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Among the prodigious mass of narratives, from which has been formed the general history
of Voyages and Travels, and an infinity of others published every day, no mention is made
of the languages which are spoken in the different countries, the manners and usages of
which are described to us; and if the authors did not from time to time put into the mouths of
the inhabitants of those distant regions, some words of which they know the meaning, we
should be tempted to believe that only dumb people had travelled among those nations. All
will agree at least that whatever relates to the language, its genius, its relation to other
known languages, even its mechanism and flow, are not traits which would look misplaced
in the historical picture of a nation.

L’Abbé Proyart
History of Loango.. (1776)
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Preface

In recent times a curious gap has opened up between academic linguists concerned with Africa and those in
the field. Conferences on African languages are largely attended by university academics, whose long-term
contact with African languages is often quite slight and filtered through a single, often out-of-context
informant. Papers for journal submission are approved on the basis of the extent to which they contribute to
theoretical concerns rather than to the description and understanding of the language purpoertedly featured.
The aspirations of the populations speaking those langages are virtually never a concern. Because publishing
in refereed journals is an element in a preferred career path, the bar is set ever higher, and the complexities
of attaining publication have become an increasing deterrent. Field linguists who do have a long-term
acquaintance with an individual language are increasingly rare, and tend to be either African academics,
enthusiasts or linguistically oriented missionaries. Missionaries in particular are increasingly having to meet
non-linguistic goals in order to attract funding. Since their careers are hardly dependent on journal
publication at all, less and less of this material is reaching international circulation. As a consequence, there
is almost an inverse relationship between the depth of knowledge represented in publications about African
languages and the visibility of publication. This is not to claim that all such local information is high quality;
like all else it is highly variable. But it is certainly being ignored and bypassed in the scramble up the
academic ladder, and thus not being incorporated into evolving models of the relationships between
languages in Africa. A depressing consequence is that what is published tends to repeat the same ideas and
models, which thereby gain a certain lustre by being incorporated into the prefaces of articles authored by
senior figures. Unfortunately this is no guarantee that they correspond to even an approximation of the truth,
nor that they reflect the informal understanding of those in the field.

Nowhere in the field of African languages is this more true than for the Bantoid languages, caught between
Bantu proper, the focus of numerous monographs and essays in speculation masquerading as serious
scholarship, and the wider field of Niger-Congo. There are perhaps a hundred and fifty Bantoid languages,
incorporating some with the most challenging phonologies in Niger-Congo. Not one substantial dictionary
or reference grammar of any Bantoid language has been published, despite a wide body of manuscript
materials. Not one monograph on historical linguistics has even demonstrated the unity of any of its
proposed branches.

Surprisingly, however, there is a great deal of unpublished material. The Bantoid languages are divided
between Nigeria and Cameroun, and while contributions from the Nigerian side can tactfully be described as
exiguous, Cameroun, which encompasses the great majority of Bantoid languages, has extensive lexical
databases associated with literacy and Bible translation projects, dictionaries published by individuals and
local cultural associations as well as theses, especially from the University of Yaoundé, which could provide
the basis for fresh thinking. It would be presumptuous to suppose that the current monograph can
immediately fill such an extensive gap, but it can improve access to otherwise little-known studies and make
this knowledge available in a consolidated form.
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I must confess, however, another motive for this publication. I have never been much involved in Bantuist
scholarship and when seen from the outside, the Bantu establishment appears to have some curious
limitations. Despite much critical comment, the influence of Malcolm Guthrie on the definition of Bantu and
its classification remains pervasive, and his ‘Common Bantu’ forms highly influential regularly quoted.
Recent research has called into question many of his assumptions about the phonology of proto-Bantu but
these have yet to affect the ‘Bantu lexical reconstructions’ widely available, or the proposals in overviews
such as the Nurse & Philippson volume of 2003. I have reached a point where I find much of this literally
incredible, for reasons to be discussed in the text. So this book might also shake up the Bantu establishment,
although I entertain no great hopes for its success in that area.

Like so much, this is work in progress.

Roger Blench

Kay Williamson Educational Foundation

8, Guest Road

Cambridge CB1 2AL

United Kingdom

Voice/ Fax. 0044-(0)1223-560687

Mobile worldwide (00-44)-(0)7967-696804
E-mail R.Blench@odi.org.uk
http://www.rogerblench.info/RBOP.htm
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1. Introduction

The Bantoid languages are a body of some 150 languages positioned geographically between Nigeria and
Cameroun and between Benue-Congo and Bantu in terms of their position within Niger-Congo. Often
referred to as Bantu, for example in the term ‘Ekoid Bantu’, their classificatory position remains uncertain.
Certainly, their noun morphology is not that of classic Bantu, although their prefixes are often ascribed its
class numbers in a way that makes somewhat spurious claims. The term Bantoid was first introduced by
Guthrie (1948) to describe these transitional languages, replacing the rather more vague term ‘Semi-Bantu’
which we owe to Johnston (1919-1922). who applied it in a scattershot style to any language outside the
Bantu area with traces of nominal classification.

Although the Grassfields languages, situated around the Ring Road, have had a far amount of attention,
especially during the 1960s when the Grassfields Working Group was constituted, many of the other
branches have remained virtually undescribed. In part this has been due to problems of inaccessibility. The
parts of Nigeria where these languages are spoken were barely reachable without four-wheel drives and
many parts of Cameroun, helicopter of several days’ trek remains the only option. However, gradually it has
become more practical to reach these areas and as students have become more educated and are reaching
university level they have begun to be interested in the promotion of their languages.

The function of this monograph is thus simply to describe the history, geography and classification of the
Bantoid languages, and to make some proposals as to their relationship to Bantu and to Benue-Congo'. Some
hypotheses about their phonology and morphology can be set out, but these must remain tentative, as the
type of lower-level reconstruction necessary to build more solid constructs remains to be undertaken. As for
the higher levels of linguistic decription, little can yet be said, as the grammars on which this could be based
have yet to be written.

2. Theories and methods

2.1 Lexicostatistics and other mathematical methods

Lexicostatistics, the counting of cognate words in a standardised list and the assignation of a numerical value
to their relationship, seems to have been first used in the early nineteenth century. Dumont d’Urville (1834)
compared a number of Oceanic languages (which would today be called Austronesian) and proposed a
method for calculating a coefficient of relationship. There were other tentative experiments in the nineteenth
century, but until Swadesh (1952) these made a very limited impact. Lexicostatistics initially proved very
attractive to Africanist researchers as a way of ordering a large mass of languages of uncertain relationship
and Swadesh himself collaborated in an attempt to classify the Gur languages using this method (Swadesh et
al. 1966). Prior to computers, counting a large number of languages against one another was a major
undertaking, but lexicostatistic exercises were undertaken for Kwa (Armstrong 1964, 1981), Atlantic (Sapir
1971), Kwa (Bole-Richard & Lafage 1983) and for Mande (Dwyer 1989). However, it is for Bantu that
lexicostatistics seems to have been most alluring. The first count I can trace is Evrard (1966), but this seems
to have inspired the compilers of the comparative Bantu lexicon at the Musée Royale de I’Afrique Centrale
at Tervuren which has been responsible for a series of counts and revised counts ever since (e.g. Henrici
1973, Bastin & Piron 1999; Bastin, Coupez & Mann 1999). A fifth columnist that very often accompanies

' I am not part of any institution although the Kay Williamson Educational Foundation has generously
funded part of my more recent fieldwork in Nigeria and Cameroun. My thanks are thus to individuals who
have worked with me, read my papers, given me access to unpublished data and generally provided
encouragement. These are; Stephen Anderson, Virginia Bradley, Bruce Connell, Tom Cook (1), David
Crozier, Dan Duke, Dan Friesen, Cameron Hamm, Robert Hedinger, Jean-Marie Hombert, Larry Hyman,
Baudouin Janssens, Roland KieBling, Rob Koops, Cindy and David Lux, Marieke Martin, Emmanuel Njok,
Derek Nurse, Laura Robson, Scott Satre, Anne Storch, Kay Williamson () and David Zeitlyn. My greatest
debt, however, is to the many people in Nigeria and Cameroun who have patiently answered my questions
and taken part in survey work.
1
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lexicostatistics is glottochronology, the notion that languages change at a standard rate, so regular that by
applying a formula to lexicostatistical results, the approximate ages of language families can be estimated.
Robert Latham (1850) was probably the first author to sketch the possibility of assigning a precise date to
the split of two languages through applying a mathematical algorithm. Armstrong’s (1964) proposal to use
glottochronological methods for the Kwa languages of Southern Nigeria, was an early use of this technique
for African languages.

Lexicostatistics and glottochronology have the attractive aspect of quantification; they seem to represent a
scientific approach to the dating and genetic classification of languages. However, few historical linguists
now accept the premises of such approaches, some because the mathematics underlying these methods has
been heavily criticised (see discussions in Hymes 1983:75; Embleton 2000). More important, however, has
been the realisation that languages undergo a variety of changes in interacting with one another.
Glottochronology assumes languages change at a regular rate, especially in their core vocabulary and that
the basic lexicon is resistant to borrowing. There are many problems with this approach, the most important
being that the calibration of such dates must derive from written culture and it is far from proven that similar
rates of change are true for oral cultures. More importantly, borrowing of basic vocabulary between related
languages will vitiate the results, a situation which casts doubt on the value of conclusions derived from
lexicostatistics. Although this is recognised by some practitioners, it seems to be an almost insuperable
objection because of the difficulties of detecting the degree and direction of borrowing even where a great
deal of information is available. Despite this, many linguists are still attached to the idea that lexicostatistics
and glottochronology can be ‘fixed’, that if only we can get the technical aspects right, the results will be of
value. Greenberg (1987b) devoted part of his studies of Amerind to displaying new formulae while the
contributors to Lamb & Mitchell (1991) propose various strategies for improving the algorithms for the
calculations. This is not to say that lexicostatistics has no value at all; for a first impression of the broad
relationships of a large group it can sometimes be useful. But it should not be the axis of fine
discriminations; the single percentage points on which nodes in the structure of Bantu are sometimes
determined can surely have no meaning in understanding realworld events (e.g. Bastin et al. 1999).

2.2 Shared innovations

When any new speech-form develops, this is marked by innovation. Changes occur in the speech of
individuals and may spread to the whole community over time. These changes can be extended by analogy
to other sounds, lexemes or clauses, according to rules internal to the language. Analogy often applies to
morphology; e.g. the past tense of weave is irregular wove, but weaved is common in many contexts today,
by analogy with pairs such as believe.: believed. Once weaved takes over in spoken English, the irregular
past of weave will only be known from written sources. When enough comparable changes occur, the
resultant speech-form is recognised first as a dialect and then, as the changes accumulate, it will be
considered a ‘different’ language.

