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0. Introduction

In late summer 1969, I arrived in Potiskum, Nigeria for the first time. I was a
Research Assistant gathering data on the Ngizim language for a comparative
Chadic syntax project' and for my dissertation. I could not have imagined that 30
years later I would be returning to Potiskum, essentially to pick up where I left off.

From 2001-2004, I worked in collaboration with Dr. Alhaji Maina Gimba of
the University of Maiduguri and speakers of five languages of Yobe State,
Nigeria to document these languages. The primary focus was lexical and
morphological documentation and collection of texts. An important aspect of the
project was to have native-speaking participants do most of the data collection,
and resulting documents have been printed and distributed locally as a stimulus
for members of the respective communities to continue adding to the documenta-
tion after the end of the project.

Though the Nigerian states are somewhat artificial political creations, Yobe
State, fortuitously, has an interesting linguistic composition. There are six distinct
modern languages that are indigenous to the area that is now Yobe State—Duwai,
Ngizim, Bade, Karekare, Bole, Ngamo—and with the exception of Bole, these
languages are spoken almost entirely within the confines of Yobe State (Bole has
a large number of speakers to the south, in Gombe State). The other three lan-
guages with large resident populations in Yobe State are Kanuri, Hausa, and
Fulfulde, all of which have spread into Yobe State area from elsewhere, though

' US National Science Foundation Award #2279, Paul Newman, Principal Investigator. This was
the first of several National Science Foundation awards that have supported work in this area.
Work on an Ngizim dictionary and descriptive work on Bade in 1979-1981 was supported by NSF
award #BNS79-10366 (Russell G. Schuh, Principal Investigator). Work on Bole in 1999-2000 was
supported by NSF award #BCS-9905180 (Russell G. Schuh, Principal Investigator). Most of the
work that serves as the basis for the current paper was done in 2001-2004, supported by NSF
award #BCS-0111289 (Russell G. Schuh, Principal Investigator, Alhaji Maina Gimba, In-Country
Director). I am grateful to the scores of people who have been friends, collaborators, and
facilitators over the past 35 years, especially Paul Newman and Alhaji Maina Gimba. Further
information about the last mentioned project, including downloadable papers, is available at
http://www.humnet.ucla.edu/humnet/aflang/Yobe/.
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the eastern and far northern parts of the state have been Kanuri-speaking for
several centuries. Figure 1 locates the languages discussed in this paper.

The Yobe languages project has revealed yet another unifying linguistic trait
of Yobe State, namely the indigenous languages in this state form a
Sprachbund—an area in which languages share a cluster of typologies that are
absent, at least as a cluster, outside the area. Although the indigenous languages
of Yobe State are all members of the West Branch of the Chadic family, they fall
into two distinct groups. Karekare, Bole, and Ngamo are members of the “A”
group of West Chadic, whereas Duwai, Ngizim, and Bade are members of the “B”
group.” These two language groups, however, share properties that must result
from areal diffusion rather than inheritance from ancestral languages of the
respective subgroups or from a common ancestral language. This paper describes
areal lexical features, one areal feature from morphology, and one from syntax.

Figure 1: Yobe State, Nigeria and the Yobe languages
Yobe State within Nigeria The locations of the Yobe languages

In order to discuss the nature of Yobe State as a linguistic area, some
additional information about the linguistic situation is necessary. The map in
Figure 1 shows that Ngizim, Karekare, Ngamo, and Bole are geographically
contiguous whereas Bade and Duwai’ are geographically separated from this

2See Newman (1977) for the classification of the Chadic languages. Dialectally, Ngizim and
Karekare are relatively uniform. Bole has a major dialect split, roughly defined by the Gongola
River that forms part of the southwestern border between Yobe and Bauchi States. This paper
considers only the Fika dialect, which is that of Yobe State. Ngamo has a major split between the
Gudi dialect to the east, indicated Ngamo (G) here, and the Yaya dialect, to the west, indicated
Ngamo (Y) here. Bade is dialectally so diverse that it might be considered a group of closely
related languages (Schuh 1981). This paper has data from the Western variety, Bade (W), and the
Gashua variety, Bade (G).

