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Abstract

This paper investigates the linguistic distinction between the Qy¢ dialect
and Standard Yorubd, two closely related yet different variants within the
Yortibd language. Historically, the Qy¢ dialect served as the foundation for
the development of Standard Yoriibd, particularly during the missionary
era when the need for a unified written form of the language emerged.
This choice was not arbitrary; Qy¢ was the most powerful Yoriibd empire
at the time, widely regarded as the political and cultural capital of the
Yoriibd people, also, some Yoriibd subgroups trace their origins to Qydg,
and in language planning, such prestige and centrality are key factors
in selecting a dialect upon which to base a standard form. As a result,
the Qy¢ dialect was adopted and elaborated to form the basis of the
standard orthography. Consequently, scholars like Olumuyiwa (2013),
Fabunmi (2013), Adéniyi (2017), Ardékoyo (2020) have regarded Qy¢
as nearly identical to Standard Yortibd, but with minor differences. This
perception has contributed to the limited scholarly attention paid to the
distinct features of the Qy¢ dialect. In response, this study employs a
descriptive and comparative linguistic approach to examine phonological,
grammatical, and lexical distinctions between the Qy¢ dialect and
Standard Yoriibd. Data were obtained through semi-structured interviews
with native Qy¢ speakers and supported by secondary sources, including
textbooks, journals, and other research materials. The analysis reveals
notable differences, including phonological, grammatical, and lexical
distinctions. These findings highlight the distinctiveness of the Qy¢ dialect
and support its formal recognition within Yoribd linguistics, emphasizing
the need for further scholarly attention and preservation efforts.

Keywords: Contrastive analysis, Dialect, Oyé, Standard Yortibd,
Distinction
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1. Introduction

ortiba language belongs to the West Benue-Congo family of the

Niger-Congo phylum, (Williamson and Blench 2000). In their
efforts to stimulate writing in Yoruba language for evangelism in
Yortiba nation, the missionaries, involuntarily and perhaps uncon-
sciously, contributed to the creation of a written form, known as stan-
dard Yorub4, (Olumuyiwa, 2013). Yoruba language comprises sev-
eral dialects, which have been grouped into major dialectal regions
by scholars such as Adétugbé (1967), Akinkigbé (1976), Oyélaran
(1976), and Awébuliyi (1998). These dialects share some linguistic
features which allow some degree of mutual intelligibility. On the
other hand, the Qy¢ dialect (OYD) is a variant of the Yoriiba language
spoken primarily in the Qy¢ region. Qyé dialect is spoken across two
distinct states: Qy6 State and Osun State. In Qyo State, the dialect is
spoken in cities such as Ibadan, Ogbémosé, Qy6, Modakéké, Ilora,
Aawé, Fiditi, and Oko, among others. Meanwhile, in Osun State, it
is spoken in cities like Qde-Omu, Gbongan, Ipetumodii, Apomil, and
Ejigbo.

According to Arokoyo (2020), the Qy6 dialect is believed to be
Standard Yoruba. Similarly, Adéniyi (2017) supported Fabunmi’s
(2013:1) claim that the Oyé dialect was the basis for Yoruba
standardization but went further by stating that the present-day
Standard Yortiba has diverged so much from the Qy¢ dialect that it
is now regarded as different. These observations could suggest that
there was a time when the Qy¢ dialect functioned as the standard
variety among Yoruba speakers, particularly in cities that were part
of the old Qyé Empire. This may be because many of these cities
traced their origins to Qyé. It seems that social factors and commerce
played a significant role in this development. A survey of the Yoruiba
history reveals that Qy6 was among the first cities to achieve a level
of civilization that others sought to emulate. Many other Yoruba
groups with their own dialects were eager to align themselves with
the prestige of Qy6; however, did not necessarily abandon their
dialects, but they did express a strong desire to learn the speech form
of the Qy6 people, because of its status as the most advanced at the
time. This phenomenon reflects the saying, Ajise bi Qyg ladri... (You
will only find people aspiring to emulate the Qy6 people...).

The historical influence of the Qyé dialect seems to find a parallel
in contemporary times with the Eké dialect. Today, many Yoriiba
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speakers, particularly the younger generation, aspire to speak like the
people of Lagos. It is common to observe children from areas outside
the Ek6 dialect zone, who have never even been to Lagos, adopting
sounds and expressions typical of the Eké dialect, such as mi, d¢, and
others.