Innovations can be divided into four categories, and confusions between these categories have often led to
disagreements over classification. The categories are shown in Table 1;

Table 1. Categories of innovation in historical linguistics

Category Definition

Shared innovations Two or more languages share an innovation that is the consequence of genetic
affiliation

Parallel innovations Two or more languages share an innovation that is the consequence of parallel
developments but does not reflect genetic affiliation

Common retentions Two or more languages share a feature because both have inherited it from a
common proto-language

Diffused features Two or more languages share a feature as a result of borrowing

Source: adapted from Herbert & Huffman (1993:63)
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Innovations can be of multiple types, lexical, morphological, phonological, semantic and syntactic. These all
have their own interest and analytic problems in determining their status, but the establishment of shared
innovations is essential to determining genetic affiliation, and they can only be identified against a
background of detailed knowledge of neighbouring languages as well as the other languages in the phylum.
Shared innovations are a set or bundle of changes that have occurred at the level of a proto-language, are
reflected in the daughter languages and which allow linguists to assign a particular language to a genetic
grouping. In the earlier phases of African language classification, proposed shared innovations were nearly
all lexical, because of the weakness of morphological and syntactic data. As more reconstructions become
available, it is possible to widen the spectrum of shared innovations.

2.3 Historical reconstruction

An underlying theme of this book is the identification of reconstructible lexical items of significance for the
prehistory of linguistic groups that can potentially be linked to archaecology. The methodology of
reconstruction is usually known as the comparative method, and has a venerable, if often controversial,
history (Durie & Ross 1996). Its origins lie in the mid-nineteenth century when scholars began to detect
regularities in correspondences between words and to explore the idea that there might be sound-laws that
expressed these regularities. The foundation of the comparative method is sound correspondences. In other
words, if a segment in language A corresponds to another segment in language B, the correspondence should
always be the same under identical conditions. There are two possibilities here. In some language groupings,
relations are usually of identity; i.e. the segments are the same across very different languages.

3. Historical overview

According to Mohlig (1983), Krause introduced the term ‘Bantoid’ in 1895, but it seems to have been
forgotten, since it does not appear again until Assirelli (1950) uses it to refer to the Togorestsprachen. The
modern sense of the term may first appear in Richardson (1957) which includes summary sketches of
Nyang, Ekoid, Tikar and Grassfields languages although the whole volume incorporates material on Bantu
and a variety of Adamawa and Ubangian languages. However, Richardson has nothing to say about the
origin or classification of Bantoid, other than defining it by a lack of regular relationship to the noun-classes
of Bantu proper and a vocabulary ‘at times reminiscent of Bantu’. The classification of the large and
complex set of languages generally known under the name ‘Bantoid’ has generally been given substantially
less attention than Narrow Bantu. There are two main reasons for this; a lack of descriptive material on many
of these languages and their extreme phonological and morphological diversity. As knowledge of West
African languages developed, it became clear that some of them had concord and alternating affix systems
similar to Bantu; this created analytic problems for a long time. Johnston pointed out as early as 1886 that a
wide range of West African languages exhibited structural features analogous to those classified as ‘Bantu’
and in Johnston (1919/1922) he gave them the unfortunate name ‘semi-Bantu’. Johnston remained unclear as
to whether this was genetic, coincidence or somehow ‘influence’ from Bantu proper. In his earlier work,
Westermann (1927) mentioned but did not explore the links between ‘Western Sudanic’ [Niger-Congo] and
Bantu but later (Westermann 1951?) accepted the relationship. A related problem was that some Bantu
languages appeared to have eroded longer roots and reduced their noun-class affix system. Doke (1945:5),
puzzling over this issue, considered that northwestern languages such as Basaa and Akoose must have come
under ‘Sudanic’ influence. This issue puzzled linguists for a long time until it was gradually realised that the
types of affix system so prominent in Bantu were in fact found all over Niger-Congo, but often in residual or
reduced forms. Bantu had simply preserved and then elaborated an older system.

Guthrie (1971,2:107-111) considered the problem briefly in his excursus ‘Bantuisms in non-Bantu
languages’. In typically convoluted form, he acknowledges the striking morphological parallels even with
geographically remote languages such as Temne, but considers that the reduced numbers of cognates with
Bantu exclude them from consideration. With Efik (i.e. Lower Cross) and Nkonya (Guan) he says ‘the Bantu
material in the lexicons looks as though it may have to be correlated with 'Proto-Bantu’ (Guthrie
1971,2:111). However, if there are links with Proto-Bantu, ‘it would be necessary to postulate some means
by which speakers of the proto-dialect could have travelled from where it was spoken in the direction of
West Africa’. In other words Guthrie appeared to think that if these languages were related to Bantu it was
because the speakers migrated from the Bantu area. Guthrie’s listing of Bantu languages has a group Z, out
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of geographical sequence, with Z.1 being Tiv and Z.3 being Ekoid, but these languages are excluded from
mapping exercises.

Many texts refer to Bantu as if it were unproblematic, as if the boundaries of Bantu were well-known and the
internal relationships of Bantu languages agreed. Discarding the suggesting that ‘Bantu’ is etymologically
the Egyptian name for sub-Saharan Africa, Punt (Doke 1938), the earliest analytical publication on a Bantu
language is Brusciotto (1659) whose grammar of a Kikongo dialect recognised the concord system verbal
extensions and other features for the first time. Exactly when the similarities between dispersed Bantu
languages was first noted is unclear, but Proyart (1776) observed of the languages of Angola and the Congo
‘Several similar articles and a great number of common roots seem, however, to indicate that these
languages had a common origin’ which is chronologically prior to Sir William Jones’ purported discovery of
Indo-European commonalties. The conclusion that the Bantu languages of Western and Southern Africa
were all closely inter-related may well be due to William Marsden (1754-1836) whose conclusions were
published in an appendix to Tuckey (1818).

The concept of Bantu as a genetic category originated with Wilhelm Bleek who first introduced the term Bd-
ntu in 1858 (Silverstein 1993). Bleek’s (1862, 1869) Comparative Grammar established the canonical
boundaries of Bantu that are still largely adhered to today. The idea of ‘Bantu’ was consolidated in a variety
of sources, most importantly the work of the linguists Meinhof (1910), Werner (1915), Johnson
(1919/1922), Doke (1945) and Guthrie (1948, 1967-71). An important early studied omitted from most
conventional accounts is Dias de Carvalho (1890) whose study Dialectos Tus ou Antus relates the languages
of Angola to those of a wide set ranging from Duala to Swahili and Sesotho. Most references to Bantu use
Guthrie’s classification, which included most of the languages of Southern Cameroun and all languages
south and east of there (Maho 2003). Guthrie established an alphanumeric zoning of Bantu languages still
widely used even by those who dissent strongly from his methods and conclusions. His logic is relatively
clear; he named the northwesternmost language in his sample, Lundu, in south-western Cameroun, as A10
and continued towards eastern and southern Africa. Even though Guthrie asserted that this classification was
referential, it is often treated as genetic.

Sigismund Koelle (1823-1902) was the first to present a major comparative vocabulary of the languages of
West-Central Africa, based on the language spoken by freed slaves in Sierra Leone. Koelle (1854) clearly
recognised the unity of Bantu and the vocabularies he collected are grouped together. He also collected a
significant number of Bantoid languages, for which this is the first record in many cases. The Bantoid
languages are split between the Moko languages (IX) and Unclassified South African (XILE). In the case of
the Moko group all the Grassfields languages, except, surprisingly, Nso are grouped together with Bantu A
group languages such as Duala. In the case of ‘Unclassified South African’ (scattered individual
vocabularies from different Bantoid subgroups) the listing includes what would now be called East Benue-
Congo languages. Dalby (1964) provisionally identified some the languages recorded in Koelle but left
question marks in respect of others. Some names appear as alternates in the Ethnologue, but are again clearly
not always the language listed by Koelle. Table 2 lists Koelle’s original classification and name, Dalby’s
identification, my identification or else the current name where Dalby is correct and the Bantoid subgroup of
the language in question;
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Table 2. Bantoid languages in Koelle (1854)

Group Koelle’s name Dalby Current Bantoid subgroup
Moko Ba:yon? Bate? ? Limbum, Kwaja, Nkambe, Grassfields
Mba
Ba:yon of Pa:ti Bate? ? Limbum, Kwaja, Nkambe, Grassfields
Mba
Kum/Bakum® ? ? Kako A. 90 Bantu
Ba:gba ? Bati ? Nun, Grassfields
Ba:lu Bali/Ngaaka Baba’ Nun, Grassfields
4
Bamom/Mom Bamum Shu Pamom Nun, Grassfields
Dgoa:la Bangongola Bangolan’ Nun, Grassfields
Mo:menya/Ba:men  ? Bamenyam Nun, Grassfields
ya
Pa:pi:ax/Moba Baba Baba Nun, Grassfields
Pa:gham Bagam Mongaka Bamileke, Grassfields
Unclassified Dja:rawa/ Jarawa Jar Jarawan
South African  Nyamnyam
Dki: Bokyi Bokyi Bendi
Alege Alege Alege Bendi
Bute Vute Vute Mambiloid
Ndob/Buruke:m Tikar Ndop Tikar
Tumu Tikar Twumwu Tikar
Kongu:an/oku:l Banyangi Kenyang Nyang
Tiwi/Mi:dji/ Tiv Tiv Tivoid
Mbi:dji/Difu
Nsho Nsaw Nso Ring

The main source for identifying Grassfields is the comparative database prepared by Cameron Hamm. The
fit is not perfect; the Nun languages are very close to one another and the modern data is often rather
variably transcribed.

Nurse (1996) reviews all major modern attempts to classify Narrow Bantu. The most widespread agreement
is that there is a Northwest Bantu; these languages are both more distinct from the rest and from one another.
Beyond this there is little agreement; an East and a West Bantu have been proposed but clear evidence for
these groupings is lacking. Since Johnston (1919-1922) there have been very few attempts to justify Bantu
subgrouping apart from Ehret (1999); more typically, authors complain about Guthrie’s alphanumeric
coding but use it anyway. Tervuren Museum has published or circulated a series of lexicostatistical analyses,
most recently Bastin et al. (1999). All the proposals for Bantu reconstructions are combined in an internet
database, Bantu Lexical Reconstructions III, which puts forward roots and notes their distribution according
to Guthrie’s alphanumeric system (Schadeberg 2002).

2 Koelle (1854) has two wordlists of a language he calls Bayon' and this is listed as an alternative name for
Ndemli in the Ethnologue. However, Koelle’s list is clearly not Ndemli, although it is a Grassfields
language.
* An obvious identification would be the Grassfields language Kom, but Koelle’s data do not match this
language.
* Despite Dalby’s identification this language is clearly not Bali Mungaka
> A key lexeme is the word for ‘eye’, ndi in Koelle and ndihi in the available wordlist. This shift from the
more usual /i appears to be quite distinctive.
¢ Described in Schadeberg (2002). The URL is http://linguistics.africamuseum.be/BLR3.html

5




The Bantoid languages: a monograph Draft not for circulation. Main text

The question then became whether there was any really distinctive boundary between Bantu and the
languages related to it. Bantuists continue to defend the integrity of their discipline but the truth is that no
lexical or morphological isoglosses have been established that somehow mark out Bantu from its closest
relatives. Greenberg (1963a) underlined this by treating Bantu as merely a branch of Benue-Congo, i.e. the
adjacent languages of southern and eastern Nigeria and Cameroun (Figure 1). He says ‘the Bantu languages
are simply a subgroup of an already established genetic subfamily of Western Sudanic [i.e. Niger-Congo,
broadly speaking] (Greenberg 1963a:32).

