distinet (cf. Akinkugbe 1978: C.S. 35 and 37), Isekiri
end SEY lack such a distinction, the forns 3gi (subject promown) and g&
(object pronoun) being used for both persons. Because Tgale also makes &
aistinction between the 2nd and 3rd persons plural pronouns and more 5o be-
cause the Igala forms are cogoate with YOR ones thereby implying & PYIG ori-
gln for the two pronouns, the merger or lack of distinction of the two pro-
nouns ie considered an Iygkir/SEY innovation.

We aleo observe that Isekiri end the Tjebu dialect of SEY shere the sane
sten in the forms enf and enl respectively, for the lst person plural cbject
pronoun, while all the other Yoruba dialects (including the rest of SEY) hewe
it shorter form, va, ya or a, (as the case may be) of the lst person plural
subject pronoun {cf. Akinkugbe 1980: C.S. 30).

In eddition to these grammatical mmovations, Iggkiri end SEY also share
certain lexical items to the exclusion of all other Yorube dialects. For
exanple, the form for 'merket' in both Teekiri and SEY is 3b, but ojd fn all
the other Yoruba dialects. Tt is also interesting to mote that Igala has e
form §)& vhich eppears to be cognate with YOR pjd. Tn that case 3b3 would
heve to be regarded as en Isekiri/SEY innovetion. Also, Isgkiri and SEY both
Tave the form dede for 'all’ vhile most of the other Yoruba dislects heve the
form gbogbo (cf. Akinkugbe 1978, p.s. 101). Igala also has & form dede which
we consider cognate with Iggkiri/SEY dede. Therefore, we regard dede and dedc
‘as reflecting PY, and ghosbo as a YOR imnovation which neither Isekiri nor SEY
shares.

The only plausible explanstion we can offer for these comson imnovations

betueen Isekird end SEY is that the YIS branch split into two. an Toekiri/
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SEY branch end e YOR branch. However, part of the evidence
before us suggests thet at a later point in time, because of the gecsraphi-
cel centiguity of SEY with the rest of Yoruta, SEY converged with YOR, while
Tsekird became relatively isolated and, partly due to Bdoid influence, deve-
loped in & more divergent manner thas sex.10

Part of the evidence vhich points to this memner of divergence for the
YIS group is the fact that in spite of the cemmon innovatiens already noted
above between Iggkiri and SEY, SEY now shares certaln features with the rest
of YOR which Tggkiri does not, while Tsckiri has developed certein other

festures to the exclusion of SEY. Fer example, we note that for the item

'moon', SEY shares compounding vith & suffix -kpé with the rest of YOR while
Tekird does not: FYOR *3-clkpé and Igekiri (3ra)fd. Since Igala does not

share this -kph innovation, (it has the form §-c¥ (Akinkugbe 1978:C.8.237a)),

ve are assuming thet the compounding is ot @ PY festure but a YOR/SEY fnno-
vation.e In other words, we ere assuming that this innovation oceurred only
after the split of the Igekiri/SEY branch into Igekiri and SEY branches.

Also, SEY shares the stem b 'vomlt' with the rest of YOR while Iggkiri
does not, having preserved vhat in view of the Igala evidence, seems to be
the original PY stem; Tgekiri and Tgale shere the forms st and r2 respectively.

(Axinkugbe 1978:C.5. k). We are therefore assuming that bl is a YOR/SEY

innovation.
On the other hand, Tgekiri has developed a tonal pattern which is aiffe-
rent from the YOR/SEY pattern, and different sleo from vhat we consider to be
‘the original PY pattern (ef. Akinkugbe 1978:31kff.). While SEY and the rest
©of YOR have preserved PY L¥ (low/mid) and ML (mid/low) pstterns on disyllable
VOV nouns, they have been merged with MM (mia/mid) and IL (low/low) patterns
respectively in Iggkiri. This tonsl divergence in Tsekiri suggests that

Tsekiri became relatively isolated from SEY and the rest of YOR at some point

10 Omemcr (1976:11-18) potes that there Lave bem {ntermarrisgus betwm
the Toekiri and their Edofd neighbours. Such contacts presumably fur-
Ther abanced the lnfluence of the Bioit-spesking communities on Tpgkirt.