® The Duwai area, which is not separately designated on the map, is contiguous to the Bade area,
east and southeast of Gashua. Study of Duwai was not part of the Yobe languages project. While
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group by a Kanuri/Hausa speaking zone.* I will refer to the former group as the
“Potiskum area” languages since Potiskum is the largest city in the vicinity and
many speakers of all the languages live in Potiskum. I will refer to the latter group
as the “Bade-Duwai area” languages. In fact, each of these areas comprises its
own Sprachbund. In this paper I will focus on the Potiskum area.

Although Ngizim is clearly more closely related to Bade than either of those
languages is to Duwai, Bade and Duwai share certain properties not found in
Ngizim and vice versa. Some of these properties must be inherited from the
common ancestral language but have been lost in Ngizim, e.g. ‘nine’ is Duwai
waariyd, Bade (Gashua) wuliya, Bade (Western) wuraya, but Ngizim kud'kiivda.
Others are a result of diffusion within the Bade-Duwai area that must have taken
place after their geographical separation from Ngizim, e.g. a change of original
initial CoaCV to 2CCV as in the word for ‘thirst’: Duwai 5gji, Bade (Gashua) Jgji,
Bade (Western) agjaan, but Ngizim gaji (Schuh 1978a, 1981). Bade-Duwai thus
provide a way to identify properties in Ngizim that result from areal diffusion
within the Potiskum area, i.e., where Bade-Duwai share features not found in
Ngizim or Ngizim-Karekare-Bole-Ngamo share features not found in Bade-
Duwai, a likely explanation is diffusion of those features in the respective areas.

All of the existing close linguistic relatives of Karekare, Ngamo, and Bole lie
to the south, in Gombe and Bauchi states. Two of the better known and better
documented languages are Tangale and Kanakuru. Others are Kirfi, Galambu,
Gera, Kwami, and Pero.’ These languages can provide evidence regarding
features that seem special to the Yobe State languages, and more specifically, the
Potiskum area languages, such as words like Ngizim buuci, Karekare buuci,
Ngamo buushi, Bole buushi all meaning ‘palm leaf mat’ (an old loanword from
Kanuri), which does not seem to be found in West Chadic languages outside Yobe
State.

1. Lexicon

1.1. Shared Lexicon in the Potiskum Area

The most readily visible (or better, audible) criterion for believing that the Yobe
area is a Sprachbund is a large number of shared lexical items that have probably

working on Duwai in 1973-75, I had the impression that it was in the process of being replaced by
Bade and Hausa, or, at its eastern extremities, by Kanuri. However, during the Yobe project 1
discovered that my prediction of Duwai’s demise was premature! It still seems to be actively
spoken by a significant population.

* Fulfulde is spoken throughout northern Nigeria by nomadic herders and in Fulfulde-speaking
villages and neighborhoods of larger towns. In Yobe State and contiguous areas, Fulfulde has
exerted virtually no linguistic influence on the languages with which Fulfulde speakers come in
contact. Though the Fulb’e retain a strong cultural identity and typically speak Fulfulde within
their own communities, they all become fluent speakers of one or more of the local languages,
whereas it is rare to find speakers of other languages who acquire speaking ability in Fulfulde.

* The largest Chadic language speaking group immediately south of Bole is Tera, with whom the
Boles have a special historical connection (Newman 1969/70). Tera belongs to the Biu-Mandara
Branch of Chadic and is typologically quite different from the West Chadic languages.
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not been inherited directly from a Chadic ancestor language but where the original
source cannot be pinpointed with certainty, as would be the case of obvious
loanwords (see below). More specifically the languages of the Potiskum area
(Karekare, Ngamo, Bole, and Ngizim) share many words that are apparently not
shared by Bade nor are they obvious loanwords from outside the Yobe area.’
Particularly significant is the fact that such words are shared between Ngizim and
the other three languages, to which Ngizim is not closely related, but not between
Ngizim and its close cousin, Bade. Also significant are words where Karekare is
phonologically nearly identical to Bole and Ngamo. Though all three languages
are in the Bole-Tangale group, Karekare is not closely related to Bole and Ngamo
within that group.