Figure 1. Greenberg's classification of Bantu (1963)
Benue-Congo

|
Plateau Jukunoid Cross River Bantoid

Tiv Bitare Batu Ndoro Mambila  Vute Bantu

Greenberg (1963a:35) also clearly stated ‘Supposedly transitional languages are really Bantu’. In other
words, many languages without classic Bantu features are related to it. This approach to Bantu was
refreshing and made historical sense in a way that Guthrie’s views never had. Broadly speaking,
Greenberg’s classification has been vindicated by subsequent scholarship. But since the 1960s, data has
gradually become available on the vast and complex array of languages in the ‘Bantu borderland’, i.e. the
region between Southern Cameroun (where Guthrie’s Bantu begins) and Eastern Nigeria. Greenberg’s
simple co-ordinate branch model is no longer tenable and something richer and more nuanced is required to
understand the linguistic ethnohistory of the region. However, there is little agreement about the relationship
between the ‘Narrow Bantu’, as defined by Guthrie and others, and the large number of related languages
with Bantu-like features, now usually known as Bantoid.

The next step in the evolution of our understanding of Bantoid was the formation of the Grassfields Working
Group in the early 1970s. Apart from delivering monographs on particular languages (e.g. Hyman 1981), a
field team undertook large-scale survey work and began the process of putting this mass of unknown
languages in order (e.g. Hyman 1980b; Elias, Leroy & Voorhoeve 1984). Some of this found its way into the
BCCW and the related classification in Williamson (1971), but much of the data, such as the comparative
Ring wordlists, circulated as photocopies for many years. Bouquiaux ef al. (1980) was a major focus for
publication of new evidence for linguistic features of particular subgroups of Bantu, with a focus on
Cameroun. Also in the early 1980s, the ALCAM surveys began as part of a broader process of surveying
Francophone Central Africa. Although Atlases were produced for several countries, only the Linguistic
Atlas of Cameroun (Dieu & Renaud 1983) represented a substantive analytic advance. The branches
generally recognised today have their modern names in this publication; the classificatory scheme treated
Mambiloid as a primary branching and the Bantoid languages as co-ordinate with Bantu proper. In the
standard reference volume on Niger-Congo (Bendor-Samuel 1989) Bantoid was divided in North and South,
following a suggestion from Williamson & Blench (1987). In this version, Northern Bantoid consisted of
Mambiloid and Dakoid (newly recognised as a Benue-Congo language rather than Adamawa) (Hedinger
1989) while Southern Bantoid (also Wide Bantu) divided into Narrow Bantu and the rather clumsily named
‘non-Narrow Bantu’.

The common feature of this body of work is that the classifications are presented without justification. This
is not surprising as the number of languages is very large and many were poorly known, then and still. Piron
(1996, 1997) and Bastin & Piron (1999) represent both the most recent attempt to classify Bantoid, and a
major body of data that underlies both her lexicostatistical analyses and shared innovations. Two different
‘trees’ are presented according to whether the lexicostatistics uses ‘nearest neighbour’ or ‘furthest
neighbour’ calculations. To give an illustration of the type of result this produces, Figure 2 shows the
‘furthest neighbour’ tree produced by this method;
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Figure 2. Bantoid tree according to Piron (1997: 628)
Proto-Bantoid

non-Bantu-Bantoid Bantu
Mambiloid Dong Tivoid Wide Grassfields Tikar A +B20 BI10-30 North East,
Bantu Central and
South
Bantu

Jarawan, Nyang, Ekoid,
A50, Mbam

Whether this is helpful remains to be seen. But the body of Piron’s text is taken up with the lexical analysis
of a hundred distinct items and the distribution of individual roots within the area. It is quite unclear that
these support the lexicostatistic tree given above. There are, however, more serious criticisms of Piron, the
main one is the curious selectiveness of the comparative wordlists. Dakoid is represented only by Dong
(supplied by the present author) instead of the more mainstream lexicon (a useful body of which is published
in Boyd 1994). Noni is the sole representative of Beboid, yet Ekoid is quoted from Crabb (1965) in its
entirety. No data for Furu was available at the time of compilation, so Furu is excluded. Bendi, treated here
as Bantoid, was not considered, although this is a proposal made by the present author. Buru is treated as
Tivoid, although the evidence for this is weak. Indeed, no arguments are made for the internal coherence of
groups such as Beboid and Tivoid, and indeed these are hard to make. The lexical data for Narrow Bantu is
not given, though it is quoted in the text, so it is impossible to see how claims such as those made in Figure 2
are supported by the data. On the positive side, Piron draws attention to the distinctiveness of Ndemli,
Modele and Ambele, previously submerged in the broad-brush classifications of Grassfields.

Finally, in the large volume on Bantu edited by Nurse & Philippson (2003), there is chapter on Grassfields
Bantu (Watters 2003). While the chapter is welcome, there is no explanation why this short summary of a
very complex zone is included and all the other branches of Bantoid excluded, notably Jarawan which is the
best candidate for simply being a Bantu language and not Bantoid.

The present situation is thus not very satisfactory; evidence-based presentations for the classification of
Bantoid remain very weak. In view of a major expansion of available data, it seems worthwhile to try and
advance our understanding of both the languages constituting Bantoid and their relationships to each other.
This in turn should provide us with a much better view of the early stages of Bantu itself; and indeed
possibly change our picture of its likely structure and lexicon.
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4. [East] Benue-Congo

4.1 Overview

Bantoid is a subset of Benue-Congo, a large and complex group of languages, whose exact membership
remains disputed. Originating with Westermann’s (1927) Benue-Cross-Fluss, it took shape in Greenberg
(1963a), Williamson (1971a) and De Wolff (1971). The name ‘Benue-Congo’ was introduced by Greenberg
(1963a) who proposed a division into four branches: Plateau, Jukunoid, Cross River, and Bantoid. Following
Shimizu (1975) and Gerhardt (1989), Jukunoid was subsumed under Plateau. Bennett and Sterk (1977)
expanded Benue-Congo by adding the eastern branches (c-g) of Greenberg’s Kwa; these branches were
grouped together as ‘West Benue-Congo’ by Blench (1989), and Greenberg’s original Benue-Congo was
therefore renamed ‘East Benue-Congo’. By the time Bendor-Samuel’s (1989) Niger-Congo Languages was
published, Greenberg’s Eastern Kwa (i.e. Yoruboid, Edoid, Igboid etc.) was considered part of Benue-
Congo and this is reflected in the map of Nigerian languages published in Crozier & Blench (1992).
However, this new conjunction was adopted almost entirely without evidence, and the Benue-Congo
paradigm of Greenberg is provisionally retained here, with the ‘West Benue-Congo’ languages now moved
to a branch of Niger-Congo that also includes Gbe. Ohiri-Aniche (1999) suggested that the Ukaan dialect
cluster formed a bridge between West and East Benue-Congo. Ukaan has been described by Abiodun (2000)
and Salffner (200x) but its external classification remains highly controversial. As a compromise, Ukaan is
placed as an independent branch of Benue-Congo.

Figure 3 sets out a revised subclassification of Benue-Congo languages;
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Figure 3. Revised subclassification of Benue-Congo languages
Proto-Benue-Congo

Central Nigerian Ukaan ?
|
‘ Bantoid-Cross
Kainji Plateau Jukunoid
| | | Cross River .
Northwest Central Tarokoid Bantpid
Plateau Plateau | | |
Beromic SE Plateau Upper Lower Ogoni  Delta
Cross Cross Cross
N0|rth South
Bendi ?
I
Tikar Tivoid
| Buru
Dakoid Mambiloid
Nyang
Beboid
Furu cluster
Ekoid
Grassffields A group Bantu
including Jarawan
J1 i : | | | Narrow Bantu

Ndemli Ring  Menchum Momo  Eastern

Bendi, previously considered part of Cross River, has been shifted to Bantoid, a change of affiliation

proposed by Blench (2001).

5. Bantoid

5.1 Overview

Figure 4 shows a speculative summary that includes all the language groups that have been described that as
it were ‘stand between’ Eastern Benue-Congo and Narrow Bantu. These languages are very numerous
(>200) and also highly diverse morphologically. It seems likely that new languages are yet to be discovered
and more work in historical reconstruction will improve our understanding of how these languages relate to

one another.
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Figure 4. Genetic tree of Bantoid languages

Bantoid
North . South
Bendi ?
I
Tikar Tivoid
Bur——
Dakoid Mambiloid
Nyang
Beboid
Furu cluster
Ekoid
Grassfields A group Bantu
. . including Jarawan
|
Ndemli Ring  Menchum Momo  Eastern Narrow Bantu

5.2 Dakoid

The Dakoid languages are spoken in the extreme east of Nigeria, in and around the Shebshi mountains. An
outlier, the D3 language, is spoken among the Mumuye people at Yoro (ref). There may be a few villages of
Daka-speakers in Cameroun, but these are numerically insignificant. Speakers of Dakoid are generally
known under the name of Chamba. However, there is another group with which the Daka share their culture,
the Chamba Leko [= Samba Leeko], who speak an Adamawa language (Gwenaelle-Fabre 2003). Boyd
(1994) demonstrates that there has been significant lexical interchange between these two languages,
although they are not closely related genetically.

The first published data on the Dakoid languages is Striimpell (1910) who presented data on . A richer
source is Meek (1931, I 394 ff.) who gave wordlists of Daka of Gandole, Taram and Dirrim of Kwagiri in
addition to his discussion of their ethnology. Meek recognised that Lamja, Chamba of ‘Tsugu’ (=Sugu i.e.
the Chamba of Ganye) and Chamba of Nasarawa should be classified together, although he does not give
wordlists. Meek noted the cultural similarities with the Leko languages but does not advance a hypothesis as
to why their languages should be so different. Westermann & Bryan (1952) placed Daka and associated lects
in an ‘isolated language group’, abnegating responsibility for classifying them.

The first attempt to classify a Daka language appears to be Greenberg (1963) who put Daka together with
Leko as part of his Adamawa group. Bennett (1983), in a wide-ranging study of Adamawa languages
considered this to be erroneous and proposed that Daka would better be classified with the Benue-Congo
languages. The reference article on Adamawa languages by Boyd (1989) accepted this reclassification and
noted links its with the ‘Nyamnyam’ language (now generally known as the Mambiloid language Nizaa).

Blench (1984) also picked up on Bennett’s suggestion and pointed out that Chamba Daka was not an
isolated language but part of a cluster of unknown size and complexity, for which the name ‘Dakoid’ was
proposed. During the 1980’s additional fieldwork on Dakoid languages added some richness to this picture
and a proposal for the internal structure of Dakoid was circulated (Figure 5);

10
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Figure S. The Dakoid languages
Proto-Dakoid

Taram

Nnakenyare Mapeo  Jangani Lamja Dirim Gaa Dong

Early versions of this appeared in Blench (1989), Hedinger (1989), Crozier & Blench (1992) and Blench
(1993).