in time during which the divergence presuscbly ocourred.
Ve also note that spart from Igala, Tgekiri is the only other Yoruboid
dialect that hes preserved relics of singuler/plural forms vhich presussbly

existed in PY, PYIS and PYOR. For exemple, Tsekiri has the following singular/

plural forms:
o-bire voman! - e-birg txomen”
o-kEr man' - e-kerd *men’

None of the present-day Yoruba dialects we have investigsted has such singular/
Plural forms. We can attribute the continued existence of these singular/
Plural forms in Teekiri to the influence of the Boid langusges in which sin-
gular/plural alternation in noun prefixes is still a productive process {cf.
Eluge 1973).
b sumary

The following is & diagram sumerising the evidence and inferences in

the preceding peragraphs.

PROTO-YORUBOID

Fig.2. YORUBOID FAMILY  TREE. The tines of
divergence are intended to reflect relative time
depth but are not drawn to any time depth scale.
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APPENDIX

This appendix contaizs the Svadesh 100 wordlist end the revised list
used for the lexicostatistic comting discussed in the study. The Svadesh
st is given on the left and corresponding items on the revised list are
given on the right. In this vay, the Svadesh items which were eliminated
and the substituted items are very clearly identified.

The Swadesh wordlist

revised wordlist®

1.3 T
2. thou you sg.
ve e

you pl.
three
four

chtla
navel
roast

nose.
mouth
tooth

tongue
nail (finger, toe)
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give
say (scmething)
sun

moon

star

vater

steal

stone

sand

grownd

rope

smoke

tire

ashes

salive

good
fowl (chicken)
ary



Igale languages,? and among the Aku dialects he lists Fgbs, Idgesa or Igess
(1.c. Tega), Yoruva {Qyp, Ogbomgse, Yegba, Dsumu or Tdsuma (i.e. Tjum), Degbu
or Tagebu {1.c. Tjgbu), Ife, Ondo, end Deekirt or Dseakirt (i.e. Ipekiri).

Vestermann and Bryen (1952) end Lloyd (1957) have also referred to Igekiri
a3 a dialect of Yoruba. [loyd particularly notes that "in a 1ist of over 100
comon words, over 90 are elmost identical with Yorube words especially those
of the southern snd eastern aialects” - presumably the dlalects classified in
his study as South-castern Yoruba.

Although Greenberg (1955) lists a Yoruba group without specifying its
members, and mekes no mention of Igala, in 1963 he lists Yorube and Teala s
Bis sub-group ¢ withiz Kva, an indlcatlon thet he considered the two lan-
guages to be very closely related. Apparently the resson Greemberg 1id mot
148t Iggkiri is that he assumed it vas a dfalect of Yorubs.

Following these earlier sub-groupings, Willianson (1973) carried out a
lexicostatistical comparison of Tggkiri, Standard Yorubs (SY) and Tgala in
order to deternine the degree of genetic closeness betwesn sach palr of lan-
guages, using the Svadesh 100 wordlist. The resultssshow the Igekiri/SY score
of 2.1 to be relatively higher than efther the 5Y/Igale score of 66 or the
Tggkiri/Tgala score of 56.7. The differences between these scores 1f taken
4o be statistically significant, vould suggest a closer relatlonship bebween
Yoruba and Tggkird than between Yorube and Tgala or Tgekirl end Igala.
Willisnson even suggests the possibility of establishing & dialect chaln link-
ing Tggkiri to Yoruba via the southern dialects like Trale, Ijsbu, Ondo, ete.,
which are believed to be even closer to Tygkiri than SY is (cf. Lloya's obser-
vation quoted earlier on in this paper).