The tables in (1) present some examples, roughly grouped into social/semantic
categories. All items include Ngizim and at least one of the Bole-Tangale
languages. The fact that items are missing for particular languages means only
that those words did not come up in the current project. In most cases,
corresponding words probably do exist in those languages. In fact the significance
of these lists is that the words came up with no expectation on my part of which
items WOULD be shared across languages. Ngamo examples are from the Gudi
dialect unless otherwise noted.

@) Examples of Yobe areal words

KAREKARE NGaMO (G) BOLE NGIzIM
Shared material culture (foods, clothes, household items)
‘steamed cake’ lamba lamba lamba
‘locust bean cake’ giskirmi gdskormi
‘woman’s loincloth’  diidam diidam diidam diidam
‘basket’ daabir daa’ur daabur daabar
‘stalk door panel’ gwamper gompor gwampet
Animals and birds
‘baboon’ bangai bangéi bange bangai
‘hairy goat or sheep’ bazaa baza baza baza
‘domestic pigeon’ baru baru baru bari
‘grey hornbill’ tiilaako tilaako tiilaakok
Farming
‘type of sorghum’ daashaa daasha (Y)  daasha daasha
‘young corn’ kuncau kunshd kunsho kunco
‘buried granary’ daadafiida  daadafiida daatofiidok

®Some of these items do have counterparts outside the Yobe region. For example, the word
defined as ‘locust-bean cake’ in the first group below was identified by Yobe speakers as Hausa
gaskamii, defined by Bargery (1934) as ‘the mealy pulp from the inside of locust-bean pods’.
Unlike typical loanwords, this word cannot be related phonologically in a straightforward way
across languages, and indeed, the direction of borrowing itself is not obvious.
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KAREKARE NGamo (G) BOLE NGi1zim
Shared aspects of culture (implements, customs, occupations)
‘large pressure drum’ kanjau kanjau kanjau
‘widow’ gudgum gudugim  gudugum
Descriptive terms
‘cold’ layi leilei lai layi
‘sour’ zhiimu ‘smell sour’ shomshom  shomshom comcom

Expressions and grammatical markers
‘until; even’ kaba kapa kapa
‘that’s it, OK’ anya anya anya anya

Shared lexical traits extend above the word level. These include idioms, such
as Ngamo (Y) fana sara, Bole 'yuwa sara, Ngizim joba amai ‘offer condolences’,
all meaning “catch hand” in the respective languages, and many proverbs and
riddles that seem to be regional rather than general to (West) Africa.

1.2. Kanuri as an Areal Force in the Yobe Languages

In northeastern Nigeria, Kanuri, a language of the Nilo-Saharan family, was the
dominant cultural and linguistic force for centuries, extending into the 20"
century. This is evident in the large number of Kanuri loanwords in the Yobe
languages. Although it is possible to identify many loanwords introduced directly
from Kanuri into one or more of the Yobe languages, there is an extensive group
of words of Kanuri origin that typify the languages of the Yobe area but for which
it is not possible to identify the language or languages that served as the path by
which the words were introduced. Moreover, these words set the Yobe languages
apart from related languages, such as Tangale and Kanakuru, which are outside
the Yobe area. A few such words are the following:

2) Some Kanuri loanwords shared across the Yobe languages
Kanuri Bade (W) Bade (G Ngizim Karekare Ngamo (G) Bole

jire jorén jiitai jiifeewa jire jire jire ‘truth’

kare karen  katai  kafé karai karéi karai  ‘stuff’

ngudi  ngudiin ngudi ngudi ngudi ngudi ngudi ‘lazy p.’
ngalwo ngalkd ngalkd ngalkd ngalko ngalkd ngalkd ‘better that...’

The influence of Kanuri has been much greater on Bade-Ngizim as a group
than on the Bole-Tangale languages, suggesting that many of these words entered
Bade-Ngizim while the languages of the group still occupied a contiguous
geographical zone separate from the Bole-Tangale languages. (See Schuh 2003
for discussion of Kanuri loanwords in Bade-Ngizim.) The table below shows
percentages of identified Kanuri loanwords in currently available lexicons:
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Table 1: Percentages of Kanuri loanwords in the Yobe languages’

Western Bade: 12% Karekare: 9%
Gashua Bade: 15% Ngamo: 4.6%
Ngizim: 15.6% Bole: 7%