Research on the Dakoid languages has been limited, with the exception of Raymond Boyd (Boyd 1994;
Boyd and Fardon n.d.) and unpublished data collected by the present writer. Boyd considered the
classification of Chamba Daka in his 1994 publication’ and has published a wordlist of Gaa [=Tiba] showing
parallels in nearby Adamawa languages (Boyd 1999). However, the other Dakoid languages remain
unstudied and even the exact composition of the group remains disputed. Table 3 presents a summary of data
sources on Dakoid languages;

Table 3. Summary of data sources on Dakoid languages

Lect Source or reference
Nnakenyare  Boyd (1994), Blench ms.
Kiri Edwards ms.

Gandole Meek (1931)

Mapeo Boyd (1994) and ms.
Jangani Blench ms.

Lamja Blench ms.

Dirim Meek (1931), Edwards ms.
Taram Meek (1931)

Gaa (=Tiba)  Blench ms., Boyd (1999)
D5 Gambo ms., Blench ms.

Data on Kiri and Gandole is not reliably transcribed and seems not to be sufficiently separate from
Nnakenyare as to indicate a distinct classification. Tola is cited by some Daka as a distinct dialect but a visit
to Tola suggested this was based more on perceived ethnic differences than true linguistic separation.
However, there may well be more Dakoid lects as yet unrecorded in the foothills of the Shebshi mountains.

Linguistically, the morphology of Daka is very restricted, one reason it has proven hard to classify. The
nouns are mostly invariant and only a few exceptional lexical items synchronically exhibit plural
alternations. These are given in Boyd (1994:18) and with one exception are apparently adjectives;

" Boyd apparently considers that Chamba Daka is a Niger-Congo isolate, although this is not explicitly stated
in the 1994 text.
11
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S. pl. Gloss
deéeri domsa long, far

tori topsa short, near
wari wopsa big

mii méém small, child
sokad soktiiim younger, junior

It is certainly true that Daka word structures suggest fossil suffixes, examples of which are shown in Table
4;

Table 4. Possible fossil suffixes in Daka

Suffix Examples Comment
-ba liba ‘cloth pouch’, ?
-ga jaanga ‘okra’, 9

-k(4) luka ‘pimple’, wiuk ‘fish’
-4 d3laa ‘heap’, jiglaa ‘hyena’, kdglaa ‘elephant’, ?

-li  jamli ‘flute” kamli ‘cotton’, nyengli ‘coals’
-m(a) busum ‘ant’, sékum ‘flying ash’, tékim ‘middle’, toomaa ‘ashes’
-n juren ‘anus’, kdsen ‘captive’, nyingen ‘shadow’,
-p barup ‘twins’, béep ‘money’, boop ‘blindness’, sép ‘chisel’,
-ri  yiri ‘sorghum’, =-1i?
-sa diisa ‘owl’, nyaaksa ‘crow’, nyésa ‘breast’, vasa ‘laterite’
-si  gipsi ‘body hair’, gysi ‘life’, josi ‘star’, kasi ‘limit’, lagsi ‘rite’, nyémsi ‘armpit’
-y bay ‘cowry’, bdy ‘bushbuck’, kady ‘maize’,

The Dong [D3] language, spoken by a community that defines itself as Mumuye, is known from a wordlist
circulated by Blench (n.d.) partly reprised in Piron (1996). Blench (op. cit.) suggested that there were some
links with Dakoid, although the material was too fragmentary to be sure, especially as Dong has very large
numbers of loanwords (or cognates with) neighbouring Adamawa languages. Boyd (in ms.) has suggested
that Dong is part of the Mumuye group although he gives no evidence for this belief.

[table]

Boyd (1994:18) observes that the word structure of Daka makes it likely that it once had a productive system
of suffixes and draws from this the conclusion that its classification within Benue-Congo must be erroneous.
However, Mambiloid languages once also had a suffix system (§5.3) and their Benue-Congo affiliation is
not in question, suggesting that the same could have been true of Dakoid.

The Vute alternation -¢/-m and Ndoro -@/-ma seems to parallel that in Daka and in the case of Ndoro ‘child’,
onyé/d0yama, to apply to the same lexical item.

[table]

5.3 Mambiloid

5.3.1 Overview

The linking together of languages such as Ndoro, Vute and Mambila seems to derive from Greenberg
(1963:9). Greenberg treated these languages as co-ordinate branches of his group D. of Benue-Congo, along
with Tiv, Batu and Bantu itself. Earlier surveys, such as Richardson (1957), simply lump together these
languages as ‘non-Bantu’ in a category that also includes Adamawa-Ubangian. The recognition of the unity
of the group appears first in Williamson (1971) who recognised ‘Mambila-Wute’ as consisting of the

12
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Mambila cluster (including Kamkam, Tep, Kila etc.), Ndoro and Vute (=Wute, Buti and including Gandua
etc.).

The use of the term ‘Mambiloid’ to group together a number of languages spoken in the grassy uplands
between Nigeria and Cameroon is of fairly recent vintage. It was first introduced informally in a paper
summary where the newly christened Mambiloid and Tivoid were linked (Greenberg 1974). Greenberg
proposed a two-way division within Bantoid, naming these languages ‘Bane’ and proposing Bantu as the
other co-ordinate branch. Meussen (1974) replying to Greenberg, suggested Bane and Bantu were co-
ordinate subdivisions of Bantu but did not question the Tivoid/Mambiloid grouping. Even at this period,
extraordinarily few languages were considered in making these claims.

Bennett & Sterk (1977) reprised Mambiloid in their Niger-Congo reclassification and the ALCAM
classification of Camerounian languages added two further groups, Nizaa [=Nyamnyam, Suga] and Konja
[Kwanja] (Dieu & Renaud, 1983). Blench (1993) published a summary of everything known at the time
about Mambiloid languages and put forward some suggestions for isoglosses relating the whole family.

The unity of Mambiloid remains controversial. Boyd (1994) considers Vute and Mambila to have no
particular relationship and Endresen (1989, 1992a,b) considers the place of Nizaa [Suga] as uncertain.
Connell (p.c.) remains doubtful about the poorly documented Fam language. Bruce Connell undertook the
Mambilex project during the 1990s and a large number of wordlists were recorded for hitherto unknown
Mambiloid lects. Although a number of publications resulted from this material (Connell 1995, 1996a,b,
1997a,b,c,d,e, unpublished; Connell & Bird 1997), the database itself has remained in limbo and is now
unlikely to be published. However, it is now reasonable to claim that Mambiloid constitutes a unity with the
exception of Ndoro-Fam which remains a tenuous member of this group.

Figure 6. The Mambiloid languages
Proto-Mambiloid

Ndoro Fam Nizaa Kwanja

Mbongno Mvano Mbongno Mvano Tep Vute Wawa

The Njerep language, part of the East Mambila cluster is moribund with a single speaker still able to
converse in 2000 and some five rememberers (Connell & Zeitlyn 2000). This cluster includes Cambap, with
some 30 speakers in 2000, Kasabe, extinct in 1995 but for which wordlist data exists, and Yeni, for which
only songs are remembered.

13
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The Njanga language, with just five speakers in 2008, is becoming increasingly difficult to recover.
Speakers are switching to the related Sundani and engage in codeswitching, making it difficult to be sure

that the Njanga forms are ‘authentic’ (Robson p.c.).

Table 5. Extinct or moribund languages of the Mambila region
Number of Speakers Closest Relative

Language
Cambap (aka Twendi) 30 Mambila (Langa)
Somyev (aka Kila) 20 Tep, Wawa
Njanga 5 speakers, 5 rememberers (2008) Kwanja

Njerep 6 Mambila (Langa)
Bung 3 (no native speakers) (Kwanja)

Kasabe (aka Luo) 0(f11/95) Mambila (Langa)
Yeni 0 Mambila (Langa)

Connell (p.c.), Robson (p.c.)

Map 1. The distribution of Mambiloid languages, including Mambila lects
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5.3.2 Phonology
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5.3.3 Morphology

Vute, described in Thwing (1987), retains a series of alternating suffixes. Table 6, adapted from Blench
(1993), shows the alternations recorded in the sources for different Mambiloid lects and attempts to align
them in terms of possible cognacy;

Table 6. Affixes in Mambiloid (adapted from Blench 1993)

Language Plural markers Source
Vute -0/-b  -p/-m 0,1y  Vo/-n,k Thwing, 1987
-n,- V/-n
Kwanja - 0 /-bi,-ba -o/-t+  (-V)  Weber & Weber, 1987
Nizaa -@/-wu -g/-ya’ Endresen (1989)
Mambila -a/-bo Perrin, n.d. (1)
Ndoro -ra,-¢/-bu  -@/-ma -0/-yi -0/-J1 RMB fieldnotes
-@/-bayi

Morphemes separated by a comma are probable morphophonemic alternations, except where they alternate
with a zero morpheme.

5.4 Tikar

5.4.1 Overview

Tikar is a cover term for three relatively similar dialects spoken in the Cameroun Grassfields, Tikari, Tige
and Tumu. Tikar is spoken on the Tikar plain, south and south-east of Mambiloid proper, and it shares a
common border with some Mambila and Kwanja lects in Cameroun. The first mention of Tikar may be in
Westermann & Bryan (1952) although the Tikar Plain, a highly multi-lingual region, is referenced in many
early administrative documents. The main sources for this language are Hagege (1969), Jackson & Stanley
(1977), Jackson (1988) and Stanley (1991). Following the establishment of a literacy programme, Tikar has
been studied intensively and there are varous academic papers on the syntax as well as a doctoral thesis
(Stanley 1991). Separately a series of lexical studies published in German exist (Mamadou 1981, 1984).
There is also an unpublished lexicon (ref.).

The Tikar language has always been somewhat problematic in terms of its classification. Dieu & Renaud
(1983) placed it together with Ndemli, another language that is hard to classify, although this may be simply
an admission of ignorance. Piron (1996, 111:628) recognises it as part of her non-Bantu group and assigns it a
co-ordinate branch with Dakoid, Tivoid, Grassfields and the other branches of Bantoid (her ‘South Bantoid’)
in opposition to Mambiloid. Stanley (1991) notes that Tikar has many lexical similarities with the
neighbouring Bafia (A50) but that the morphosyntax is quite different.

The Bankim dialect, Twumwu, is the principal one chosen for standardisation and development.
Nonetheless, primary comparisons do suggest that Tikar plays a role in the North Bantoid grouping and it is
tentatively assigned a co-ordinate position with the Dakoid-Mambiloid grouping.

