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1. Introduction: The integrity of Mambiloid revisited
« outline of paper
— Mambila classification ‘through the ages’
— issues in Mambiloid comparrtive linguistics
— why Somyev?
— brief excursus on methodological matters
— sound correspondences in Mambiloid
— comparative morphological evidence

— concluding remarks



2. Mambiloid classification through the ages
* Westermann & Bryan (1952)
— include Mambila and others in their section on isolated language groups
— lexicon indicates it unrelated to any other language; loan-words from Bantu, other Class
languages, and Vute
— Vute is itself considered to be an isolated unit
 Guthrie & Tucker (1956); Richardson (1957)

— treat Vute as an isolate; “non-Bantu”



 Greenberg (1963)

— first to see a relationship among the Mambiloid languages

— includes Mambila, Vute, Ndoro with Tiv, Bitare, Batu, and Bantu, as Bantoid within
Benue-Congo.
» Williamson (1971)

— first to bring the various languages together as a sub-group, labelled Mambila-Wute,
a branch of non-Bantu Bantoid.

—Mambila cluster, Mbongno, Tep, Mvanip), Somyev), Ndoro, Wawa and Vute

— establishes the essential membership of Mambiloid, and non-Bantu Bantoid North
Bantoid.

— based largely on lexical evidence, but also on morphological (affixing) characteristics.



» classification now fairly fixed
—subsequent work presented few challenges, served mainly to add languages (e.g. Kwanja)
— debate exists as to the relationship between Mambiloid and the rest of Bantoid

—weight of opinion appears to maintain the division (Williamson & Blench 2000).

* Endresen’s (1989, 1991) diachronic study of Nizaa
— challenges the placing of Nizaa within Mambiloid, by extension Mambiloid itself
— classification has not been based on systematic comparative work, is therefore inadequate
— no justification to include Nizaa within Mambiloid

— his evidence suggests there is no reason for separating Nizaa from Bantu generally.



* Thwing’s (1987) study of the Vute noun phrase
— she arrives at a similar conclusion with respect to Vute
— based on a comparison of ostensible noun class markers (suffixes) in Vute with those of

Bantu, together with a listing of sound correspondences.

* Connell (2000) The integrity of Mambiloid
— probably a unified group
— tentatively suggested to be closer to Bantu than previously suggested; a challenge to the top

bifurcation in Bantoid



* Problems and unresolved questions
— Endresen was right; no systematic comparison had been done
— a complex group
— do Nizaa, Vute, Wawa, form a cohesive subgroup within Mambloid?
— if so, are Mvanip, Mbongo, and Tep also a part of this group?
— or, are their similarities a result of shared retention, rather than innovation?
— is Somyev part of that grouping, or are the similarities it shares a result of contact?

— finally, and perhaps most curiously, is Mambila part of Mambiloid?



* Somyeyv, its unique status
— known to and used only by a blacksmith community in the Mambila region.
« sometimes marked it as a variety of Wawa, or of Vute
« such views have more to do with the fact that the Somyev were for long associated with
the Wawa people, not on linguistic grounds.

* now down to its last two speakers, it still has much to say about Mambiloid and its region



3. An excursus on methodology

* Morphological Correspondences or sound correspondences?

* Nichols’ view on the role of morphology vs phonology in historical linguistics

« diagnostic evidence for relatedness does not come from the comparative method, but precedes its
application; i.e the comparative method is applied to languages for which there already is convincing
evidence of relateness.

* such evidence comprises (based on Meillet), morphological paradigms, lexical sets

» morphological evidence is given pride of place, as being resistant to borrowing

Meillet cited: “Grammatical correspondences are proof, and only they are rigorous proof™

but



“Wherever the phonological systems are in precise agreement, regular correspondence makes it possible
to recognize the shared origin of the words and the phonological system, and the systems of grammatical

forms can be explained on the basis of a shared prototype, genetic realtedness is obvious”

(Quotations from Nichols 1996: 47)