Omemor (1976),in an attempt to determine the place of Tggkiri relative

%o Yoruoa end “he Faoid (earlier Fdo) languages,carried ot a lexicostatisticsl

test on Tggkiri, some Yoruba dilects, some Edofd languages and Tgala, using
the Swadesh 100 vordlist, The Yoruba dialects she used for the Test are Ijgbu,
Tjums, Ifski, Oba, Ondo, Ikale, Tlaje end Stendsrd Yorubs. The Fdold languages

2 Aku 13 = nickuame for the Yoruba. Koelle notes that "'Aku' or rather 'Oku’
i3 & mode of sslutation among all the tribes of the Aku dialects.



she used are Bini, Okpe and Uvwie (Uvbig). Omamor also compared Yorubs,
Tgekiri and the Pdoid lenguages at the grammatical level. Furthermore, she
notes that there is a certain degree of mitual intelligibility between the
Tgekiri and the Ikaly of South-eastern Yoruba, both commmnicating in what she
terns "s mixture of Iggkiri and Ixale.” Omamor then concludes from her lexi-
costatistic and gramsticsl comparisons that Igekiri is mot an Bdoid lengusge,
end that there 1z & very close relstionship between Tgekiri and Tkale. Fimally,
Omemor (1976:4T) states that

From a purely linguistic point of view, Igekiri does not

seen to be o different languege [from Yorubal but it

less closely related to the Yoruba cluster as a vhole than

h other the recognised dlalects vithin the cluster.

The above stabistical findings by both Willlamson and Ouamor and the
conclusions they have draim from them thus lend some credence to earlier,
though impressionistic, classification of Yoruva, Iggkiri and Tgals; wnd, as
e intend to show leter on in this study, their conclusions can be further
Justified by evidence of comon linguistic lmmovations.

3. Method and Inferences

Of the three langusges-being studied here - Yoruba, Isekiri and Igals
- Yorube shows the greatest diversification among its dielects. Tt vas there-
fore necessary to carry out a sub-grouping of the Yorube dialects before
ettempting any sub-grouping of the Yoruboid group es a whole.

To some extent, the phonological and ethnohistorical criteria used by
Adetugbo (1967) for delimiting the major dlalect aress of the Yoruba langusge
in the former Western State of Wigeria (now mede up of Qyg, Ogun and Ondo
states) have provided a convenient starting point for the sub-grouping of the
Yoruba dislects done in this study, Adetugby sub-divides the Yorubs lsnguage
area in question inte three major dialect aress, namely: North-western Yoruba

(W), South-easter Yoruba (STY), and Central Yorwba (cY).> However, we

3 The-ethnohistorical criteria (e.g. methods of lineage and descent
traditional government) wnich Adetugbo uses to supplement the Tinguiotie
critérie vill not be discussed here, as the linguistic criteria alone are

sufficient. for the purpose of the present study. Fowever, the fact thst
there is a considerable degree of correspondence between group boundaries
marked out by the lingalstic criteria on the one han,end those marked out by
the ethnohistorical criteris on the other, enhances the validity of the
sub-groups. (See Adetugbo (1967), Chspter 6.)



would like %o point our that although most of the phonologicsl criterta ve use
in this study for recognising SEY, WY and €Y of mecessity agree with Adetugbo's,
ve bave been able to provide mre evidence - phonclogical as well as lexical

- for justifying the existence of these three dlalect groups within the Yoruba
lenguage, namely south-western Yorube (SWY) and North-eastern Yorube (NEY).

Each of the dialect groups is discussed below.

WY is made up of Qyo, Bgba (i.e. Abeokuta, Ilarc,etc.), and Qgun (i.e.
Ogogbo, Ogbomegg, Fde, etc.) areas. SEY comprises Ondo, Qwo, Ijebu, snd
talects spoken in and eround Okitipups (i.e. Trale, Tlaje, Tio-Apol, ete.).
CY consists of the Ife, Ijesa and Exiti dlalects. (Cf. fig. 1.)

Some of the linguistic innovations which characterise NWY ere the merger
of Proto-Yoruva (PYOR) *gw end *y with ¥, and the developmeht of PYCR *c to I,

althougn in the Qyo, Thadan and Qsun dlalects { end ¢ are sometimes used inter-

changeably. Also, PYOR *f and * heve been raised and merged with I and i res-
pectively. Standird Yoruba could, in a sense, be taken es representative of
Wt since it shares most of the linguistic innovations found in WWY. The items
1isted belov illustrate some of the sound shifte from PYOR to WY represented
by SY.