Standard Yortiba refers to the conventional form of the language
used primarily for formal writing and communication. Awobuluyi
(1994) asserts that, approximately two centuries ago, there was
nothing identifiable as “Standard Yoruba.” If we assess this claim
against this present date, we may reasonably conclude that Standard
Yortuiba has not existed up to 250 years. This form emerged from the
efforts of Christian missionaries who, in their attempt to codify the
language for religious and educational purposes, laid the foundation
for what is now known as the standard form. Although the initial
codification marked a significant linguistic milestone, it is important
to note that numerous revisions have taken place since that period.

Enikuomehin (2015) reports the formation of various committees
both governmental and academic between the 1960s and 1970s, which
were tasked with reviewing and refining the standard orthography
of the language. Notably, significant reforms were implemented
following the report of the Orthography Committee in 1966. Today,
Standard Yoruba4 is the form taught in formal educational settings and
studied in academic contexts. It is the variety employed in official
domains such as schools, legislative assemblies, and public discourse.

It is important to note that the Yortiba language has existed
in various forms long before the emergence of the Standard form.
Some of these forms include numerous regional dialects, each with
unique phonological, grammatical, and lexical features. Despite
this rich diversity, there has been little focused research specifically
distinguishing the Qy¢ dialect from Standard Yoritb4 or assessing
the extent of their differences. This study seeks to fill that gap by
examining the key linguistic features that set Qy6 apart from
Standard. It argues that although the Qy¢ dialect laid the foundation
for Standard Yortiba, formally recognizing Qy6 as a distinct dialect is
crucial for deeper scholarly engagement and the preservation of its
unique linguistic identity.
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2. Literature Review

2.1 Contribution to the Classification of the Yoruba Dialects

Numerous scholars have examined the classification of Yortuba
dialects with attention to their phonological, morphological, and
geographical distinctions. Delano (1958) was one of the early
researchers who categorized Yorub4 dialects into ten groups, placing
the Qy6 dialect within the Qyé-Ibadan subgroup. Building on this,
Adétigbé (1967) further refined the classification by situating the
Oyé dialect under the Northwest group, alongside dialects spoken
in prominent cities such as Lagos, Abéokita, Qyé, Ibadan, Osogbo,
Iséyin, Ede, Gbongan, Ikiré, and Igbéora. In a similar vein, Awébiiltyi
(1998) expanded on these classifications by including the Qy¢ dialect
within the North-West group, grouping it with dialects like those
of Lagos, Awéri, Egbado, Qyd, Osun, Onko, 1bolé, and Igbémina.
Awdébliyi’s (1998) classification is presented in Table 1 below:

Table 1: The Classification of Yoruba dialects

North-West Yoruba North-East Yoruba

Ek6, Awoéri, Egbado, - reba -
Oyd, Osun, Onko, Ibolo, yagba, jumu,

Oworo, Owé

Igb6mina
Central Yoruba
Ife, ljesa, Ekiti,
Moba
South-West Yoruba South-East Yoruba

figbs, ljebd, llaje,
ikale, Onds, Owd,
Oba-Ikare

Saabe-Kétu (Anago), Ife
(Togo)

2.2 Scholarly Contributions to the Study of Yoruba Dialects

The study of Yoruba dialects has attracted considerable
scholarly attention over the years. Among the earliest contributions
is Adétugbé (1967), which provided a foundational classification of
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major Yoruba dialect groups in Western Nigeria. This was followed by
Bamgbdsé (1967a, 1983, 1989), whose works addressed assimilation,
contraction, and vowel harmony within Yoruba, offering insights
into dialectal phonological processes. Akinkugbe (1976) carried out
internal classification among Yoruboid languages including Yortib4a,
Itsekiri, and Igald. Adéniyi (1988) explored phonological and
morphological features of the Ekiti dialect, while Ajibéye (1989) and
Bamisile (1986) carried out dialectal phonological studies on the Moba
variety. Awobulayi (1992, 1998) later deepened the dialectological
perspective on Standard Yoruba and dialect classification. Qladeji
(2015) addressed north-eastern dialects, enriching the scope of
dialectal variation studies. Qladeji (2017) revisited vowel assimilation
in monosyllabic verb-noun constructions.