« several questions arise from these statements and Nichols’ use of them
 what to do with languages which have little or nothing in the way of grammatical paradigms?
— are these in principle impervious to the comparative method?
* but sound correspondences are necessary to establish the cognacy of the elements participating
in the paradigms

— the existence of sound correspondences is at the root of establishing relatedness
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» Lass (1997: 109): “We assign languages to a family first because they (intuitively) have so many

consistent similarities that we reject the chance of borrowing as the causes”

« on diagnostic features: “In standard practice, the chararcter-field of choice is the ‘equivalence’ or
‘regular correspondence’, a complex of repeatable phonetic correspondences (not ‘similarities’), and

certain kinds of vaguer but still useful semantic properties” (pp 123-4).

and

“[A]ll larger-scale reconstructions depend ultimately on regular segmental phonological correspondences

(and to some extent, but more weakly, on morphosynatctic and lexical correspondences). But phonological

correspondences... are uniquely privileged as primary indexes of cladogenesis™ (p. 126).
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4. Sound correspondences in Mambiloid

« only a subset of Mambiloid is presented

— two lects from each of the two Mambila clusters (Ba, Lemele, W Mambila; Cambap,

Maberem, E Mambila)

+ one of three Kwanja lects (Ndung)

« one of three Wawa lects (Oumiari)

» Vute, Tep, Mvanip, Ndoro, Nizaa

« empty cells in a table represent either a non-cognate form in the language in question, or an absence
of data

- forms in parentheses are generally of uncertain cognacy, but may be included for other reasons of

interest
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» Table 1 shows palatalization of consonants in C1 position relative to cognate forms in Proto-Bantu.
* They are of interest for three primary reasons:

i) they show clear divisions within Mambiloid suggestive of a primary subgrouping (i.e. a
possible division between Mambila and the others, as well as the possible separateness of each of
Mvanip, Ndooro, and Nizaa;

ii) they show a relationship to Proto-Bantu which has implications for putative higher level
branching within Bantoid;

iii) all available items attesting this correspondence are nouns; this suggests the route by which
the observed sound change was mediated (a preceding noun class marker, now lost), and at the same

time buttresses (ii).
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Table 1: Palatalization of *k (¢ = IPA [t{]; PB forms from Tev BRLII).

Index 437 238 462 33 497
Gloss road/path  fowl night (darkness)  navel death
W Mambila Ba CEr cuar cibi kb Cio
Lemele cir cor cip kép cie
E Mambila Cambap cindi cdndo cimb{ kGmbin cd
Maberem  ¢indi condo cimb3an komban
Somyev cudr, cuora (stmna) cutfabi fure kara
Wawa (dzir) cimb3 n combai co1
Kwanja cin citfun ¢im sé (?7)
Vute (dgir) cdné cim come cé
Mvanip (dU3) sondu fimbimi kup (<Mb)
Tep con cimi c€m cua
Ndoro foora cuma ca
Nizaa (je'r) siw (?) c6w, komni  c“aa
Tikar -Cin — kwebbi —
Proto-Bantu -cinda (Cl  -kénda (C1 9) -kébu (C1 5) -kia (C1 5;9)

5) (-jedo)

(bird, pigeon)
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Implosives
« early classifications of Mambiloid held Nizaa and Vute formed a subgroup.
— Endresen (1990/91) rejected this
— possible point of agreementis the presence of implosives
— both Nizaa and Vute have /6/ and /d/, neither of which is found elsewhere in Mambiloid.
« three hypotheses may be mooted to account for the presence of these implosives:
i) they are a shared development between Nizaa and Vute, which would provide solid evidence
for a Nizaa-Vute subgroup within Mambiloid;
ii) they are separate, independent innovations in the two languages;
iii) they are retentions from an earlier common parent language; i.e. Proto-Mambiloid.

» Endresen favours (iii), Thwing is equivocal



Table 2: Correspondence between implosive /6/ in Nizaa and Vute and other Mambiloid languages.