PYOR s (my) PR sy (wy]
‘wash (body), bsthe''  gmcé i-gé¢  'work' m.
‘ten' wel  f-fu 'yam'
*aemolish! Veefef  e-ffyf 'housefly’
tsay! af af  rzry (not1)
"look at' teri I four'
"umbilical cord’ Sn} o-nt  ‘crocodile'
"money" & s 'veep, ory'
topen ] K ‘gruble, mumr!
ok R *fade (orl:.t?»m, ot oad 'year, fesvival'

In SEY, PYOR *gw end *f heve been reteined but PYOR T and & have been

lowered snd merged with ¥ and 3 respectively. Also, PYOR lem
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to %, Tkele, Tlaje and Ijo-Api appear to constitute e sub-group'within SEY,
in which PYOR *s has become h. No other SEY dlalect shares this imnovation.

Below are examples from Tkalg illustrating the SEY sousd shifts.

PYOR Ixate (sEY)
af a ‘fry (in of1)!
o-ri u-rd * 'iren (metal)'

¥ ¥ Tbecome pregnant’
1end E *aose’

'} w *svallow'

sk be *eook boil'

b-sl >-nt ‘left (bang, side)'
e 5 ‘weep, cry'

o-st e-ht oot leg'

Anotner linguistic characteristic of SEY is that except in a few dielects
1fke Tjgbu, there is no alstinction made betueen the 2nd and 3rd persons
plurel pronouns, In the Tkale dialect for example, the forms A-gi (subject
pronoun) and 4% (object pronoun) are used for both persons.

In CY, PYOR *gv has become v vhile PYOR *w and *y have became §. PYOR
I and *5 have been retained vhile evidence of PYOR *F end *3 i3 still found
1n prefix and non-finel stem positions. The following are examples from

Tjege illustrating the PYOR > CY shifts.

ProR Lese (c¥)

E2s w ratg'

d-gvé vl "ten'

» 3 ook at!
egs o8 tmoney!
o-wd o-8 Thand"

Aom i et

Iinguists in the field of Yorube have tended to concentrate & 1ot of
attention on those Yoruba dlalects spoken in the central parts of ‘the Yorube=



speaking avea a5 & vhole;in other words on the dominast dialects of the lan-
guage, neglecting the less dominant ones geographically dfstant from the
centre. In addition to Adetugbo's sub-grouping therefore, another factor
which bas guided the choice of Yoruba &ialects used for this study is the
need to draw sttention to some hitherto obscure and meglected dialects of
the language in the hope that they will offer saditional information about
the proto-language. To this end, we undertook a study of some of the Yorube
dialects spoken in the northeastern-parts of the Yoruba-speaking ares of
Nigeria, and some spoken around the borders of Nigeria and the Republic of
Bénin (formerly Dehamey). Indeed, findlngs from such a study have turned
out to be very interesting and significant for PYOR and PY, and for-a better
understanding of Kva es & whole. Our hope, therefore, has not been misplaced.
The linguistic innovations found within the dislects justify the recognition
of two more dialect sub-groups of Yoruba.

The Yoruba dialects spoken in the northeastern perts of the Yoruba
speaking area of Nigeria - specifically in Kvara state - constitute a. sub-
group end are labelled sccordingly as North-castern Yorube (NEY), NEY com-
prises the alalects of Yagbe, Gbeds, Ijum, Dirl, etc. Altbough NEY, like
WY, merges PYOR *gv end *y vith v, it has, uslike any of the other sub-
groups, shifted FYOR *v to x in some vocalic enviromsents: before -e and
~e. NEY is also cheracterised by the development of FYOR *s to h. We have
to assume that this shift - PYOR *e > b - vhich also characterises the Ikale,
Tlaje, and Ijo-Apel dialects of SEY has taken place independently in the two
sub-groups considering the fact that not all SEY dialects share thls shift,
end the fact that WEY does share soie innovatims with IWY to the exclusion
of SEY. Also, in NEY, PYOR lenis *m® has gone to g.