Notable among these works is Awébilidyi (1998), who classified
the Yoruba dialects into five major groups. North-West Yortiba North-
East Yoruba Central Yoruba South-West Yoruibd South-East Yortiba.
Awdébulayi (1998) described the South-East Yoruba dialects as
varieties characterized by the frequent occurrence of nasal vowels,
particularly the vowel “en.” He cited examples such as jorén in place
of the Standard Yortib4 0jé ye, and fén instead of fin in the Egba
dialect. He also identified the Ijébti dialect as another variety with
similar features, offering examples like éwen instead of éyin, as found
in SY. Additional dialects that exhibit these features include Ondd,
Owd, and Ikaré. Furthermore, Awébiiliyi noted the occurrence of the
nasal consonant “n” preceding oral vowels, as in Ne, a pattern not
found in Standard Yoruiba. Another key observation was that dialects
in this group generally do not use ni as a focus marker, in contrast to
its common usage in Standard Yoruba.

Regarding the North-East Yortib4 dialects, Awébulayi (1998)
observed a frequent substitution of the consonant “h” where Standard
Yorubé uses “s.” This phonological feature is especially prominent
in dialects such as Owé, Qw¢érd, and Ijimd. Examples include &ho
(instead of eso), hé (instead of se), and hiin (instead of sun), all
differing from their SY counterparts. He also pointed out differences
in the use of complementizers, particularly alternative forms of pé, as
well as distinct pronoun systems that deviate from those of Standard
Yoruba.

In a later work, Awoébultyi (1998) categorized dialects such as
Moba, Ife, Tjésa, and Ekiti as part of the Central Yoriib4 group. He
identified the use of yé¢ and ki 7 as relative clause markers in these
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dialects, as opposed to tf, which is prevalent in SY. He also noted the
presence of a unique pronoun form é¢, along with the widespread
use of the focus marker ni, which aligns with Standard Yoruba usage.

Awdébtlayi did not provide data on dialects of the South-West
Yorliba area such as Qhori, Sdbe, Anagé, and Kétu due to insufficient
information. However, he did document features of the North-West
Yoruiba dialects, including Qyé, Ek6, Awéri, Onko, and 1bolé. One
notable observation from these dialects is that the vowel u rarely
occurs in word-initial position, unlike in some other Yoruiba varieties
such as Ijésa, Ekiti, 1kale, Ilaje etc.

Arékoyo (2020) is another significant contribution that contrasts
some dialects and related languages with Standard Yoruba. The
study explains the phonological systems of Owé, Igala, and Olukiimi
languages in contrast with Standard Yorub4, with particular emphasis
on the sound segments and syllable structure. Ardkoyo affirms,
in line with Akinkugbe (1976, 1978), that the Igala language is
distinguishable as an independent language due to its unique historical
and environmental experiences. The study also establishes that while
Olukumi is genetically related to Yorub4, it cannot be classified as a
dialect of Yoriiba. Similarly, Owé, despite its affinity to both Igala and
Oluktimi, is seen as a dialect of Yortiba. The study identifies several
notable phonological differences and similarities. It attributes the
presence of [3] in Olukumi to contact with Igbo, which also attests
to the consonant. The occurrence of [gw] in both Olikiimi and igala
is similarly traced to language contact. Moreover, the presence of [p]
and [t{], the absence of [s], and systematic vowel changes in Igal are
highlighted as major distinguishing features from Yoruba. Arékoyo
also notes that the alveolar nasal [n] remains intervocalic in igalé
in contexts where it has changed to a lateral in Yoruba and Owé.
Additionally, Igala is reported to maintain both the voiceless bilabial
[p] and the voiceless labio-velar stop [kp]. Importantly, the study
concludes that the voiced velar fricative [y] was originally present in
Yoruiba but was lost over time due to processes of oversimplification.

Aturamu (2024) presents a significant comparative phonological
study of the Ekiti, Ond6, and Yagba dialects, focusing on the processes
of deletion and assimilation, and their divergence from Standard
Yoruba. The research reveals that although all three dialects exhibit
deletion processes, consonant deletion particularly /r/ deletion,
which is prominent in Standard Yoruba is largely absent in the
dialects examined. Notably, the Ond¢ dialect reflects historical traces
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of /r/-deletion, but only in a few lexical items. In contrast, vowel
deletion is shown to be a productive and active process across the
dialects. In terms of assimilation, the study finds that the dialects
diverge from Standard Yorubé4 by not applying assimilation in certain
syntactic contexts such as noun+noun compounds or post-deletion
environments. Nevertheless, assimilation is prevalent in other
constructions across all three dialects. For example, reduplication
structures, genitive noun formations, and pronoun + future marker
sequences consistently exhibit assimilation patterns.