There is evidence that Bole has borrowed directly from Kanuri rather than
introducing Kanuri loanwords via the Bade-Ngizim languages. For example,
Bade-Ngizim languages adapt Kanuri verbs by borrowing the Kanuri verbal noun,
which has a ¢ suffix, then adding their own inflections. Bole does not have a
single pattern for borrowing Kanuri verbs, but the most common pattern is to add
a suffix n to the root.* Compare loans such as the following:

3) Patterns of Kanuri loan verbs in Ngizim and Bole

Kanuri verbal noun  Ngizim verb Bole verb
njes-to ngestu ngestnu ‘be late’
waa-to waakaatu wakaanu ‘happen’

Karekare and Ngamo, however, seem to have introduced most Kanuri
loanwords via Ngizim and Bole respectively. Compare Karekare ngestu ‘be late’,
with -#- as the final consonant, as in Ngizim in (3), vs. Ngamo (G) ngesnd ‘be
late’, with -n- as the final consonant, as in Bole in (3). Likewise, Karekare bildn
‘beautiful’ < Kanuri boldn is shared with Ngizim and Bade but not with Bole or
Ngamo, whereas Ngamo gede ‘different’< Kanuri gade is shared with Bole but
not with Ngizim or Bade. The introduction of Kanuri loanwords into Karekare
from Ngizim and into Ngamo from Bole is part of larger lexical and cultural
borrowing patterns within the respective language pairs.

1.3. Hausa as a Recent Source of Loanwords

The influence of Hausa provides a useful contrast with Kanuri. The previous
section argued that one of the Sprachbund aspects of the Yobe languages is the
result of a long period of Kanuri influence. Though Hausa has had, and continues
to have, massive influence on the Yobe languages, its influence cannot be viewed
as areal in nature. As is the case throughout northern Nigeria, everyone in Yobe
State, regardless of heritage language, speaks Hausa. Younger people, aside from
those who have grown up in very rural areas, generally seem to feel more
comfortable speaking Hausa than their heritage languages, and in conversations

" The figures, esp. for the Bade-Ngizim languages, are probably too low, first, because I am not an
authority on Kanuri and have certainly failed to identify many Kanuri loans, and second, because
the currently available lexicons of Yobe languages do not include extensive numbers of items in
lexical arenas which would consist largely of Kanuri loans, such as religious, legal, and
philosophical concepts.

81 do not know the source of the n suffix. There is no native verb derivational suffix of this form
in Bole. It may come from one of the complex set of Kanuri inflectional suffixes.
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between speakers of any of the Yobe languages, code-switching between that
language and Hausa is the standard mode of speech. Not surprisingly, all the
Yobe languages have incorporated many Hausa loanwords. The table below
shows percentages of identified Hausa loanwords in currently available lexicons:

Table 2: Percentages of Hausa loanwords in the Yobe languages

Western Bade: 3.8% Karekare: 5.6%
Gashua Bade: 5% Ngamo: 3.7%
Ngizim: 4.2% Bole: 7.1%

These figures are surely on the low side for all the languages because at this
stage of research, there has been no effort made to collect words in lexical arenas
where virtually all words are Hausa loanwords, such as imported trade goods,
modern occupations, modern media and communications, modern mechanical
objects, and the like. Many Hausa loanwords, like Bole ayaba ‘banana’ or keeke
‘bicycle’, themselves originally loanwords into Hausa, refer to introduced items
that would have not had traditional names, and in many cases where a Hausa
loanword refers to something that would have preexisted contact with Hausa, it is
hard to know whether it is really an integrated lexical item or a sort of code-
switch, introducing a Hausa word even though a native word exists. For example,
is Ngizim kiifkudii ‘sandhopper’ (Hausa kitfkudiu) the word that all Ngizims
would now use for this insect or has the speaker who provided the word just
forgotten (or never heard) the native word?