Index 627 831 723 444 662 690 782
Gloss ask two add to cloud squeeze bury red
Ba big-big - fa (bogd) fu-furd -~ bili-si
Lemele bie-ng’ fal berene (b3k) furdng’ bilii
Cambap bi-ka fe: bédi-nia (bon) wura bere
Maberem bie jam bare berg-nep won:g biri
Somyev bo ha: bere-ba for biera
Wawa bara bera bandid-nga buri-nga
Kwanja fe ba: fir b31
Vute bwen-ni badm, birip  bHa-ni bi bain-ni Viri-ni
Mvanip beru
Tep beb h& (b0 n) hu be re
Ndoro ha:la ahi'n ban hila
Nizaa bee baara baa bee, bar béén bui ber
Bantu badi / bGudi (?) badi (biygd) biik bidr



Alveolar implosive
» /d/-words in Nizaa and Vute have far fewer cognates than seen for /6/ elsewhere in Mambiloid,
though where they do occur, the correspondence is almost always /d/.
» like plosive /b/, plosive /d/ is rare in both Nizaa and Vute
— when it does occur there are few cognates found in other Mambloid languages
» the overall picture of implosives in Nizaa and Vute suggests there is little evidence of their presence
being a shared innovation for the two languages

» Endresen’s assertion that their presence in Nizaa is a retention is probably correct



Table 3: Correspondences between /d/ in Nizaa and Vute and other Mambiloid languages.

Index 212 594 678 682 747 563 632 763
Gloss horse pull hoe plant (crop) close (door) dream (v.) sing be straight
Ba dali
Lemele liléy
Cambap ddn dbra dua diri-ni
Maberem  dan ddgdrem
Somyev dam dom
Wawa danai dam anga
Kwanja din dam do &im dg n diinand
Vute d3 dam-ni deni ni don-ni den-ni dzom sOn-ni
Mvanip den
Tep déng do
Ndoro dag die
Nizaa dadny dam dan dog dun dew dog dur
Bantu dim ? diik doé dim ? dingam



Table 4: Laterals and their correspondences in Mambiloid.

Index 543 544 693 760 660 54 529
Gloss bite lick extinguish tongue be heavy  weave intestine sleep (n.)
Ba nema naga njime 1éba fie fie-lie -~ Nt 15m
Lemele nima-ng’ nd39-n¢’ nim-¢€ ndmal lua lua-n&’ le 16m
Cambap nima nana njim-ja ndman lu lua lan lom
Maberem numwd nanga Jiim-gi ndman nia? (najep)
Somyev nom-dai nep gnIm lueb lara
Wawa nama-nga jimta-anga 1émnai lat
Kwanja niim nan nim ti ném lik tu o7 15 nom
Vute ném-ni nam-ni IHm ni (jutm) lihiin lu: 1eé (widm)
Myvanip nemen
Tep nam ne-re njdm néme lilap 1o la tfar-¢ lem
Ndoro nam (mela) urira (Iebi?ai) nima
Nizaa 16m lan lim ki-lém-ni  lur lug (ram) [im
Bantu dom dak dim dimi dito dok (plait) da dé



5. Morphological evidence
* an as yet incomplete picture of the morphological structures found across Mambiloid
* in general, languages exhibit varying degrees of morphology
— all languages show remnants or other evidence of noun classification, as well as other
nominal morphology.
» verbal morphology: Vute and Wawa the most complex
— each shows agglutinative characteristics, inflectional and derivational, reminiscent of Bantu.
« the verb phrase of at least certain Mambila lects appears to be isolating
— at least by the analysis of Perrin (1991)

« for the most part languages of the group remain insufficiently documented to permit detailed study.



5.2. Nominal morphology
5.2.1. Noun classification

« remnant noun class markers, both prefixes and suffixes (Connell 2000, Thwing 1987)

Table 5: Words with possible Cl 6a marker (i.e. liquids/mass nouns)

blood  urine tear(s)  water oil wine beer
Ba hwdm  ndzam jime nimo komo ndema mbe
Cambap wama  mbama jimi nimi kimni nduman  mbdrd
Kwanja kfém ndzaa ndk€r njom kcen 15gom kan
Somyev dz&€m  nudm jari duoma kam
Mvanip dgiram mboo
Wawa  diem nd3ind0m ?&fim  mbim  kim bara sém
Vute tim ninin 1sim mvim  kirdm  b6aa nmgbaa

Nizaa  jam tfuy kim been



5.2.2. Associative (genitive/possessive) Constructions

Table 6: Associative constuctions marked on the modifying noun (the second element).