While Awébulayi (1998) contrasts each dialect group with
Standard Yoruba, Arakoyo’s (2020) research focuses solely on
the Olikiimi, Owé and Igala dialect. Similarly, Atiramit (2024)
concentrated on the Ekiti, Ondé, and Yagba dialects, in relation to
Standard Yoruiba. Despite this extensive body of work outline the
features and contrasting Yoruba dialects and Standard Yoruba, there
is a lack of focused contrastive analysis between the Qy¢ dialect and
Standard Yortuiba. This gap justifies the need for dedicated scholarly
engagement to the Qy¢ dialect.

3. Data Collection

Data for this study were obtained from both primary and
secondary sources. Primary data were collected from the native
speakers of Qyé dialect through semi-structured interviews and
natural speech interactions. Secondary data were sourced from
written materials on Yortiba, including textbooks, journals, and both
published and unpublished research works.

4. Research Method

The study adopts a descriptive and comparative linguistic
approach to analyse the differences between Qy¢ dialect and Standard
Yorliba. Features from Qyé dialect were systematically compared
with their equivalents in Standard Yoruiba by focusing on phonology
(such as segment and suprasegmental), syntax (forms of pronouns,
negations and aspect), and lexical differences. The analysis enabled
the identification of distinctive linguistic features specific to the
Oy6 variety of Yoriiba. These findings offer a foundation for future
theoretical and applied linguistic research, particularly within the
domain of dialectology and contrastive analysis.
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5. Data Presentations and Findings

5.1 Phonological Distinction of the Oyé Dialect and
Standard Yoruba

The Qy6 dialect is characterized by several distinct phonological
features that differentiate it from Standard Yoruba. This section
identifies and analyzes two key differences.

5.1.1 The Absence of (/{/ phoneme) “s”

A major distinction between the Qy6 dialect and Standard Yortiba
is the absence of the palatal fricative /{/ (the “s” sound). The Qyé
dialect speakers use /s/ where /{/ is expected. This phonetic variation
is so pronounced that it has become a recognizable characteristic in
casual conversations, especially when speakers from other Yoruba
dialects are interacting with an Qy¢ dialect speaker or someone from
ibadan region, which also fall under falls within the Qyé-speaking

area. 3 ~ ~ ’ . 2\
Ibadan ki ni s60?

S60 sure ni.
Kini e je 14naa?
Eran sinkin ni.
Ki le fi j6ko6?

Kisin sia ni.

Ibadan, what is the show?

The show is sure.

What do you eat yesterday?

It’s chicken

What did you sit/sat on?

It’s coaching chair

As contained above, the feature observed in Qy¢6 dialect, where

the consonant /s/ is used in places where Standard Yoruba would use
/§/, due to the lack of /f/ in the dialect. For instance, here, /{60/ is

pronounced with /s/ as /s60/, while in SY, it is pronounced with /{/
as /[60/. Similarly, /{45/ is pronounced as /std/, contrary to the SY.
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Likewise, /f/ is pronounced as /s/ in /siki/ and /ktsi-sia/. Let’s also
consider other examples:

1. SY OYD
i. /ifé/ /isé/ ‘work’
i. /ifu/ /isu/ ‘yam’
iii. /{dra/ /sdra/ ‘be careful’
iv. /fugb3/ /sugb3/ ‘but’

As above, the Qy¢ dialect uses the consonant /s/ sound where
Standard Yortiba uses the /f/ sound, due to the lack of /f/ in the
dialect.

5.1.2 The Absence of (Vowel /£€/) “en”

Awdbtltyi (1998) indicates that the mid-low, front nasal vowel /
&/ is absent in the dialects of the Northwest, including the Qy¢ dialect.
This claim is supported by substantial phonetic evidence observed in
the Qy6 dialect by demonstrating that this mid-low front nasal vowel
is not part of the phonetic inventory of the Qyé dialect. As a result,
Standard Yortibd words that contain the vowel /é/ do not feature
this sound when pronounced in the Qyé dialect. This observation is
illustrated by the examples provided below.

2. SY OYD
i /ij&/ /ijti-ti-/ ‘that’
ii. JW5ijE/ JW3-ii/ ‘those’
iii.  /ilé j&/ /ilé i/ ‘that house’

The examples above clearly illustrate the absence of /&/ and
highlight the restructuring strategies employed by the Qyé dialect
speakers.