The structure of Tikar is very remote from a classical Bantu noun-class system and of indeed affixes have
been lost, this process has been much more pervasive than in Mambiloid. Tikar has a limited number of
plurals showing initial consonant alternation, some which add —i prefixes and other which have alternating
nasal prefixes (Hagege 1969:37-38). Syllable-final consonants are few in number. However, the —li, —m and
—p affixes are also present in Tikar (Jackson & Stanley 1976:50). Tikar also has second syllables that may be
analysable as CV affixes (Table 7).
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Table 7. Possible fossil affixes in Tikar

Suffix

Examples

-li nyili ‘love’, gkeli ‘bamboo sp.’, kukuli ‘ant’, 1¢li ‘uncle’
-m(i) gwum ‘abcess’, kikeemi ‘tree’, gwim ‘iron’
-p/b  kweb ‘wing’, 1¢b ‘tree sp.’, twib ‘mushroom sp.’, d¢b ‘sky’, mlib ‘woman’,

Other CV finals in Tikar are associated with loanwords.

1. beard
Group Language Attestation Comment Source
Mambiloid  Nizaa gbiin E
Dakoid Daka Kiri gbogsi gibsi  gibsi = ‘hair’ AE
Tikar Tikar gyiwa J
2. buttocks
Group Language Attestation Comment Source
Mambiloid  Njerep ki C
Ba ti C
Dakoid Nnakenyare kiin BF
Lamja kinataa RMB
Tikar Tikar ké J

Commentary: Ba and Njerep are spoken in the same village, Somié, so it may be that there is a t/k
correspondence and ti forms, which are more widespread in Mambiloid are indeed cognate. If so, then forms

such as Mvure tengt are cognate and retain the nasalisation observed in Dakoid.

Ref:

3. dry season

Group Language Attestation Comment Source

Mambiloid Len nyam C

Kwanja pvwana wWw

Dakoid Nnakenyare nwanén BF

Tikar Tikar n®&m  année passée J

4. #jim- to fly

Group Language Attestation Comment Source

Mambiloid Nizaa cim E
Wawa sim

Dakoid Nnakenyare jim  also dum BF
Gaa Iynsi  ‘to make fly’

Tikar Tikar jimi  ‘to jump’ J
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5. light
Group Language Attestation Comment Source
Mambiloid  Camba pwédi mu C
Somyev nja ana C
Kwanja Ndung pwén C
Dakoid Nnakenyare jéna  sunlight BF
Tikar Tikar fwanni J
6. mat
Group Language Attestation Comment Source
Mambiloid Ba ke C
Kwanja Sundani  kfwara-kfwara WWwW
Dakoid Nnakenyare Kkiri BF
Tikar Tikar ke J
7. skin I
Group Language Attestation Comment Source
Mambiloid Ba ngon C
Dakoid Lamja wualn RMB
Nnakneyare guu BF
Tikar Tikar pwu J
8.toswim  #-gwaga
Group Language Attestation Comment Source
Mambiloid Mambila gwaga?l PM
Dakoid Nnakenyare gaa  (+wook ‘water’) B
Tikar Tikar Nditam gva S&J
5.5 Beboid

5.5.1 Overview

The Beboid [=Misaje group] languages are Bantoid languages spoken in principally in Southwest Cameroun
although two languages are also spoken over the border in Nigeria (Map 2).
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Map 2. Beboid languages
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Previous research includes a study of noun classes in Beboid languages by Jean-Marie Hombert (1980),
Hyman (1980, 1981), a dissertation by Richards (1991) concerning the phonology of three Eastern Beboid
languages (Noni, Ncane, and Nsari), Breton’s (1993) survey of languages in the Furu-Awa District of
Northwest Cameroon, Lux (2003) a Noni lexicon and Cox (2005) a phonology of Kemezung. SIL survey
reports have provided more detail on Eastern and Western Beboid (Brye & Brye 2002, 2004; Hamm et al.
2002) and Hamm (2002) is a brief overview of the group as a whole. Rebecca Voll who is researching
Mundabli, has produced several conference presentations and Jeff Good has presented on Naki.
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Photo 1. Noni literacy committee, March 2009

5.5.2 Classification

Figure 7 shows the revised classification of Beboid set out in Hamm (2002), amended by the addition of the
two Nigerian Eastern Beboid languages, Bukwen and Mashi, for which short wordlists are available (Koops
and Blench 2008).

Figure 7. Classification of Beboid (Hamm 2002)

Bchoid

/ '

Western [Ei]-;ra] \l‘.aa[e:m

// Flirigars
L N

[Faig] [Koshin] [

ar Mimdabli [HakiT [Behé] [Hsari] Hond
Fang Hpzhin Brizn /.f\_\ Pl k=t Feat Durmbo Eebz-Jetin Famne
Mazhi Ik Fhovei Beba-Jrmma  Akersta
1 [Mundabli]  Lew Sabongida  Whissa o
- Marclabli P atali Wy Kia Disris cdai - .
/ by Tossn Mo [Hungong]  [Weane] [Moone]
Bukpeng 2 Kintse  Mungong MEkanzhi Laz=in
[ohar] [Missong] [Monken] ik e B m atzuul HEDF
A ber Migzong wnkzn LER Tzt 1 M) Chungi Ibinan
o Bakenching Mizgj Com
Hgn Beinukine Mfume Cin
Hian Ciotin

Despite the confident division into Eastern and Western Beboid espoused since Hombert (1980) it is not
easy to find shared innovations that define these groups. Table 8 and Table 9 represent proposals for shared
lexical items that define east and West Beboid. As Map 2 shows, Beboid languages are closely intertwined
and it is therefore likely that borrowing clouds the picture of and East/West division.

¥ Robert Koops kindly made his field wordlists available and I had them typed, converted to Unicode and
added comparative data.
19



The Bantoid languages: a monograph Draft not for circulation. Main text

Table 8. Proposed East Beboid shared innovations

Gloss Noone  Ncane  Mungong Kemezung Nsari Bebe Cung
belly  t"éen 168 168 t3 téé té t3
moon  kpwé kwit pEi pfia kwi kpwée  fA3dp
eight njan njaa njaa jan njaa njaan njan
give kénja nja njia njia njé nd nja

Good (2008) has stated in conference handouts that he does not accept that West Beboid is a unified group
and that some of the languages classified in Beboid may be Grassfields or other groups. There has clearly
been considerable crossover with

Table 9. Proposed West Beboid shared innovations
No. Gloss Abar Missong Bu Mundabli Koshin Fang Mbu’ Mashi
9. hair ufwi ofu kofo  fe kifu fu fwo dzu

Beboid languages share many of the typical Bantu noun-classes although they have developed ‘extra’
classes that cannot be matched to the standard list.

5.5.3 Phonology

According to Voll (2008) Mundabli has a ten-vowel system with what looks like = ATR harmony. However,
some of the vowels in Mundabli also have pharyngealised equivalents. According to Voll (2008) the lexical
cognates of Mundabli pharyngealised vowels in the closely related Mufu are final velars or glottal stops.
This is shown in Table 10;

Table 10. Mundabli-Mufu correspondences

Gloss Mundabli Mufu

Banana tsé cok
Neck md& mak
mouth dzg dzak
hair 5 fo?

Source: Voll (2008)

5.5.4 Morphology

5.6 Buru

The Buru language is spoken in a single village east of Baissa, below the Mambila escarpment Sardauna
LGA,Taraba State, Nigeria. The only data on Buru is a manuscript wordlist collected by Robert Koops in the
1970s. He also collected data on the nearby Batu languages, which show some similarities, but which are
more obviously Tivoid. The only published discussion of the classification of Buru is Piron (1998) which
assumes it is Tivoid, but without any very conclusive evidence.

Buru has a very reduced noun morphology with only the following noun-class pairings;

e-/ a-
o-/ ba-
gi-/  bi-

which are not distinctive enough to assign the language to any grouping. There is no trace of the doble-
affixing often considered more typical of Tivoid.
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Phonologically, Buru has several unusual features, including the voiceless dental /6/ which may have come
from contact with Jukunoid. It has both characteristic Cr clusters and more unusual sequences such as b and
t0.

Some possibly diagnostic glosses in Buru are shown in Table 11;

Table 11. Buru lexical items not shared with Tivoid

Gloss Buru Comparisons
belly gbum/abim
mouth edo/adda
saliva azin

fat a0a

oil palm gbin/abrin
firewood ekwen/akwe
fire ggu/agu
smoke ¢hun/-

road eyd/ayd
mountain akd/bakd
rain ¢biira

moon ekwen/ekwe
war edim/-

year ¢ya/aya

egg gdé/adé
horn €051/2051)
tail €sa/asa
elephant nk3: / bagk3
name ¢ta/ata

5.7 Furu

Until recently the Furu languages have remained the one exotic and unknown branch of Bantoid. Extremely
inaccessible, they can be reached only via a two days’ trek from the road or via helicopter. They are also
down to the last few speakers or are moribund, and have been cited by the endangered languages lobby in
their literature. Spoken on the Nigeria-Cameroun borderland in Furu-Awa division, there appear to have
been four languages, Bishuo, Busu, Bikyak and Lubu. The linguist Michel Dieu was the first to report the
existence of these languages, and he appears to have collected primary wordlists. However, after his death
the data was apparently lost, and only his lexicostatistical calculations survived, published in Breton (1993,
1995). However, these calculations are very misleading, since they appear to show that Furu languages are
extremely remote from their neighbours. In 2007, the German linguist Roland Kiessling was able to revisit
Furu-Awa and has reported on the current status of these languages with a particular focus on Bikyak which
still retains the most fluent speakers. This suggests that the Furu languages are reasonably well-behaved
Bantoid languages, with eroded noun-class prefixes and numerous cognates with neighbouring languages.

The following tables compare Furu lexical items with their broader Niger-Congo cognates;

sky, up

Family Language  Attestation Gloss Source
PWN -gulu sky (above) M

Ljoid P-jo ogond above, top KW

Kru Grebo yuu

WBC Igbo igwe

Bantoid Bikyak agu up RK

Bantu PB g5ddS sky, top BLR3
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10.leg, foot #[k]p[ar]aga
Family Subgroup Language Attest Gloss Source
ation
PWS -kua- Bein, Fuf3 W
Rashad Tegali gkan foot RCS
Mande Vai kep foot K
Atlantic I alu gbaank leg Wi07
Ubangian Mba ’Dongo ko kana pied Mo88
WBC Proto-Igboid  5- leg KW
kpa(a)
EBC Plateau Reshe u-kana
Cross River ~ Obolo u-kot Co91
Bantoid East Beboid I oone ékals foot SIL
Furu Bikyak eku
Beezen ku-gon
/o-
Bishuo ugwen
Grassfields *PEG *kSlt ELV
Bantu PB koéno E-S BLR3
5.8 Tivoid

5.8.1 Overview

Tivoid languages represent one of the least-known and most poorly characterised of the larger Bantoid
groups. Greenberg (1963) included Tiv, Bitare and Batu, languages now considered to be Tivoid, as three of
the seven co-ordinate branches of Bantoid but did not argue for any special relationship between them. The
recognition that there is a whole group of languages related to Tiv may well be as late as Watters & Leroy
(1989). Indeed no argument for the unity of this group has ever been presented in print and for some putative
Tivoid languages there appears to be no published information. Table 12 lists the known Tivoid languages
and their locations.
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Table 12. Tivoid languages

Language Country
Abon I igeria
Ambo I igeria
Balo Cameroon
Batu I igeria
Bitare I igeria
Caka Cameroon
Eman Cameroon
Esimbi Cameroon
Evant I igeria
Iceve-Maci  Cameroon
Ipulo Cameroon
Iyive Cameroon
Manta Cameroon
Mesaka Cameroon
Oliti Cameroon
Osatu Cameroon
Otank I igeria
Tiv I igeria
Ugara Cameroon

The great majority of wordlists derive from ALCAM, the Linguistic Atlas of Cameroun, hence the list of
120 words which was used for that survey. Materials from | igeria include the Tiv dictionaries of Abrahams
and Terpstra and ms. wordlists collected by Rob Koops in the 1970s. Cassetta & Cassetta (1994a,b,c) have
contributed some initial studies of Ugara. Jockers (1992) reviews the history of publications on and in the
Tiv language itself.

