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Abstract
ThearticleexploresanddiscussesnegationinTivsyntaxunderthe
universalcontextofnegatorasanelementthatchangesthetruth
valueofaproposition.Itidentifiesthenegativemarkersinthe
languageandgivesadescriptionofthepositionsinthestructure
thattheyaremarked,andwiththeresultantstructuralchange.The
justificationforthisworkispremisedonthefactthatnegationinTiv
isnotformallyexploredanditishopedthattheworkwillpresenta
formalaccountofnegationinthelanguageforcross-linguistic
studies.Data fordiscussion wereobtained through participant
observationandtheAuthor’snativeintrospection.Foranalysis,the
workadoptedtheconstructsofthePrinciplesandParameters(Pand
P)approach.Thescopeofthestudycoversimportantaspectslike
subjectand objectnegation,as wellas negation in relative
structures.Inthearticle,itispresentedthatTivhastwoexponent
markingsfornegation;ei‘no’intheCPdomainandga‘not’intheIP
domain.Thearticlegoesaheadtoshow thatimperativemarks
negationsentenceinitial(CPdomain),whilethedeclarativemarksit
sentencefinal(IP).Intheanalysis,itisdiscoveredthatnegationin
sentenceinitialpositionisforforceofnegation.Theanalysisalso
disclosesthat,althoughthenegationindeclarativesismarkedin
situ in sentence finalposition,the negated elementcan be
extraposedforfocus.ThestudyconcludesthatnegationinTivis
characterizedbyscopeandtheaspectofleft/rightperipherymarking
istypicaltoedgefeaturepercolation.
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Introduction
Negation is considered a universalproperty,as mosthuman
languagesexhibitoneform ofsententialnegationortheother
(Forest,1993,Miestamo,2005).Insententialnegation,truthvalueof
asentenceisnegatedtonot-true.Inessence,onecanagreethat
negationchangesthetruthvalueofanutterance,thusmarkingits
polarcontrary.Waysvaryin which languagesmarksentential
negation;otherlanguagesmarkitasasingleexponent,whileothers,
yetmarkitasadoubleexponent.Asauniversalcategoryof
languages,thesurfacemanifestationslanguagescharacterizeinthe
syntaxoftheirnegation formsthebasisofanalysisin most
researchesanditisonthissameveinthatthecurrentworksetsto
investigatethesyntaxofnegationinTiv,whichif,moresuccinctly
put,isaboutthelicensingofnegationinTiv.

Theaim oftheworkisthereforetodeterminethelinear
orderofthenegativemarkersrelativetootherconstituentsinthe
structure.Theobjectivesaretodeterminewhetherthisdouble
exponentmarkingconstituteperipherymarking,andwhetherthese
negativemarkersintheirperipheryformscouldbeanalyzedas
constituentsin theCP and VP domains,respectively.Another
objectiveistodeterminethesemanticeffectsofthenegative
markersintermsofthescopeofthenegation.Inotherwords,major
focusintheworkshallbeonthecharacterandstructuralpositionof
thenegativewithin thesentencewith theattendantsyntactic
constraints.

TheoreticalOrientationoftheStudy
The studyisanchored around the Principlesand Parameters
approach(Culicover,1997;Chomsky,2004),whichinterpretsthe
ultimategoalofgenerativelinguisticsasbeingtoaccountforthe
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intuitivehumanlinguisticcompetence.Thisformsthepivotfora
linguistictheorywherecompetenceisconceivedofasaUniversal
Grammar(UG)embeddedinasetofbasicuniversalprinciples,
sharedbyalllanguagesoftheworld.Also,thereisasetof
parameterswhichhelpdeterminethewaylanguagesselectrules
thataccountfortheirsurfaceordering.Thisiscollectivelyreferredto
astheprinciplesandparametersapproach,whichthesisisthat
languagesaredifferentinvariousbutlimitedandnon-arbitraryways.