Below are exawples from Gbede to 11lustrate the PYOR to NEY sound shifts.

o crete (szm)
ek ek ‘ten!
v wa ‘greet, salute'
» w “Lock at'



BYOR Gbede (NEY)

ey e-vs *money"
e v "erap!
3 ¥ *cone!
iva g tve?
sé ne ‘run (a race)’
5 Bo *ebrow!
omst e-nt "leg, foot'
wi of tovaliow’

Toabe, epoken on either side of the Nigeria/Bénin border does seem to
constitute another sub-group within Yoruba, together with Ketu and Ifg (Togo)'.
These dlslects are labelled as South-western Yoruba (SWY) in this study. Some
Justification for recognising a SWY sub-group is found in the fact that it is
the only sub-group in which PYOR lenis *k’ bas merged with its fortis counter-
bart. In all the other sub-groups, PYOR "k’ has merged with 5. Also, SWY
does not share the shift PIOR *c > § or s which has cccurred dn all the other

sub-groups but has consistently preserved PYOR *c. Another imncvation which

aistinguishes SWY from all the other sub-groups is the consistent loss of
vowel naselisstion on PYOR %l sequences in the dialects vithin that sub-group,
and the absence of such lose in the other sub-groups. In a few cases, SWY
has also lost vovel neselisetion on PYOR *ki sequences. The followlng are
examples from Tsabe illustrating the PYOR > SWY sound shifts.

PYOR Tsabe (swy)

& &t "pterce, prick, stab'
& & *clinb, mount'

o-gd o-gl Tewenty!

o-gi o-gu !

ok o-kdl "rope (geners1)'

¥ Tule ataloct i really called If3, but 1t is labelled as 123 (Togo)
(since 1t is spoken in the Republic of Togo) & confusion
ome ot T1f thatecte, .6 the H% sposea i Tiertfs tn the 070
Stata of Nige



A3 a preliminary step towards the gemetic sub-grouping done in this
study, we a1d a lexicostatistical comparison of Tsekiri, Teala, and thirteen
Yoruba alalects, choosing at least one dlslect from each of the five sub-
groups 1dentified sbove. We used & revised version of the Svadesh 100 word-
list for the lexicostatistical comparison.’ The results of our lexicostetis—
ticel comparison are displayed in table 1. All the results taken together
indicate a eloser tie between Yorube and Tggkiri than betveen either of them
end Tgala. Although ve have not mede Judgements as to whether certain speech
forms belong to the same or different languages on the basis of our results,
as there would be problems in doing this especially with regard to the Yorubs

Aalects, the method of lexicostatistics can be taken as a fair messure of

relative lingulstic relstionship emong speech formsS This is demonstrated,for
example, by the conststency of the results across the three independent courts
- Wllienson's, Omazor's and the present one. The results of the three counts

show Yorube and Isekird to be closer linguisticelly than either of them and

5 A revision of the Swadesh 100 wordlist was done in June, 1975, at the
annual Round Table Meeting organised by the Department of Linguistics
and Nigerian Languages, University of Tbadan. At that time it vas felt
that since some items on the Gwedesh list had no equivelents in most
West African langusges, ead since certain items on the list were Likely
o be difficult o elicit because of possible semantic ambiguities, there
was & need to revise the list in order to make it applicadle to West
Africen lenguages. Botn the Svadesh and the revised wordlists sre con-
tained in the Appendix.

€ 0 doubt, however, that the method of lexicostatistis must be
spplied vith cantion,  Eve exponents of the method like Svadesh and
Eymes are avare or roblens msmmng against the total efficacy of the
method. Hymes (196L), particularly, has drawn attention to the semantic
difficulties one encounters in using the same test list across cultures.
(Fote also the need for a revision of the Bndesh list in 1975.) Such
aifficulties, and modifications resulting need to surmount them
impede standardisstion of studies in lexical re)nunnshiym Among other
problems that the method of lexicostatistics still needs to solve are the
lack of uniform cut-off points. In tRis respect, Swadesh has suggested
86 as the cut off-point, 1.e. speech forms scori
regarded as belonging to different hmn-e
as belgnging to the same language. If we were to apply this cut-off
point €o cur table of scores, some of the accepted .;\eezs of Yoruba would
cease to be dfalects of the seme language. Willlamson (1973) oo the other
hand, takes scores below 80 %o oo that 2e speech forms "clearly belong
to different languages,” and between 81 and 85 to mean that "they arguably
‘belong to different languages.”