Even allowing for the fact that the figures in Table 2 would be larger with
more complete lexicons, two facts of interest emerge: (1)the low numbers
compared to the percentages of Kanuri loanwords seen in the previous section,
especially in Bade-Ngizim, and (2) the uniformity of the percentages across the
languages (the Bole number is skewed high because the currently available
lexicon for this language is the largest). The relatively low numbers as a
percentage of vocabulary must be a result of the lengths of the contact periods of
the Yobe languages with Kanuri vs. Hausa. While continuous contact with Kanuri
must have lasted over many centuries, intensive contact with Hausa probably does
not extend back much more than a century, and the linguistic dominance that
Hausa exerts today would extend over even less time. The uniformity of the
percentages must have to do with the way Hausa loanwords are being introduced.
Everyone speaks Hausa, and every language is independently introducing Hausa
loanwords through the same processes, viz. frequent code-switching and the
universal practice of using Hausa words when “native” words are not readily
available, either because the concepts are new or because the speakers cannot
immediately access existing native words.

In short, though the lexicons of Yobe languages have been and are being
shaped by the introduction of loanwords from non-Yobe languages, the legacies
are quite different. Kanuri loans have been, for the most part, integrated and
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adapted such that they give the Yobe languages a regional flavor not found in
related languages outside the region. Hausa loans are a recent and relatively
superficial, albeit highly prominent part of the lexicon that does not differentiate
the Yobe languages from virtually any other minority language of northern
Nigeria.

2. Morphology: Gender and Feminine Gender as Default

Proto-Chadic inherited a three-way noun classification system from Proto-
Afroasiatic: masculine singular, feminine singular, and common gender plural. At
least some languages in all the major sub-branches of West Chadic retain this
system. In Yobe State, gender remains a robust lexical feature of nouns in
Western Bade and in Ngamo, as shown by the demonstrative agreement patterns
in (4). Other gender/number sensitive morphemes in these languages are genitive
linkers and personal pronouns.

@) Grammatical gender agreement in Western Bade and Ngamo

Bade (W) Ngamo (G)
masculine gwamaa-mso gidm woye’e ‘this ram’
feminine  tdmaku-mco temshi wonse’¢e ‘this ewe’
plural tdmakund-mdo témka maaye’e ‘these sheep’

Gender as an idiosyncratic property of individual lexical items is in various
states of decay in other Yobe languages. Gashua Bade still retains gender
agreement in its demonstrative system, genitive linkers, and pronouns, but aside
from nouns with inherent natural gender (humans, some domestic animals),
choice of agreement is shifting toward predictability on the basis of phonological
form of the noun—essentially, nouns ending in -, -u, -a take feminine agreement
and others take masculine, though there is fluctuation, especially in vowel-final
nouns (Schuh 1977). Bole differentiates gender/number agreement forms in
demonstratives and pronouns, though not genitive markers. Most nouns other than
those with inherent natural gender take masculine agreement, but nouns in certain
semantic groups have specific genders, e.g. fruit-bearing trees are feminine but
the fruits are masculine (Gimba 2005). Karekare demonstratives are not gender
sensitive, but Karekare does distinguish gender in personal pronouns and in
genitive linkers used in N+N genitives, e.g. mizi ma Jilwaye ‘the husband of
Jilwaye’ vs. men ta idihu ‘the wife of the king’. More investigation is needed to
discover whether there are consistent patterns of gender agreement, but for many
nouns agreement fluctuates. Ngizim has lost gender as a lexical category. There is
only one set of demonstratives, one paradigm for genitives, and pronoun
agreement is like that of English, with regular masculine/feminine agreement only
for referents with inherent natural gender.

Despite this range of systems related to gender, one striking Yobe areal
feature emerges: THE DEFAULT GENDER IS FEMININE. This claim is supported by
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the languages where gender remains a robust lexical category and, ironically, by
languages that are losing or have lost this lexical property.