Approachedfrom thisway,alinguistictheorynaturally,
concernswiththosepropertiesofUGastheyarecommontoall
humanlanguagesandspecifictoindividuallanguages.Thisinforms
generativelinguisticstomajorlyconcernwithformulatingwhat
concernsthegrammarofanylanguage,ratherthanconcernswith
detailsofoneormorespecificlanguages.Chomsky(2004:104),
attestsnolesstothiswherehesays‘wecanseektodiscover
theoriesthatmeettheconditionsofdescriptiveandexplanatory
adequacy-thataretrue,respectivelyof,L(particulargrammar)and
ofSO(universalgrammar)’.Againstthisbackground,thisstudyseeks
toestablishthebasicarchitectureofnegationinTiv,withaviewto
determinethedegreeofvarianceandtheparametersthatoccasion
thisvariance.Thiswillinevitablycontributetofurthercrosslinguistic
studiesinthesyntaxofnegation.

BriefReviewofCross-linguisticStudiesonNegationSyntax
Negationisassumedtobeauniversalelementinhumanlanguage
(principle).Whatisspecific(parametric)isitsrelativeorderingiven
structuresinlanguages;thatis,itssurfacemanifestations.Across-
linguisticstudyofnegationfocusesonitscharacteraswellasits
structuralpositionwithinthesentence.Languageshavevarious
strategies for marking sententialnegation,evidenced in the
structuralpositionofthenegativeparticleaswellasthenumberof
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negativemarkersinvolvedforlanguages.Pfau(2004)identifies
EnglishandGermanamonglanguagesthatuseanindependent
negativeparticle;whileTurkishandFrenchcharacterizeanaffixal
negativeelementthatisattachedtotheverb(Dahl,1979,1993;
Payne,1985).Also,Frenchintheliteratureiscitedamonglanguages
known forsplitnegation.An examination ofthe structure of
sentences bearing negation displays negation to be,eitherin
sentenceinitialposition,preverbal,post-verbal,orinsentencefinal
position.Thepresentstudyseekstodeterminesuchorderinginthe
caseofTiv,sinceitisavarianceamonglanguages.

Adoptingthecasegrammarmodel,Fujita(1975:49)ascribes
twocomponentstoasentence:‘modality(M)andproposition(P);
statingfurtherthat‘negationtogetherwithtense,aspect,moodand
modalauxiliaryverbsbelongtoM component’.Thisinterpretsthat
theM componentisstructuredandincorporatedintotheverboid
componentofthesentenceinsurfaceordering.Thisposition,Fujita
(1975)argues,isobtainableinthecaseofEnglishandJapanese;
where the negation is attracted to the V ofthe sentence.
Commentingontherelativepositionoforderinginthestructure,
FujitadifferentiatesbetweenEnglishandJapanesethat,inEnglish,
NEG.appearsafterthefirstauxiliaryverb(AV)andbeforethemain
verb(MV),…whileinJapanese,NEG.isinvariablylocatedafterthe
MV.

Thedifferencebetweenthetwolanguageswithregardtothe
positionoftheNEG.withintheVisaccountedforbasedontypology;
whereEnglish(beingSVOlanguage)isprepositional,whileJapanese
(beingSOVlanguage)ispostpositional.Thisisseenintheexamples
inJapanesebelowwherethenegativizationof(1ais1b)andthenin
Englishin(2),isthepositionoftherelativemarker,relativetothe
AVandMV.
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1a.kare wa eigo ga wakaru
he English understand

‘HeunderstandsEnglish’

1b.karewa eigo gawakara nai
not

‘Hedoesn’tunderstandEnglish’
2.HedoesnotunderstandEnglish

Stillonthesyntacticpropertiesofnegation,Crysman(2010:270),
whileinvestigatingthemorphologicalandsyntacticpropertiesof
discontinuous negative marking in Hausa indicates thatthe
language‘exhibitsthreedifferentwaysofexpressingVPnegation:in
the subjunctive,negative force issignaled byan independent
‘’inhibitivemarker’’kadà,inthecontinuative,itisexpressedbylong
highnegativemarkerbā,whereasinallothertense/aspect/mood
(TAM)categories,adiscontinuousbà–baisused’.Hefurtherstates
thateventhoughnegationissignaledtwiceinthesecases,onlyone
singlenegation isused.Thefollowingexamplesillustratethe
instancesinHausa:
3.kadà ki bā shì kōmē (*ba)!