5.1.3 The Absence of (Vowel /5/) “on”

Another notable feature of the Qyé dialect is the absence of the
vowel /3/, which is evident from internal observations within the
dialect. In the orthography of the Standard Yorub4, the vowel /a/
typically appears next to a non-labial consonant, while the vowel /5/
is always preceded by a labial consonant. However, the Qyé dialect
deviates from this pattern by using the vowel /a/ consistently across
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both labial and non-labial environments. This is evident in their
speech, as illustrated by the following examples.
3. a. Non-labial Consonant Environment

SY OYD
i. /ita/ /itd/  ‘history’
ii. /erd/ /erd/ ‘meat’
iii. /ird/ /ira/  ‘vision’

iv. /9ka/  /3ka/ ‘one’

b. Labial Consonant Environment

SY OYD
i. /égb5/  /égba/ ‘senior’
ii. /ib3/ /ibd/  ‘gun’
iii. /emd/  /ema/ ‘grass rat’
iv. /éwd/  /éwa/ ‘chain’
V. /ip3/ /ipd/ ‘another name for blood’

As shown above, the Qyé dialect demonstrates a distinct
phonological feature by consistently employing the vowel /a/ in
both labial and non-labial consonant environments. Adéniyi (2020)
further highlights this variation, arguing that in Standard Yorub4, the
sounds /3/ and /a/ are considered variations of the same phoneme.
This view aligns with Ajibéyé and Pulleyblank’s (2014) assertion that
Standard Yoruba has only three nasal vowels (/i/, /ii/, and /4/) that
can be considered phonemes in the language. In Standard Yoruba4,
the vowel /a/ functions as a phoneme with two distinct allophones,
/a/ and /3/.

5.1.4 Vowel Lowering in Nominative Case Pronouns

Pronouns are words that refer to a noun or noun phrase within
a construction (i1ori, 2010). The Qy¢ dialect features vowel lowering
in nominative case pronouns, a phenomenon that is not observed in
Standard Yoruiba. Vowel lowering is not a new phenomenon in the
Yortib4 language; Akéré (1977) reports vowel lowering in the Ijébu
dialect.
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“Furthermore, it is found that the 3-words in Ijebu
which resulted from the lowering of @ to 5 were the
ones to be first involved in variability and can now
be regarded as having been involved in a completed
sound change.”

Akéré (1977:351)

In Standard Yorub4, the table below demonstrates the short
pronouns used in the language at the subject position:

Table 1: The Yoruba Short Pronoun at the Subject
Position

Singular (Subject Plural (Subject
Pronoun v .ps
Position) Position)
1SG.NOM | Mo (I) A (We)
2SG.NOM | O (You) E (You all)
3SG.NOM | O (He/She/It) Woén (They)

In contrast to Standard Yoruba (SY), short singular pronouns in
subject position are realized with lower vowels in the Qy6 dialect. For
example, the first person singular pronoun mo in SY becomes mo, the
second person singular o becomes o, and the third person singular 6
becomes ¢ in the Qyé dialect. While SY uses the high vowel [o0] in
these pronouns, the Qy6 dialect lowers it to the low vowel [5], as
shown in the table below.

Table 2: The Yoruba Short Pronoun at the Subject and
the OYD Lowered Form

Pronoun SY [o] | OYD Lowered [o] Gloss
1SG.NOM Mo Mo I
2SG.NOM o) 0 You
3SG.NOM o) 0 He/She/It
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5.1.5 Tone Modification in ‘Lo’

In both the Qy¢ dialect and Standard Yoriiba, the verb lo means
“to go.” It is important to note that most Yoruba verbs canonically
carry a low tone, which typically changes to a mid-tone when they
take an object. For instance, the verb fo in fo aso is canonically f9,
and the verb ra in ra ata is canonically ra. Awébuliyi (2008) states
that it is the principle of homophony avoidance that often causes tone
modification to often occur in such low-tone verbs when they take an
object.

What is observed in the Qy¢ dialect is that the tone modification
occurring in the verb 1o when it takes a verb phrase as its complement
is distinct from the type of tone modification previously recognized.
This phenomenon does not occur in Standard Yoruba. In Standard
Yoruiba, no type of object whether a prepositional phrase, verb phrase
or noun phrase triggers any change in the form of the verb lo. This is
demonstrated in the examples below:

4. a. Example showing the verb “lo” with VP

Complement in SY

i [,1o] [, [ ra] [ atal]
ii. [ lo] [, [, gbal [ ile]]
iii. [,lo] [, [,fol [yasoll

b. Example showing the verb “lo” with NP and PP

Complement in SY

i. [,lo] [, [,Ibadan]]
i Lol [[,Qydl]
iii.  [lo] [, [Eké]]
iv. [0l I[,,[,sil [ Ibadan]]
v. Lol [, [,sil [,0ydl]
Vi. [,1o] [, [,sil [ Ek6]]
Contrary to what is ohserved in Standard Yorubd, there is a
linguistic distinction in the Qy¢ dialect in how the verb lo operates

whenever it takes a verb phrase as its complement. In the Qy¢ dialect,
the verb lp undergoes a tonal modification when followed by a verb
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phrase, resulting in the pronunciation [9¢. This tonal change is a
unique feature of the OQy¢ dialect, differentiating it from Standard
Yoruba. This is a phenomenon that does not occur in Standard Yortba.

c. i [, 1661 [, [,ral [yata]]
ii.  [106] [, [, gbal [,il]]
iii.  [106] [,[,fol [yasol]

It is important to recognize that this type of vowel lengthening
or tonal shift in Qy0 is not exclusive to lo. Similar patterns occur in
another verbal element, réé in the dialect. Example below;

d. i. Won réé pon omi.
‘They went to fetch water.’

ii. Adigan réé wa isu,
‘Adigin wen to Ibadan’
iii. 0j6 re Eké
‘0j6 went to Eké’

iv. Ol re idale
‘Ola went outside the town’

In the Qyé dialect, lo is elongated to 106 to align phonetically
with its counterpart réé, which also means “to go.” Both verbs share
the same meaning and exhibit similar tonal and lengthening patterns
in almost identical syntactic contexts. Lo appears in its base form
before noun phrases and prepositional phrases, but is elongated to
[06 when it precedes a verb phrase. Réé, on the other hand, follows
a similar pattern, it retains its base form before NPs and elongates
only before a VP. However, unlike lo, réé does not occur with locative
markers such as si, which typically introduce prepositional phrases.
This parallel elongation pattern of I0¢ and réé supports the view that
the tonal and lengthening modifications are phonologically motivated
processes rather than morphologically encoded features specific to
one verb alone.

5.1.6 High Rate of Phonological Influence

The Qyé dialect is particularly notable for its phonological
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characteristics, especially its high rate of sound deletion and vowel
reduction. This phonological behaviour sets it apart from other Yortiba
dialects, such as the Central Yoruba (CY) and Southeastern Yoruba
(SEY) dialects, which generally avoid such extensive deletions.

In the Qy6 dialect, there is a frequent omission of sounds and
reduction of vowels in many contexts. This distinctive feature makes
the Qyé dialect easily recognizable, even when the speakers attempt
to use the Standard Yoriibd. When an Qy6 speaker speaks Standard
Yoruba with these phonological tendencies, it quickly signals their
origin as an Qy6 speaker due to the noticeable pattern of deletion and
vowel reduction.

For example, in the Qyé dialect, certain consonants might be
elided in words where Standard Yoruba retains them. Similarly,
vowel sounds that are pronounced clearly in Standard Yoruiba
may be omitted or softened. These phonological features make the
Qyé dialect a unique variant of the Yorubé language. Consider the
examples below.

5.a.i. SY: Owolabi ¢
OYD:

Owdlabi > Odlabi

ii. SY: Ayétoro

OYD: Ayétoro > Aito
iii. SY:  Ayinké

OYD: Ayinké > Anké
iv. SY: Ayantéla

OYD: Ayantéla > Antéla
V. SY: Adéwalé

OYD: Adéwalé > Adéalé
vi. SY: Dide

OYD: Dide > Nde
vii. SY: Pelé

OYD: DPelé > N1é
viii. ~ SY:  Akara

OYD: Akara > Aka

The above example suggest that Qyé is very rich in such
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phonological processes, deletion, vowel reduction, and assimilation
are commonly observed features of the dialect, which contribute to
its distinct rhythm.

5.2 _Grammatical Distinction of the Oyé Dialect and
Standard Yoruba

The Qy6 dialect and Standard Yoriib exhibit notable grammatical
distinctions within the Yoruba language. These differences appear in
specific structural elements, including negation patterns, aspects, and
the use of conjunctions in certain syntactic constructions.