One of the most puzzling members of Tivoid is Esimbi, spoken in Menchum Division, | orthwest Province,
Cameroun. Initial studies of Esimbi are Stallcup (1980a,b) and there is a phonology in Fontein (1986). A
shorter ms. dictionary dates from the era of the Grassfields Working Group, but Coleman (n.d.) has
circulated a more extensive document’.

5.8.2 Classification

5.8.3 Phonology

Table 13 Esimbi Consonant Phonemes

| Point of Articulation

? T understand this project remains uncompleted.
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Manner of | Bilabial | Labio- Alveolar | Palatal Velar Labio- Glottal
Articulation dental velar

STOP

voiceless P t k kp

voiced b d g gb
AFFRICATE

voiceless ts

voiced dz

PRE-I ASALIZED

STOP mb nd ng ngb
AFFRICATE ndz

I ASAL m n n n

FRICATIVE

voiceless £ s h
voiced v 7 v

APPROXIMAI TS | p I r y W

Source: Koenig, Coleman and Coleman (2007)

Table 14 Esimbi Vowel Chart

Front | Central | Back
HIGH i i u uu
MID e ee|lo o |0 00
MID-LOW | ¢ ¢ 5 29
LOW a aa

Tiv itself has been the subject of much discussion because it is one of the small number of | iger-Congo
languages to have both prefixes and suffixes. These are only otherwise common among the Gur and
proximate languages in the Togo-Ghana borderland (Avatime, Bassari and Bogong are examples).

5.9 Nyang [=Mamfe]

I yang [=Mamfe] consists of three languages, Kenyang, Denya and Kendem, spoken in Manyu & Kitwii
divisions of Southwest Province in Cameroun (Tyhurst 1983; Tyhurst & Tyhurst 1983). Due to intensive
literacy programmes in this area these languages are relatively well-known. Table 15 presents basic
information about the I yang languages.
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Table 15. The Nyang languages

Language Dialects Population Main references
Denya Basho, Bitieku, 11,200 Abangma (1987), Mbuagbaw (1996, 2002), Beyer
Takamanda, Bajwo (1982) (n.d.)
Kendem  none 1500 (2001)  Anderson & Kriiger (2004)
Kenyang  Upper Kenyang, Lower 65,000 Bufe (1910/11); Ittmann (1931-2a,b); Ittmann
Kenyang, Bakoni (1992) (1935-6); Tyhurst (1985); Mbuagbaw (1998,
2000)

Source: Ethnologue (2005) + additional references'

The first record of Kenyang appears in Koelle (1854) under the name Koéngiian. His wordlist came from a
freed slave in Sierra Leone born in the village of Bisénawarn, present day Besong Abang in the lower
Kenyang dialect area (Mbuagbaw 2000). Further data on a I yang language appears in the wordlists in
Mansfield (1908) and Bufe (1910/11).

Although the [ yang languages clearly form a group, they are very different from one another. In the survey
by Tyhurst (1983) the lowest lexicostatistic percentage between I yang lects was 47%, indicating
considerable lexical diversity, confirmed by the attached comparative wordlists. Attempts to classify these
languages (principally Kenyang) begin with its assignation to Ekoid (Johnston 1919-1922) under
‘Manyang’, repeated in Talbot (1926) and Westermann & Bryan (1952). It is likely that I yang only appears
as a defined and distinct group in Tyhurst (1983). Subsequently attempts to place it on the Bantoid ‘tree’
have assumed it is a separate branch.

Voorhoeve (1980) who is still unclear about a | yang group, demonstrates the mixed character of these
languages with some prefixes that closely resemble Bantu and others that seem to have undergone mergers
characteristic of Ekoid. I yang has five paired noun classes which show concord with modifiers and
corresponding pronouns. The numbering for classes is used as in [ arrow Bantu except for class 6a which
corresponds to Bantu classification.

5.10 Ekoid

The Ekoid languages, spoken principally in SE | igeria and in adjacent regions of Cameroun, have long been
associated with Bantu, without their status being precisely defined. Crabb (1969) remains the major
monograph on these languages, although regrettably, Part II, which was to contain grammatical analyses,
was never published. Crabb also reviews the literature on Ekoid up to the date of publication.

The first publication of Ekoid material is in Clarke (1848) where five ‘dialects’ are listed and a short
wordlist of each is given. Other significant early publications are Koelle (1854), Thomas (1914) and
Johnston (1919-1922). Although Koelle lumped his specimens in the same area, it seems that Cust (1883)
was the first to link them together and place them in a group co-ordinate with Bantu but not within it.
Thomas (1927) is the first author to correctly point to the Bantu status of Ekoid, but the much later
Westermann & Bryan (1952) repeats an older, less accurate classification. This also propagated another old
error and included the [ yang languages with Ekoid. I yang languages (5.9) have their own quite distinct
characteristics and are probably further from Bantu than Ekoid.

Guthrie (1967-1971) could not accept that Ekoid formed part of Bantu. His first improbable explanation was
that its ‘Bantuisms’ resulted from speakers of a Bantu language being ‘absorbed’ by those who spoke a
‘Western Sudanic’ language, in other words, the apparent parallels, were simply a massive corpus of

9T ote that the bibliographies of the Ethnologue are highly unreliable even in respect of SIL documents
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loanwords. This was later modified into ‘Ekoid languages may to some extent share an origin with some of
the A zone languages, but they seem to have undergone considerable perturbations’ (Guthrie 1971, 1I:15).
Williamson (1971), in an influential classification of Benue-Congo, assigned Ekoid to ‘Wide Bantu’
corresponding to Bantoid.

All modern classifications of Ekoid are based on the data from Crabb (1969) and when Watters (1978a,b)
came to explore the proto-phonology of Ekoid, he used this source, rather than his own field material from
the Ejagham dialects in Cameroun. A problematic aspect of Ekoid in Crabb is a failure to clearly distinguish
phonetic from phonemic transcriptions. Fresh work on Ejagham by Watters (1978, 1980, 1981) has extended
our knowledge of the Camerounian dialects of Ekoid. However, an important unpublished dissertation by
Asinya (1987) based on fresh fieldwork in | igeria made an important claim about Ekoid phonology, namely
that most Ekoid languages have long/short distinctions in the vowels. In 2009, a new survey of part of Ekoid
in | igeria that presently has adopted the name ‘Bakor’ for the cluster has made possible a re-assessment of
the status of some of the languages.

The Ekoid noun-class system resembles Bantu and yet it cannot be said to correspond exactly (Watters
1980). A perhaps more pertinent question is whether Ekoid has any clear innovations that would distinguish

it from A Group Bantu. Table 16 shows some suggested Ekoid innovations;

Table 16. Innovative roots in Ekoid

Efutop PB
Gloss Sg. pl.
eye emar amar  yico
head esi asi tue
hair ela nlu coki
tooth eéman amdn  yino
tongue  éliba aliba  dimi

5.11 Grassfields

5.11.1 Introduction

The Grassfields languages are spoken in the West, | orthwest and Southwest Provinces of Cameroun. The
high grassy plateaux for which they are named extends across into [ igeria, but there are only a few scattered
villages of Grassfields speakers on the Mambila Plateau. The name ‘Grassfields’ first appears in Richardson
(1957:61) without a clear genetic definition. In the 1970s a ‘Grassfields Working Group’ was formed to both
survey and research the languages of the geographical Grassfields but Grassfields was probably first used in
its linguistic sense simultaneously in Hyman (1980) and Stallcup (1978, 1980). Other outlines of Grassfields
appear in Dieu & Renaud (1983), Watters & Leroy (1989) and Piron (1995). The most recent overview is
Watters (2003).

Grassfields is usually divided into ‘I arrow’ and ‘Wide’ (or Peripheral). I arrow Grassfields includes the
Momo languages, the Ring Group, Eastern Grassfields and possibly the isolated I demli, spoken outside the
Grassfields area among Bantu A40 speakers. As so often, there is a worrying lack of justification for any of
these classifications and to be fair, Watters’ text is interspersed with questions about the status and genetic
classification of these languages. Although a scatter of publications focus on individual languages, only for
Eastern Grassfields does a true reconstruction with proposed innovations exist (Elias, Leroy & Voorhoeve
19xx). With these reservations, Figure 8 shows a tentative classification of Grassfields. The languages
outside [ arrow Grassfields are treated as co-ordinate with and not forming a genetic group in themselves as
implied by Piron (1995).
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Figure 8.Grassfields languages

Proto-I arrow Grassfields Ambele Western Momo  Menchum
Ring Momo I demli ? Eastern =
Mbam-] kam
South East Centre West Bamileke | gemba | kambe [ un

5.11.2 Language groupings

5.11.2.1 Ambele

Ambele, spoken in 11 villages in Momo Division, [ orth West Province, Cameroun by some 2600 speakers
in 2000. T ganganu (2001) states that the speakers know the language as Lémbella. The etymology of this
name is said to refer to a species of red ant met by the Ambele in the course of their migrations. She also
mentions that the language is severely threatened as speakers are switching to Betieku and Menka and
estimates there may be less than 1000 speakers in an ethnic group of 6-8000.1t is still classified as a Momo
language in standard references (e.g. Ethnologue 2005), despite being identified as quite dissimilar in a
number of sources. The survey by Ayotte and Ayotte (2002) states clearly that it has lexicostatistical counts
with Western Momo (§5.11.2.2) as low as with other quite different language families in the immediate area.

The first published data on Ambele may be Jungraithmayr & Funck (1975) and there are otherwise the
wordlists appended to Ayotte and Ayotte (2002). I ganganu (2001), a study of Ambele phonology, may well
be the only extended linguistic material of the language. Even from these limited sources, many unusual
lexical items can be detected that are cognate neither with the relevant items in neighbouring languages, nor
with broader I iger-Congo. Table 17 shows a sample of these extracted from the first half of the wordlist.