NEG2.SG.F.SUBJ give him anything
‘Don’tyou(f)givehimanything’

4.bā tā sōyàkàzā(*ba)
NEG.CONT3.SG.F.CONTfry chicken
‘Sheisnotfryingchicken’

5.yarinyaba ta dawo *(ba)
Girl NEG3.SG.F.CPLreturn NEG
‘Thegirldidn’treturn’
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6.malamaiba su ji kome ba
TeachersNEG3.P.CPL hearanythingNEG

Crysman(2010)furtherassertsthatwordorderinHausaisstrictly
(SVO),with tense/aspect/ mood (TAM)markers immediately
precedingthelexicalverb,whereinthediscontinuousnegation,the
initialmarkerisfoundstrictlyleftadjacenttotheTAM markers,
sometimesundergoingfusionwiththesemarkers.Thefinalba
surfacesattheendoftheVP,followingallcorearguments(Newman,
2000;Jaggar,2001).ItistheirviewthatinHausa,boththeinitial
andfinalbaarenotcharacterizedasoptionalinmarkingNEG,and
thattoneplaysanimportantroleindefiningtheshapeoftheNEG
markerbainHausa.

InItalianPoletto(2010)indicatesthattheNEGmarker‘is
locatedinthesamepositioninallconstructionsinwhichitoccurs;
further,averringthattheconstructionsbeeitheracontrastiveor
informationalone,withNEGoccupyingthefocuspositionintheCP
layer.ShearguesfurtherthateventhoughnegationinItalianis
markedinsentencefinalandsentenceinitialpositions,theonein
sentencefinalisrelatedwiththeoneinsentenceinitial,citingthat
NOisalwayslocatedintheFocuslayerintheCP,itspresencein
sentencefinalpositionbeingaresultofIPfronting.Thisisseenin
herexample(7a),analyzedas(7b):

7a.NO ghe so ndàNO!
nottheream goneNO

7b.[specGroundP[IPnoghesonda][Groundo[CPfocusNO][finP[IPno
ghesondà]]]

[Fino[IPnoghesondà]]]



NegationinTiv-Ishima

40

BasicLinguisticInformationonTiv
Tivisanethno-linguisticgroupinAfricathatbelongstotheBantoid
groupoftheBenue-CongobranchoftheNiger-CongogroupofBantu
languages(CrozierandBlench,1976;Greenberg,1977).Thereis
linguisticevidenceinsupportthatTivbelongstotheTivoidgroupof
languageswhichdisplayagenetictonesystem,withlow tones
causingautomaticdown-step.Thegroupisaclasslanguage,and
manifests a rich concord system characterized as a major
distinguishingfeatureoftheBantoidgroups(WattersandLeroy,
1989;Blench,2016)

TivisspokenbyoverfourmillionspeakersinBenuestate
alone(Tser,2013).TheyoccupytheNorthCentralStatesofBenue,
Taraba,NasarawaandPlateau.SomearefoundinCrossRiverand
AdamawaStatesofNigeria,andalsointheRepublicofCameroonin
CentralAfrica.EvidencefromitsgrammarindicatesthatTivexhibits
ahead-firstparametersetting,thusmakingitaheadinitiallanguage
anddisplaysthewordorderSVO.Thelanguagedisplaysarichtense
systemaswellasatonalsystemthatoftenplaysaverycrucialrole
in itsgrammar.Thelanguageismorphologicallyclassified as
fusional,owingtoampleevidenceofinflectionaloperationsinits
morphologicalprocesses,mostly on stems undergoing affixal
processesofbothprefixationandsuffixation,usedfortensemarking
andpluralformation.

NegationinTiv
ExponentsofNegationMarking
Tiv,likemostlanguagesthatbehavelikeit,havetwoexponentsfor
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markingsententialnegation.Theseareei’no’andga‘not’.Eiis
markedinwordinitialpositionandga‘not’ismarkedinwordfinal
position.Thenegativeconnectivesthusserveaschangesignalsin
thetruthvalueofpropositionsinTiv,asseenintheexample(8a,8b,
and8c.),whichareproposition,questionandnegation,respectively:

8a.Afangu va-n
N. be.Vcome-PROG

‘Afaiscoming’
8b.Afangu va-n-a?
N.be.V come.PROG.