Evidence for feminine as the default gender in Western Bade and Ngamo, the
languages with robust systems of lexical gender, comes from loanwords. As noted
in section 1.2, the most significant source for loanwords in Yobe languages until
fairly recent times has been Kanuri. Kanuri does not have grammatical gender.
Hence, languages that do categorize nouns for gender must have strategies for
assigning gender to nouns borrowed from Kanuri. Semantic properties play a key
role, in particular when the noun is human and hence has inherent natural gender.
For example, Western Bade kaaditkimaan (m) ‘messenger’ (Kanuri kadinoma)
would normally refer to a role played by a male whereas duukoraman (f) ‘pot
maker’ (Kanuri duwniram [njemd]) refers specifically to women who make pots.
In Ngamo (G) ma’i (m) ‘king’ (Kanuri madi) refers to a position always occupied
by males whereas kilaaki (f) ‘prostitute’ would refer to a female (the latter is
ultimately from English ‘clerk’ and may have come into Ngamo via Hausa,
though it is also used in Kanuri). In Western Bade, all mass nouns take plural
agreement (cf. saasdd-mdo ‘this meat’ with the plural noun in the table above),
and as expected, loanwords with mass referents fall into this category, e.g.
barboran ‘dust’ (Kanuri barbor). Sometimes gender has been assigned by
semantic association with another noun, e.g. zéenaan (m) ‘gourd ladle’ (Kanuri
Jjenyi) may be masculine because of association with the native word madakwdan
(m) ‘gourd cup’.’

For most borrowed nouns, however, natural gender, semantic association,
and/or phonological form do not determine assignment of lexical gender. This is
true both for loanwords from Kanuri, which does not have grammatical gender,
and from Hausa, which does have grammatical gender. As might be expected,
Hausa gender does sometimes coincide with gender assigned by the borrowing
language, but it is just as often overridden, e.g. Hausa goofo (m) ‘kola nut’
borrowed as Western Bade gooron and Ngamo (G) gooro, which are feminine in
the respective languages. Overriding Hausa feminine with masculine in the
borrowing language does take place, e.g. Hausa maaraa (f) ‘food scoop made of a
calabash fragment’ borrowed as Western Bade maaraan (m), but this is less
common than overriding masculine with feminine. Counts of borrowed nouns
according to gender assignment clearly show the skewing of gender assignment
toward feminine. In Table 3, the Bade figures exclude mass nouns (see above)
and nouns with paired masculine and feminine counterparts, such as aapanon
‘Hausa man’, aaponaakon ‘Hausa woman’ (Kanuri aafiino for either gender). The
overall greater numbers in Bade reflect the fact that the currently available lexicon
for Bade is about twice as big as that for Ngamo.

°In providing gender for loanwords, Bala Dagona Wakili, the primary Western Bade speaking
participant in this project, would often say something like, “It has to be masculine (or feminine)
because X is masculine (or feminine).” Unfortunately, I seem not to have cited any such
comments in my notes and cannot recall specific cases.
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Table 3: Counts of gender assignment for loanwords

Western Bade Ngamo (G)

Kanuri | Hausa | Kanuri Hausa
Masculine | 58 28 15 13
Feminine 98 59 32 27

A few typical examples of borrowed nouns that have been assigned feminine
lexical gender show that there is no obvious correlation between form or meaning
and gender.

(@) Some loanwords classified as feminine in Western Bade and Ngamo (G)

Kanuri Bade (W) Kanuri Ngamo (G)

ashir aasiron ‘secret” | kashaar kaskar ‘sword’
bondoga bandogin ‘gun’ jinadd jinaadi “flint stone’
riwa riipan ‘carrion’ | sorgd sirka ‘poison’
Hausa Hausa

daliilii (m) daliilin ‘reason’ | hankalii (m) hankali ‘sense’
g00t0 (m) goorén ‘kola nut’ | gootod (m) g001d ‘kola nut’
makaranta (f) makarantan ‘school’ | ayaba (f)"°  ayaba ‘banana’

Evidence for the default nature of feminine gender in languages that have lost
gender as an idiosyncratic feature of lexical items is more equivocal, but at the
very least this evidence shows that the automatic default is not masculine. As
languages lose a multi-parameter category such as gender, they must decide how
to dispose of the marking system that they have inherited from the time when the
category was active. In the case of Ngizim, we can see what decisions were made
by comparing Ngizim and Gashua Bade, the Bade dialect that most closely
resembles Ngizim. The demonstrative systems of Bade and Ngizim have three
parameters comprising ‘near’ (= proximal), ‘far’ (= distal), and a third parameter,
translatable as something like “that very one mentioned.” Comparing the forms in
(6), it is evident that Ngizim, having lost lexical gender as an active category, has
extended the original FEMININE forms to all nouns, including plurals. (We return
to the fate of the original masculine forms in a later section.) It appears that as
lexical gender began to shift to natural gender in Ngizim (as is now the case in
pronoun agreement), nouns where gender was not an inherent feature were
assigned what was felt to be the unmarked or default form—the feminine.
Eventually, the erstwhile feminine became so overwhelmingly frequent that it was
extended to nouns with referents of masculine natural gender and even plurals.