Ba -0

Lemele -°

Cambap -1

Maberem -¢

Somyev -1

Wawa -1

Vute -i, -e (adds a syllable or lengthens the vowel)
Tep

Ndooro

Nizaa



5.3. Verbally derived nouns
» several processes available in Mambiloid languages for deriving nouns from verbs.

— affixes derive infinitives and/or gerunds, some abstract nouns.

Table 7: Derivational affixes in Mambiloid

Pfx- -Sfx -Sfx -Sfx
Lemele CV- -ng -7
Ba CV- -
Cambap n, -nia
Maberem -ngé
Somyev -da
Wawa -nd -(a)ngd
Kwanja -ni
Vute -ni
Mvanip
Tep -ng¢
Ndooro -0a, a

Nizaa



5.4. Mambiloid Pronouns
5.4.1. Basic Personal Pronouns, Independent Subject
« used as evidence for comparative purposes, pronouns are controversial
— concern arises as to potential interference through language contact.
« typically mark Subject and Object with the same form
— possessive pronouns differ in at least some persons.
* nevertheless, the Mambiloid pronouns are interesting in this respect.
— particularly so, the 2s and 1P forms for Mbongo Mvanip, and Somyev, 2S for Tep
—set these four languages apart.

« also forms for Nizaa, Ndoro, Vute and Wawa set each of these apart



Table 8: Mambiloid Subject/Object Pronouns

1S 2S 3S 1P 2P 3P
Lemele me wd bd bi bén bdn
Ba me wd a bd bi b5
Cambap mi wu bo bari bi bs
Maberem mi WE b3 bor bi bs
Somyev md b3 w) t3 na, barai  bakaba
Wawa m3 wi mu nam nun bdkd
Kwanja md wu wio bi bén b3
Vute mi wil ngé; ngaa nim ni ygab, -bi-
Mbongno me be € te ne bd
Mvanip me be (Tvam) tu nu bdks
Tep me be wd bi ne b3
Ndooro nima niba wuni naja nénjina  nébu
Nizaa mi wil gwil ji nju, diwt b



5.5. Numerals
 numerals also of dubious usefulness in doing comparative work.

— lower numerals, more stable and resistant to borrowing.

* table 9 shows lower numerals in selected Mambiloid languages



1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Ba ffén fa taga nea tin téndzén tébe téndelé | tarnca jula
Lemele ffén famn taur na fiin téindzén téfal téndar tdrdna jula
Cambap | tfini fe: tar na: tfuén ffénder tfini | tféndfeje | féttar tfénna: jutar
Maberem |njunia | jain tar na: témn tini tdranje findarie | tinna juta
Somyev | mwe | han tarr na:n tién témwe ténan téntair ténna:n tfoy
Wawa moi bam-bd | ta-bd nard-bo | téen-bo | témoi tébam-bd | ténta-bo | ténard-bd | tf5y/bIntd
Kwanja |mén |fe tar na flin tfaman tfén fe fé ta tféna bufe
Vute mui baan nasip | ggi tin mui tibadm sér bwétfoy tfoy
Mvanip | ndin ba-hain | ba-tarr | bo-na: | bd-tien | tienmo tienha:n tigtar tigna: jobalu
Tep mo ha: ta na té té€ mo té nd tienta tigna jo
Ndooro | jird ha:la tarra na sO:ni sOmn kird son kwala | sén tara | soy nja jobat
Nizaa mum | baara taira naara | tééna tdn mim sar jer




Conclusions

Progress:

1. Mambiloid exists

2. Status of Nizaa: it is Mambiloid

3. Other branching within the group is difficult to ascertain at this stage and state of knowledge
4. Status and place of Somyev?

5. Status of Mambiloid within Bantoid

and

6. Methodology: sound correspondences vs morphology (!)
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