‘IsAfacoming?’
8c.ei, Afangu va-n ga

NEG-noN.be.V come-PROGNEG-not
‘No,Afaisnotcoming’

Fromtheexample(8c)canbeseenaninstanceofNEGmarkersand
theirrelativepositionsinthestructure.Thelanguagemaintainsa
fixedpositionforitsNEGmarkers,thatis,ei‘no’isfixedinword
initialposition,whilega‘not’isalwaysinwordfinalposition(ei-------
ga).Thebasepositionofei‘No’insentenceinitialpositionmarksthe
syntacticstatusofthenegativeelementforsemanticpurposesof
focus.Intheexample(9)thatfollows,(9b)isthenegatedanswerto
(9a).
9a.a va?

INDF-proV.PST-come
‘didhecome?’

9b.ei!
NEG-no(Focus)

‘no’
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Byservingasfinalfocusmarker,attentionisgiventothenegation
criterion,astoitsreading,whichintheinstancein(9b),displays
internalreading.Themarkerei‘No’insentencefinalpositionis
compatiblewithimperatives,butnotwithdeclaratives.Thismeans
thatNEG-ei‘No’canbetaggedwithvoice,forimperativeforce,
henceitsrealizationinsentenceinitialposition(CPdomain).Thisis
illustratedintheexample(10)forimperativeand(11)fordeclarative,
respectively.
10a.Tersoova?

N. V.PST-come
‘didTersoocome?’

10b.ei! A vaga
NEG-no 3SG.SUBJTV.PST-comeNEG-not

‘no,hedidnotcome’

Theexample(10)above,parallelsto(11)below,tomarkthe
declarativevoice:
11.civirnguva- n ga

N. be V.come-PROGNEG-not
‘Civirisnotcoming’

Inexample(10b)isinstantiatedtheNEG-tagwithimperativevoice.
Negationismarkedinsentencefinalposition.ThismeansthatTiv
hastwoexponentpositionsformarkingnegation in structure;
sentenceinitialpositionandsentencefinalposition(Poletti,2010).
Thesetwoexponentmarkingpositionsarecompletelytenableinthe
caseofimperativeconstructions,asexemplifiedin(10b),while
declarativeconstructionscarryoneNEGmarker,usuallyinwordfinal
position,asexemplified in (11).The emphaticei‘No’ofthe
imperativevoiceinsentenceinitialpositioncanbeaccountedfor
basedonthelocusofthenegativeforceitconveys.Itisforthis
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semanticreasonthatitisgeneratedinthatposition,assuch;itcan
beusedforresponsetoquestionsthatrequireforceofnegation
withouttheaccompanimentofanyotherconstituent(see9b).It
shares this statutory role with its counterparteen ‘yes’for
affirmativetags.Itcanbesaidthenthattheimperativeallowsthe
useofshorttags,whichisusedforthesemanticpurposesoffocus.
Forpurposesofsubstantiation,(10a)aboveisreproducedbelowas
(12a)anditsaffirmativeas(12b)
12a.Tersoo va?

N. V.PST-come
‘didtersoocome?’

12b.een, Tersoova
AffirmativeN. V.PST-come

‘yes,Tersoocame’

NegationandWordOrder
Thenegationcomponentisgenerallyassociatedwithgroupsof
wordsthatmakeuptheverboiddomain(Fujita,1975).Thismakes
obvious,whysententialnegationismostattractivetotheverbal
componentofthesentence.Thisisillustratedindiagram,using
binaryprinciple(Radford,2006),tomarkheadednessandthe
projectionprinciple.
13a. VP

nenge ga
see not

13b. VP
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V NEG

nenge ga
V.PST-see NEG-not

‘didnotsee’

13c. VP

V DP

nenge D NP

ø N NEG

P ga

na

nenge na ga
V.PST-see3SG-proNEG-not
‘didnotseehim’