5.2.1 The Negative Marker “Ke”

In the Qy6 dialect, the negative marker “ké” is used in place
of “ki,” which is found in Standard Yortiba. This usage is somewhat
similar to other Yoruba dialects, such as the Central Yoruba (CY)
dialect, which employs “ée” as a negation marker. Additionally, some
dialects use ké or ké, depending on vowel harmony, in place of the
standard negation marker ki. In the Qy¢é dialect, ki is expressed as
ké. This distinction forms a significant feature of the Qy6 dialect, as
demonstrated below:

6.i. SY: Kii je éwa ‘He/She/It does not eat beans’

OYD: Kéé je ewa ‘He/She/It does not eat beans’

ii. SY: Ki i sor0  ‘He/She/It does not talk’
OYD: Keé sord0 ‘He/She/It does not talk’
iii. SY: Ola (k)i{je ewa ‘Old does not eat beans’
OYD:Ol1 (k)e € je éwa ‘Ola does not eat beans’
iv. SY: Ola(k)ii soro  ‘Olda does not talk’

OYD: Ola (k)e é sord  “Olt does not talk’

In the example i - iv, the negative marker ki in Standard Yoruba
consistently appears as ké in the Qyé dialect. This substitution is
systematic and consistent across various syntactic environments,
including null pronominal subjects (e.g., Ki { je éwa — Ké é je éwa)
and nominal subjects (e.g., Olil (k)i {soro — Oli (k)é é soro).
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5.2.2 Asyndeton with Long Pronouns

Another feature of the Qyé dialect is asyndeton with pronouns.
According to Crystal (2008), asyndeton is defined as “the omission of
normally occurring conjunctions (e.g., and, or, but) between phrases,
clauses, or words in a sentence where they would usually appear,
often to create a rhetorical effect or a sense of urgency.

In the Qy6 dialect, conjunctions are often deliberately omitted
between two long pronouns, resulting in asyndetic constructions. As
seen in the examples below, Qyé speakers employ a linguistic style
that omits conjunctions between long pronouns to create a more
direct expression.

7.8Y oYD
i.emi ati ire émi iré/émiire
1SG CONJ 2SG 1SG 25G/1SG-2SG
‘you and I’
ii. emi ati ire émi iré/émiire
1SG CONJ 3SG 1SG 3SG/1SG-3SG
‘He/She/It and I’
iii. émi ati yin émi yin/eémiiyin
1SG CONJ 2PL/2SG.HON 1SG 2PL/1SG-2PL/2SG.HON
‘you and I’
iv. éemi ati won emi won/éemiiwon
1SG CONJ 3PL/3SG.HON 1SG 3PL/1SG-3PL/3SG.HON
‘They and I’
v. awa ati ire awa iré/awaire > awaare
1PL CONJ 2SG 1PL 2SG/1PL-2SG
‘you and we’
vi. awa ati ire awa iré/awairé > awaare
1PL CONJ 3SG 1PL 3SG/1PL-35G

‘he/she/it and we’
vii. awa ati yin awa yin/awayin

1PL CONJ 2PL/2SG.HON 1PL 2PL/1PL-2PL/25G.HON
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‘you and we’

viii. awa ati won awa won/awawon
1PL CONJ 3PL/3SG.HON 1PL 3PL/1PL-3PL/3SG.HON
‘they and we’

Additional examples were discovered such as Iwo iré, Iwo won,
Oun ir¢, Eyin iré, and Eyin ré. While the exact factors responsible for
this omission is not researched because it is not within the scope of
the current work, it’s very clear that the phenomenon of asyndeton
with pronouns is present in the Qyé dialect, yet it remains absent in
Standard Yoruba.

5.2.3 The use of Gbé as Locative-Conditioned Perfect
Aspect Marking

In Standard Yoruba, the perfect aspect which denotes a
completed state is typically expressed using the aspectual particle
“ti”. This marker applies broadly across various syntactic contexts,
including actional, stative, and modal predicates. Let us consider the
following examples:

8.ai. Aina ti lo 0jaPROPN
PERF go market
‘Aina has gone to the market.’

ii. Aina ti fé maa  sOrQ
PROPN PERF want FUT  speak
‘Aina is about to speak’

iii. Ibi ni Ola ti jeun
place FOC PROPN PERF eat

‘The place where Ola ate’

In these examples, “ti” marks a perfect action regardless of the
argument structure or semantic field of the verb. It has no selectional
restrictions on the subject or predicate type.