Table 17. Ambele lexical innovations

Gloss Ambele

nose agi
neck gemi
leg yejet
belly ekot
blood leke
skin gbo
feather gton,
horn san
sky ebola
dew ayop
ground gatop

Source: SIL unpublished wordlists
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Innovations in such fundamental vocabulary suggest strongly that Ambele has adapted its lexicon from now-
vanished predecessor languages.

The phonology of Ambele is known only from [ ganganu (2001). She gives the phonemic vowels as
follows;

Front Central Back

High i it u
Mid- e 0
High

Mid-Low ¢ ) b)
Low a

This is a somewhat surprising inventory and it seems possible that the two high central vowels are
conditioned allophones of /o/. 1 onetheless, she provides limited examples of contrast suggesting their
phonemic status.

I ganganu (2001: 44) gives a small number of examples of length contrast in vowels. These are as follows;

[wii] sheep
[anénee] cat
[atoat] antelope

[gétfpaa]l to fall

Pending more extensive data, these are treated as VV sequences of similar vowels rather than as phonemic
length contrast.
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The tone-system of Ambele seems fairly typical for this region of Grassfields. I ganganu (2001) provides
evidence for contrast between Low, Middle and High as well as Rising and Falling tone. She posits that the
glide tones may have arisen from compression of a sequence of similar vowels with different tones. This

suggests that the glide tones may subdivide into different categories (Low-High, Lo-Mid etc.) but no direct
evidence is given for this.

5.11.2.2 Western Momo

Western Momo is listed as having three lects, Atong, Busam and Manta, although Manta is divided into a
large number of subdialects.

Table 18 shows a series of shared lexemes that appear to be shared among the Western Momo languages and
not to be attested in Eastern Momo.
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Table 18. Innovations defining Western Momo languages

Gloss Atong Busam Manta Bantakpa Tanka Menka  Alunfa Osatu
head fi fi fee fii fee fi efe
blood enkin enkin  enkin nkin  enkin onkin onki
horn efon ndon efon, efon, efon, afon, ofuu
human being we/ wot ve’ bve’ ve’ vet ow\o
rope ayoa €yo €Yo €Yo €Yo oho owii
elephant nsu/ su’ nso’ nso’ nso’ iso ensu’
tortoise embo mba’ mbo’ mbo’ mbo’ kpaambo embo’
SiX etfeti brondat tieti etieti  etiete dati  otonoti
eight \enjini bvapi \nini \enini  \enini \eni  \oninii
ten efwat efot  fwaa efwaa  efwa’ ofwat ofwa’
fall t\ici tsu t\ile t\ili t\ali c\iri c\ili
vomit z\en,  dz\en z\en, z\en, az\en izhon ye oye
push tini pa’e tin tin tini tili teni okpesi
know kjafa kabe  kawe kai  kabe kabi kabe okoko

Source: SIL unpublished wordlists

Even so, the classification that places Western Momo outside I arrow Grassfields which includes Eastern
Momo does not seem very soundly based.

5.11.2.3 Menchum

Menchum is represented by a single language, Befang, which has a number of dialects. Available material
on Menchum is very slight, but includes Abre (2003) and Gueche (2006).

5.11.2.4 Narrow Grassfields
5.11.2.4.1 General

5.11.2.4.2 Ring

5.11.2.4.3 Momo

5.11.2.4.4 Eastern Grassfields

5.11.2.4.4.1 General

5.11.2.4.4.2 Bamileke
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Fe'te'
Ghomala'
Kwa'
Medumba
Mengaka
I da'nda’
I giemboon
I gomba
I gombale
I gwe
Yemba

The Bagam, a subgroup of the Mengaka, appear to have developed their own script, probably sometime in
the nineteenth century. L.W.G. Malcolm, an adminsntrator and ethnographer, documented this script and
submitted a paper to the Journal of the African Society in 1920 (Malcolm (1920/21). The journal was edited
by Sir Harry Johnston, who for reasons best known to himself, considered indigenous African scripts to be
‘clumsy copies of Roman script’. As a consequence, no Bagam characters were ever published and only
came to light some seventy years later, when they were published in the journal’s successor, African Affairs
(Tutscherer 1999). There is a clear connection with the Bamun script (§5.11.3.4.4.4) and some characters are
the same. Unfortunately, the Bagam script has disappeared and it is unlikely we will know more than is
contained in Malcolm’s admittedly amateur record.

5.11.3.4.4.3 I gemba cluster

Gloss

blood

Bambui Bam
bili

nelwi nelu
é

nibtiu ngb
wén

além aldy

9

Bufe Pinyi  Alatining [ kwe Mandan

(Bafut) n n kwe

nilwi nalio  ndlwi neelii  niléwe

nibii noptt  ndbwiind  neb  ndbd
gnd we

alod aldbm  aléma alipa  aléne

5.11.3.4.4.4 1 un cluster
The I un cluster was probably first characterised by Hombert (1980) and this was picked up in the ALCAM
(Dieu & Renaud 1983). Table 19 shows the I un languages listed by the vernacular name for the language,
with the sometimes more familiar name given in the second column.

Table 19. The Nun languages

Beba' Bombe

(Beba')

nélwi nelui

nibdrd  ndba

alé

alé

Language Alternative Population
Baba Papia, Bapa, Bapakum 13,000
Chuufi Bafanyi, Bafangi, [ chufie 8,500
I goobechop Bamali, Chopechop 5,300
Mboyakum  Bambalang, Tshirambo 14,500
Bamenyan Mamenyan, Pamenyan, Mengambo 4,000
Shu pamom  Bamoun, Bamoum, Bamum 215,000
Bangolan 13,500
Mungaka Bali, Li, | gaaka, | ga'ka, Munga'ka 50,000
Dialects Bali | yonga (Bali), Ti (Bati), | de (Bandeng)

I ote: All these languages are assigned the ISO code 639-3
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aléms

Mundum
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nanugd
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andma

Mbatu
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ndlwé
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alé

I jo
(Me
naly

nob

alén
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For some reason, the | un languages were particualrly well-represented among the freed slaves resident in
Sierra Leone when Koelle was compiling his Polyglotta Africana. He has lists of Bati, Baba, Shu Pamom,
Bangolan. Bamenyam and Mongaka (Table 2). Compared with many other languages in this area, the | un
languages are comparatively well-served.

Table 20. Data sources for the Nun languages

Language References
Baba I ashipu (2005)
Chuufi Koopman & Kural (1994), Grant (2007)
I goobechop Achotia (2005)
Mboyakum Anon (2004)
Bamenyan ALCAM
Shu pamom Ward (1937/39), Matateyou (2002)
Bangolan I jeck & Anderson (2003)
Mungaka Sema (1988), Stockle & Tischhauser (1993), Awah (1997)
Bali Vielhauer (1915), Kéhler-Meyer (1941/42)
Ti 1 usi (1986)
I ote: All these languages are assigned the ISO code 639-3
Bamal Bafanj Bamb Bame Bang Bandeng Bapi Bati Baba Bamun Balil yonga
i i alang nyam  olan (Mungaka) (Bamun) (Mungaka) ' (Mungaka)
leg kot koo kwo lakot kpat kwa ktwu tfhanokfwo  ku lakut kwu
sk nopot po po\ nopot  pwat te?epo fanbi tafo pu put niday
y tothi
fire mvo mwo mono  mo moho  mo? mu? mu? mu?  muad mu?

The Bamun people are famous for developing an indigenous script to write the language of the court (Dugast
& Jeffreys 1950; Schmitt 1963). The script itself was devised at the end of the nineteenth century by Sultan
I joya and his scribes. The traditional Bamun corpus consists of manuscripts, chiefly history, treatises on
traditional medicine, local cartography, personal correspondence, and illustrated folktales. Some of these can
be seen on display at the museum in the palace at Foumban. The script passed through several stages of
evolution, from a largely ideographic script to broadly phonetic. In its most recent incarnation it has some
eighty characters. It is not currently in use except for some signage (Photo 2) but a proposal has recently
been put to assign Unicode numbers to the characters (Figure 9);

Photo 2. Bamun script on fishmonger's shop sign in Foumban

-- AIFIRIC A FISSH
MISAFII NSHA AFPIC/A JILPN)AAK
VENTE nes PROBUITS FRAIS ET CONCGELES
ClcsS = DEEMI = CIROISS = PDET AlLL

125> 186 FOuUMBAM

ko TEL / FAX S&B. 2S5-50
WA DE-NB - F7-007 - G1
.17, 9= 1 I—%IIHBIIT

'_.3“?* LI

T_EL: 205 016G i d
iR

SEL¥F- — VICES

Source: Author 2008
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Figure 9. Part of proposed assigned Unicode characters for the Foumban script

1680 1681 1682 1683 1684 1685 1686 1687 1688 1689 168A 168B
|| Plee A |8 | 2|8 % W S
16800 16810 16820 16830 16840 16850 16860 16870 16880 16830 16840 16880
) ()
| @ @PE@| b o KT $E S E
16801 16811 16841 16831 16841 16851 16851 16871 16881 16831 16841 16881
TP E|Y K| WK|4 ||| F
16802 16812 16822 16832 16842 16852 16862 16872 16882 168582 16842 15882
5| $ P40 8 s E R E
16803 16813 16823 168313 16843 16853 16863 16873 16883 16883 16843 16883
Jdk B B S| Y B E ® & T8
16804 16814 16824 16834 16844 16854 168564 16874 15884 16824 16844 16884
8 O|A s LYY E w8 @
16805 16815 16825 168315 16845 16855 16865 16875 16885 16885 16845 16885
6| ® | S| |H ¥ A 9K Z|MH
16806 16816 16826 16835 16845 16855 16865 16876 16885 16896 16846 16886
RO |2 | x| T[S K |t &/ X TIF
16807 16817 16827 16837 16847 16857 16887 16877 16887 16887 16847 16887
S Y IR E $ e H B TR O|
16808 16818 16828 16838 16848 16858 16868 16878 16888 16838 16848 16888
|| || | O+ [ €| K|
16809 16819 16829 16839 16849 16859 16889 16879 16889 16899 16849 16889
Al E PR A&y B PR
16804 16814 168248 16834 16844 16854 16854 16874 16884 15804 16844 16884
AFNRAE:EE Nelr-IE AR IR A IK:
16808 16818 16828 168318 16848 16858 16868 16878 16888 15828 16848 16888
|| ) | £ ]| |G| | | X
1680C 1881C 1682C 1683C 1684C 1685C 16858C 1687C 1888C 1683C 168AC 168BC
o| BR[| X |0 [ & M | B|& € 4 O
16800 16810 16820 16830 16840 16850 16860 16870 16880 16830 16840 1688BD
1 AR RS R AR EI R BE S
1680E 1881E 1682E 1683E 1684E 1685E 1686E 1887E 1688E 158%E 168AE 168BE
Al @ aldlf E X 2 * 8§ <
ﬁF 16_111F 16£F 16£F 16_JJ4F 16&F 1611_-6F 163?F 1%F 16&F 16&»‘6 16&

Source: Everson et al. (2008)

Another language in the I un group is Bali | yonga. Centred on

5.11.3.4.4.5 1 kambe cluster

The [ kambe languages constitute a coherent but internally rather diverse subgroup of Grassfields spoken in
the northeast of the uplands in Cameroun and spilling over into [ igeria. Some languages, such as Mfumte,
appear to be quite dialectally diverse. The main languages are shown in Table 21;
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Table 21. The Nkambe languages

Language Alternative Population Data sources

Dzodinka  Adere 2600 plus unknown number in | igeria ~ Voorhoeve (19xx)

Kwaja Mfumte 3000 Wordlist

Mfumte I fumte 25,000 Orthography booklet

I daktup 3000 Wordlist

Mbe' Mbo 1500 Wordlist

Limbum 73,000 Full-scale literacy project

Yamba Kaka 41,000 plus unknown number in Full-scale literacy project
I igeria

Dzodinka, Kwajand | daktup are all culturally Mfumte and may be cpnsidered Photo 3. The Fon of
dialects, although the Mfumte cluster also has numerous named dialects as

. . Mbem, Yamba
well. Without more data on the morphology of these languages it will be hard
to resolve this type of issue. Yamba and Limbum, which has numerous lexicla
resemblances, have very distinctive morphology and Mfumte lects may show
similar diversity.