Theexample(13)givescredencetothefactthatsententialnegation
isstructurallyattractedtothe
VP.Thediagramsin(13a,b,c),alldepictthepositionoftheNEG
relativetotheverbinastructure.In(13b),theNEGisbasedinword
finalposition,relativetotheverb,whilein(13c),theNEGprecedes
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thepronoun.Here,itisobservedthatthepronounservesasthe
complementoftheverb,andthattheNEGexpandsrightwardsisan
instance of complement license. The verb licenses which
constituentscanstructurallyoccurnexttoit.TheNEGinwordfinal
positionindicatescomplementnegation,andshowsthattheNEGhas
scopeovertheentiresentence.ThismeansthattheNEGisbased
generatedandmarkedinsitu.

InTiv,asinseveralotherlanguages,sententialnegationis
realizedintheclausestructureNegP,andcouldbefoundbetween
FinPandTP.ThispositionaccountsforNEG,bothininsitumarkings
and for extraposed constituents. This entails the leftward
movementofaconstituent,normallytosentenceinitialposition,to
achievefocus.Thisindicatesthatapartfrominsitumarking,which
isinwordfinalposition,NEGcouldbemarkedwithinthesentence.
Thisisdonewhenforsemanticreasonsoffocus,aconstituentis
extraposed,yettheNEGismarkedonthefinalpositionofthe
extraposedconstituent.Theexamplein(14)isillustrationpoint:

14a.Terfava [icha-gba][ga]]
N. V.PST-come ADV-far-fallNEG-not

‘Terfacamenotquitelongago’

14b. [icha-gba][ga]] Terfava
ADV.far-fallNEG-notN. V.PST-come
‘Notlongago,Terfacame’

Atreediagramcanbeusedtoindicateconstituentrepresentationin
thestructuredepictingextraposition,labeled(14c):
14c. NegP

Adv NegP
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Icha-gbaspec Neǵ

ga Nego TP

speco T́

VP

NP V

Terfa va

Inexample(14a),isseeninstanceofsententialnegation,wherethe
verbsubcategorizesforanadverbialphraseoftime,icha-gba‘quite
long’andtheNEG-ga‘not’,togivenegativeforce.Asregardsthe
statusofheadship,thefactthattheNEG-ga ‘not’,islabeled
separatelyisindicationthatitisaseparatefunctionalhead.In(14b)
canbeseen,extrapositionofanadverbialbearingnegativeforce,
from sentencefinalposition,tosentenceinitialposition.Although
theNEGenjoyswidescopeovertheentiresentence,thisscopeis
howevernarrowed,whenaparticularconstituentischosenfor
focusing.Thisispurelyforsemanticconsiderations.In(14c),atree
diagram illustratesthemovementoftheextraposedconstituent
from thelowerVP domain tothehigherdomain in theTP-
(NegP).ThisisaninstanceofAdvPextraposition.

Apartfrom AdvPextraposition,otherconstituentscouldbe
negatedandextraposedforfocuseffect.Thishappensinthecaseof
andNPsasshownintheexample(15and16):
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15a.[u va -n fele][ga]] [doo][ga]]
toV.Prst-comePRGquickNEG-notgoodNEG-not

‘tonotcomequickisnotgood’

15b. TP

T T́

u VP AdjP

V AdvP Adj NEG

van Adv NEG doo ga

fele ga

Example(15a)isaninstanceofextrapositionwithNEG,while(15b)
isthe tree diagram representation of(15a).The sentence is
characterizedbynegationofthetwoclausesinthestructure;both
theAdvPandtheAdjPareseparatelymarkedfornegation.This
couldbeexplainedthatthetwoclausescarryseparateheads;as
suchnegationhastobemarkedoneachhead.Thisisnecessaryfor
thesemanticinterpretation;inthesensethatitispossibletomark
negationonjustoneclauseandmarkapositivetagontheother
clause,allwithinthesentence.Thenegationinthisinstanceis
markedinsitu,wherethereisinvolvedmovementoftheinfinitive
markerfromtheVPdomaintotheTPdomainasaTø.