Unlike Standard Yoriiba, the Qyé dialect employs an alternative
perfect aspectual marker “gbé”, which surfaces predominantly in
locative constructions, i.e., when the subject or topic of the sentence
denotes a place or location (i.e., [+LOC]). This variant of perfect
aspect is not interchangeable with ti, and its occurrence is contextually
and semantically constrained. Let us consider examples from the Qyé
dialect:

LASU Journar oF Humanrries | Volume 17, No. 2, May 2025 <281>



16 A Contrastive Analysis of Oy(_’) Dialect Popoola, Babatunde QOlasayo
and Standard Yoruba

b.i.Ibi ti wén gbé 1 ta eéwa
place REL 3PL  PERF PROG sell beans
‘The place where beans are being sold.’

ii. Qy6 ni a 6 gbé  sokale
PROPN FOC 1PL FUT PERF descend
It is in Qyé that we will descend from.’

iii. I1é-iwé ni 6 ghé 1 bo

school FOC 3SG PERF PROG come.from
‘It is from school that he/she is coming.’

In each case, the use of “gbé” encodes not only the completion
of the action but also implies a prior spatial anchoring, aligning with
the [ +LOC] reading.

By contrast, gbé is unacceptable in contexts where the subject or
topic is not locative in the dialect.

c. i *Aina gbé lo oja
Aina ti lo oja
PROPN PERF g0 market
‘Aina has gone to the market.’

ii. *Aina ghé  fé maa  sOrd
Aina ti fé maa  sOrd
PROPN PERF want FUT speak

‘Aina is about to speak’

These sentences demonstrate that gbé cannot freely substitute for
ti in general perfect constructions. Its distribution is strictly limited
to locative environments, where it likely serves to emphasize the
completed nature of an action in connection to a spatial source or
reference point.

5.3 Lexical Distinction

The Qy6é dialect and Standard Yoriib4 share many similarities, yet
there are notable lexical distinctions that set them apart, contribut-
ing to the richness and diversity of the Yoriiba language. In the Qyé
dialect, certain words have unique equivalents that differ from those
used in Standard Yoruba. These distinctions are not just differences
in terminology but also represent regional variations in how everyday
objects and concepts are named and understood.
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9. OYD SY Gloss
a. Iganna Ogiri ‘Wall’
b. Owe Okele ‘Morsel’
c. Kérutko Rodo ‘Scotch Bonnet Pepper’
d. 06yo Ewédu ‘Jute Leaf’
e. Yangan Agbado ‘Maize’
f. Sapala Abari ‘Bake Maize Meal’
8. Oowo Igbale ‘Broom
h. Eran-Q-Je Agénréndi ‘Mini Door’
i Eran Ewaré ‘Goat’
j. Oriko Obtiko ‘He-Goat’
k. Gre Gbure ‘Water Leaf’
6. Summary of Findings

This study has examined the linguistic distinctions between
the Qyé dialect and Standard Yoriiba, by revealing significant
phonological, grammatical, and lexical differences that challenge the
long-held assumption of near-identicality between the two. While
historical accounts rightly acknowledge the foundational role played
by the Qy6 dialect in the development of Standard Yoriib4, especially
during the missionary period, it is evident from the data presented in
this study that Standard Yortuiba has evolved considerably over time.

Phonologically, the Qy6 dialect exhibits several salient features
such as the absence of the /{/ and the nasalized vowels /&/ and /5/.
These absences result in systematic variations in word pronunciation,
which affect both mutual intelligibility and the real orthographic
representation that conform to the dialect. The Qy6 dialect also
features vowel lowering in nominative case pronouns and a unique
tonal behavior in certain verbs like lo (‘to go’), which further
differentiates it from the standard form.

Grammatically, the Qy¢ dialect is distinct from Standard Yortiba
through features such as the use of asyndeton with pronouns, which
suggests a syntactic economy which is not generally observed in the
Standard Yoruba. Most notably, the study has identified the use of
“gbé” as a perfect aspect marker conditioned by locative constructions,
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an aspectual feature absent in Standard Yoruba.

Lexically, a number of words and expressions peculiar to the Qy6
dialect have been identified, some of which may not be immediately
intelligible to speakers of Standard Yorubd. This lexical variants, in
conjunction with phonological and grammatical distinctions, suggests
that Qyé possesses a linguistic identity robust enough to merit
recognition as an independent dialect worthy of formal linguistic
documentation.

7.0 Conclusion

In conclusion, while Standard Yorubd may have emerged
from the prestige of the Qyé speech form, it has since developed a
life of its own. The Qyé dialect, therefore, deserves to be studied,
taught, and preserved not merely as a precursor to Standard Yoruba,
but as a vibrant, living dialect with unique linguistic features and
sociohistorical relevance.
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