An innovation that seems to define the | kambe subgroup is the word for
‘water’, #-dip. Although some other Bantoid groups have forms which may be
ultimately cognate, such as the #-/ib forms in Ekoid, this particular structure,
complete with nasal prefix seems to be distinctive for this group.

HRH. NGWIM SAMUEL Fon o MBEM

Table 22. Distinctive lexical items in the Nkambe cluster

Language Quasi- Dzodinka Manang Ncha? Kwaja Limbum Yamba Mba?
reconstruction (Mfumte)
water ndzip mu:ndip  ndip ndip  ndjép rdz3p ndzdp  ndzap
bone kfup yup vop wup?  wip vob vop wap
sky -bu libo bubu mubit? bambdyd rbi: nto:ba  kwab
u

The word for ‘sky’ is interesting since all the Mfumte lects show reduplication, whereas Mfumte outliers
show evidence of the former noun prefix.

5.11.2.4.5 Synthesis

There is some evidence the I un and | kambe clusters are particularly related. Table 23 shows a number of
cognates between reasonable proto-forms. Cognates also turn up scattered through other Grassfields
subgroups but do not occur across the spectrum of languages indicating a proto-form.

Table 23. Evidence for links between the Nun and
Nkambe clusters

Proto- name cloud water
language

Proto-I un *lini *mba?a *nkyi
Proto-I kambe | *lilin *mbak- *ndzip
Proto-1 gemba — *mba?a *nkyo
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Figure 10. The internal structure of Narrow Grassfields

Proto-I arrow Grassfields

Proto-Bamileke Proto-1 ka

Proto-I un Proto-I kambe Proto-I gemba

6. Bantu

6.1 Overview

The Bantu languages are a type of historical ghost responsible for a great deal of confused thinking about
I iger-Congo. One of the largest and best-known groups of | iger-Congo, they were for a long time
considered a parallel family rather than a minor sub-branch. [Insert brief history of Bantu studies]

Sigismund Koelle (1854) and Wilhelm Bleek noted that many languages of West Africa also showed noun
classes marked by prefixes, and Bleek went so far as to include a West African division in the family he
named Bantu. A different tradition culminated in Meinhof’s work; he saw languages without noun classes
(typically Ewe, but including many [ ilo-Saharan languages) as a type he named ‘Sudanic’. He regarded
languages which were obviously lexically related but had noun classes as being influenced by Bantu and
therefore ‘Semi-Bantu’. The result of such views was a typological rather than a truly genetic classification.

A work that is little-cited in conventional works is Bryant (1963 but manuscript completed in 1945). Bryant
wrote principally on Zulu lexicography and anthropology but this book is an intriguing overview of the
more exotic theories of Bantu origins (including Sumerians, Semites, Dravidians and Caucasians) and a
strong defence of the linguistic unity of Bantu and Sudanic (i.e. | iger-Congo languages). Bryant has an
interesting comparison on Bantu noun-classes with those in I orth Caucasian, in which he concludes that
despite the strong similarities, the resemblances are typological and not genetic. Bryant developed
Westermann’s arguments, which he cites approvingly and his arguments and conclusions are fairly similar to
those currently accepted. It is therefore all the more surprising that his book is not even quoted in standard
reference works such as Flight (1979, 1980) | urse & Philippson (2003). This illustrates the power of
conventional narratives such as Greenberg versus Guthrie to exclude those who inconveniently seem to have
outlined their ideas such as Johnston & Bryant.

I urse (1996) shows that all major modern attempts to classify | arrow Bantu have been based on
lexicostatistics, but have not produced an agreed overall scheme. The most widespread agreement is that
there is a | orthwest Bantu, corresponding to Zones A,B,C, and parts of D; these languages are both more
distinct from the rest and from one another, suggesting more ancient splits. After this many authors see a
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division between East and West Bantu, but the boundaries differ from one scholar to another, with some
suggesting an intermediate Central Bantu.

These classifications all have the defect that they accept the somewhat arbitrary boundaries to Bantu set by
Guthrie. The next logical step has been taken by Piron (1998), who presents a classification which extends
the most recent lexicostatistic classification of Bantu (Bastin, Coupez and Mann, in prep.) to include samples
of all Bantoid groups. In spite of problems caused by inadequate or unrepresentative data from some groups,
and defective lists in others, which are known to cause distortion of results, her work suggests various levels
of relationship between the Bantoid groups. South Bantoid appears as a coherent group, but the next division
is problematical; only the Furthest I eighbour method of calculation shows a clear break between (I arrow)
Bantu and the rest of Bantoid, while the Branch Average method separates East plus South Bantu from all
the rest. Clearly further work with better data is needed to resolve this contradiction, and work with other
methods (shared innovations, reconstruction) is also required to confirm or modify these lexicostatistic
results. A consequence of accepting the basic split in Bantu between | orthwest and the rest is that the
reconstructions of Bantu, such as Guthrie’s (1967-71) Common Bantu or Meeussen’s (1980) Proto-Bantu,
will need to be revised to give more weight to [ orthwest Bantu.

6.3 Jarawan

The Jarawan Bantu languages have always been something of a poor relation to Bantu proper. Scattered
across mnorthern Cameroun and east-central [ igeria, they remain poorly documented and poorly
characterised. The first record of Jarawan Bantu is Koelle (1854), whose Dsarawa probably corresponds to
modern-day Bankal. Gowers (1907) has six wordlists of Jarawan Bantu (Bomborawa, Bankalawa, Gubawa,
Jaku, Jarawa (Kanna) and Wurkunawa) include in his survey of the largely Chadic languages of the Bauchi
area. Striimpell (1910) has a wordlist of the Jarawan Bantu language Mboa, formerly spoken on the
Cameroun/CAR border near Meiganga. Striimpell (1922) and Baudelaire (1944) are the only records of
I agumi, based around | atsari, SE of Garoua in northern Cameroun. Johnston (1919: 716 ff.) assigned the
language recorded by Koelle to a ‘Central-Bauci’ one of his ‘Semi-Bantu’ language groups. Thomas (1925,
1927) recognised the Bantu affinities of the I igerian Jarawan Bantu languages, but Doke (1947) and
Guthrie (1969-71) make no reference to Jarawan Bantu, and the latest reference book on Bantu also exclude
it (I urse & Philippson 2003). Some Jarawan Bantu languages are listed in the Benue-Congo Comparative
wordlist (henceforth BCCW) (Williamson & Shimizu 1968; Williamson 1973) and a student questionnaire
at the University of Ibadan in the early 1970s provided additional sketchy data on others.

Maddieson & Williamson (1975) represents the first attempt to synthesise this data on the position of these
languages. Since that period, publications have been very limited. Kraft (1981), although principally
concerned with Chadic, includes lengthy wordlists of Bankal and Jaku wordlist in a rather doubtful
transcription. An M.A. thesis on Jar provides a phonological sketch and wordlist of one Jarawan lect. There
is also the unpublished grammar and dictionary of Ira McBride (n.d. a,b) prepared in the 1920s and so far
unpublished'. Shimizu (1983) presented an overview of some nearly extinct lects in Bauchi State. This
seems to have been a prelude to a lengthier, more data-oriented publication that has never appeared. Lukas
and Gerhardt (1981) analyse some rather hastily collected data on Mbula, while Gerhardt (1982) published
an analysis of some of this new(er) data and memorably named the Jarawan Bantu ‘the Bantu who turned
back’. Gerhardt (1982) provides data on verbal extensions in Mama and Kantana. Recently, Ulrich
Kleinwillinghofer has made available a comparative wordlist of six Jarawan Bantu lects; Zaambo (Dukta),
Bwazza, Mbula, Bile, Duguri and Kulung, collected in the early 1990s as part of the SFB 268. The
availability of this data seems to be a good chance to re-evaluate the position of Jarawan Bantu in relation to
Bantu. Each lexical entry is commented in a footnote.

'' Apparently an edition is in press edited by Ulrich Kleinwillinghofer and Jorg Adelberger
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The present situation regarding the classification of Jarawan Bantu languages remains highly unsatisfactory.
They are generally regarded as Bantoid and a ‘higher node’. For example in ALCAM (1984) they are treated
as co-ordinate with Tivoid, Ekoid, Grassfields and others. Williamson and Blench (2000) is a reprise of this
view, with Jarawan splitting from a phylogenetic tree after | arrow Bantu but before Grassfields etc. This
classification was frankly based on impressions rather than detailed argument, and, as this paper will argue,
was misconceived.

There seem to be three possibilities;

a. Jarawan Bantu is part of A group
b. PB is quite different from its conventional representation and more like proto-A
c. Similarities between Jarawan Bantu and A are accidental or spurious

The most recent attempt at a revised internal subgrouping of Jarawan Bantu is Shimizu (1983) which follows
Maddieson & Williamson (1975) adding improved ethnonyms and some new lects from the Bauchi area.
This is as follows (Figure 11);

Figure 11. Jarawan Bantu

Proto-Jarawan Bantu

Mboa I agumi I igerian Jarawan Bantu
I uman Mama Lame Kulung Jaku-Gubi Jarawa
Mbula - ‘Bile Ruhi Mbaru  Ruhid Shiki Dulbu  Labir
Bwazza
Zhar Zugur Gwak I dagshi Doori Mbat Muun Kantana Damul

The exact correspondences between some of the names recorded by Shimizu and those in Maddieson &
Williamson (1975) is not always clear, but;
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Mbaru =  Bambaro
Labir = Jaku
Shiki = Gubi
Zhar =  Bankal

One reason that Jarawan Bantu has never been welcomed into Bantu is that it does contain many manifestly
non-Bantu lexemes, even for fundamental vocabulary items. This is presumably the result of its surprising
journey from southern Cameroun to central I igeria, apparently moving in small, mobile groups for reasons
that are still unknown. Extensive bilingualism with speakers of Bantoid, Chadic and Adamawa languages
has caused lexical replacement in many items.

6.4 and the rest
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