16a.[NPkwagh-fa-n ve][ga]] kakwaghukpiligh–iyol
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thing-know-PROG3PL.SUBJNEG-notitthingofsurprise-body
‘thattheylackknowledgeisathingofsurprise’

Thestructurein(16)exemplifiesNPheadnegationinarelative
construction.TheNPcarriesthesubject,anditisthesubjectthatis
negated,leaving outthe relativized NP which serves as the
complementoftherelativeNP.Thereareinstanceswherethe
relative complementtoo,isnegated,carryinga separate NEG
marking,separatefromthemarkingoftherelativehead,asshown
in(16b):

16b.[NPkwagh-fa-n ve][ga]] ka[kwaghukpiligh-iyol][ga]]
thing-know-PROG3PL.SUBJNEG-notit thing ofsurprise-body
NEG-not

‘theirlackofknowledgeisnotathingofsurprise’

Theissuefordeterminationintheexample(16b)isthelocusofthe
negationforce.Here,theissueofwidescopeisdiscountenancedas
thenegativeheadisborneseparatelybyeachNPclause.One
plausiblereasonforthiscouldbelocalityconstraints,wheretheNEG
cannotextendscopeacrossotherclausesinrelativeconstructions.
This,onecansafelyconclude,isaninstanceofsingleclause
negationmarkinginTiv.
Tivcharacterizesinstanceofobjectnegation.Takethefollowing
example(17):
17.seefanva a or ga

N. V.PST-comewithSG-personNEG-not
‘Seefandidnotcomewithanyone’

Inthestructure(17),or‘person’servesastheobjectofthesentence
andisnegated.Thisisaninstanceofcomplementnegation,and
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becausetheNEGismarkedinsentencefinalposition,wecan
concludethatthenegativeobjectlicencessententialnegationinsitu.
Thisparallelsto(14band15),wherenegationischaracterizedby
movementsthatareassumedtoinvolveadjunctionofthemoved
constituenttoamaximalprojection(Haegeman,1996)

Negation,ScopeandConjoinedStructures
NegationinTivcouldalsobeexaminedintermsofitsmarking,
relativetoitsscopeincoordinatestructures.Intheexample(18)
thatfollows,(18aand18b)areseparateconstructions,while(18c)is
aninstanceofconjoinedstructureandnegation.

18a.Tarse ga
N.V.PST-laughNEG-not

‘Tardidnotlaugh’

18b.kwasena kpaase ga
Wife3SG.pro.POSStoo V.PST-laughNEG-not

‘hiswifetoo,didnotlaugh’

18c.Tarman/veakwasena (ve)sega
N.and/withwife 3SG.pro.POSStheyV.PST-laughNEG-not

‘Tarand/withhiswifedidnotlaugh’

Theexample(18c)isaninstanceofconjoinedandcommutative
construction.ItisobservedthatTivhasonlyonenegativemarkerfor
bothconstructions,anditisintheVP-domaininwordfinalposition.
ThisparallelstosuchlanguageslikeHausa,(Crysman,2010),that
useadifferentmarkerforeachconjunct.Thissingleexponent
markingisaninstanceofperipherymarking(left),incaseof
declarativesasin(18c),andrightperipherymarking,inthecaseof
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imperatives,isaninstanceofedgefeaturepercolation.Thisfeature
percolationisbestappreciatedinthelightofAnderson(1992,2005),
whichindicatesthatedgefeaturepercolationsdistributemorpho-
syntacticfeaturestotheperipheryofphrasalconstituents.This
accountsforinitialandfinalexponentmarkings,inimperative
sentences and single exponentmarking in finalposition,for
declarativesinTiv.

Conclusion
NegationinLinguisticsisanimportantareaofstudysinceitcovers
awiderangeofissues.NegationinTivsyntaxgivessomeuseful
insightsintothegrammarofTivbyprovidingsignificanthintsonthe
natureofnegation,andtherebycontributingnewempiricalevidence
intothetheoryofsyntax.Inthestudy,listsofnegationelementsin
thelanguageareidentifiedandtheirpositionsinthesentenceare
given.Also,thearticlehasdescribedwhatpossibleeffectsthese
negativeelementshaveonthesentence;whetherthenegated
elementismarkedinsitu,orisextraposedforfocuseffect.
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