' The word for ‘banana’ is borrowed into Western Bade as ayabaan, which is categorized as a
mass noun.
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(6) Bade and Ngizim evidence that Ngizim has extended feminine forms
Gashua Bade Ngizim

Near Far Mentioned | Near Far Mentioned
Masculine | kwam- kwam-aani kwam-aanau kwam- kwam- kwam-tonu
‘bull’ .,

aau tku tiiwd
Feminine | tla-tku | tla-tiiwd tla-tonau tla-tku tla-tiiwd tla-tonu
‘cow’
Plural uktl- uktl-aandiiwa | uktl-dandonau | tlaadin- tlaadin- tlaadin-tonu
‘cattle’ ‘s s

aandau tku tiiwd

With pronoun possessors, Bade has a three-way system for marking genitives,
one for masculine and plural possessed nouns, one for feminine possessed nouns,
and a non-gender marked form used with objects of nominalized verbs,
prepositions, and a handful of “inalienable” nouns, such as fgwa ‘household’
(both languages have a single non-gender sensitive system for marking for N+N
genitives). Ngizim has only one method of marking pronominal genitives. The
table below shows 2™ feminine singular and 3™ masculine singular possessive
pronouns, whose morphology is representative of other pronouns in the system. "'

@) Extension of non-gender sensitive genitive to all nouns in Ngizim
Gashua Bade Ngizim

‘son’ ‘daughter’ VN ‘catching” | ‘son’ ‘daughter’ VN ‘catching’

wun-n-am | wunya-tk-am gof-aa-gdm wun-kam wuny-aa-kdm | gaf-aa-kom

wul-Ii wunya-tke-1i gof-aa-li wun-gori wunya-gari gafa-gorl

/wun-Ii/

A comparison of these paradigms shows that the Ngizim genitive most closely
resembles the non-gender marked Gashua Bade forms, exemplified with the
verbal noun+object. The 2™ feminine singular pronoun is virtually identical in the
two languages, modulo some minor phonological differences, and both languages
insert a long -aa-, rather than a gender-sensitive linker, when the first noun ends
in a vowel. The 3" masculine singular form in Ngizim has a formative -ga-, which
is the common gender linker seen with nouns. Notably, Ngizim lacks either of the
gender sensitive linkers -n- and -tk- seen in Gashua Bade. In short, in losing
grammatical gender, Ngizim abandoned all erstwhile gender-sensitive genitive
linkers.

Karekare has moved in a somewhat different direction with respect to its
genitive linkers and demonstratives. As noted above, Karekare has linkers ma and
ta in N+N genitive constructions that agree with at least referents having
masculine and feminine natural gender, respectively. This agreement pattern is

' See Schuh (1977) for a description of genitive systems of languages of the Bade-Ngizim group.
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inherited from Proto-Bole-Tangale and comparative evidence shows that at one
time it also functioned in constructions with pronoun possessors, as it does today
in a number of Bole-Tangale languages—cf. Kirfi kayala mi-shi ‘your (f) ram’ vs.
wiicci shi-shi ‘your (f) female goat’ (Schuh 1978b:35). Karekare, however, has
only a single paradigm of linked possessive pronouns for masculine, feminine,
and plural referents.'”

(8) Extension of feminine genitive pronoun forms to all nouns in Karekare

Possessor ‘husband’ ‘wife’ ‘wives’
1 sg. mizii hino < *tino | meén hnno < *tino | mendee hrino < *tino
2 m. sg. men tiko mendee tiko
2 f. sg. mizii ci < *tici
but cf. nominal genitives
mizi ma Jilwaye men ta idihu
‘the husband of Jilwaye’| ‘the wife of the king’

On the other hand, independent genitive pronouns use the original MASCULINE
forms, regardless of referent, viz. mino ‘mine’, miko ‘yours (m. possessor)’, mici
‘yours (f. possessor)’, etc.

Formatives *m- masculine and *f- feminine also served as bases for
demonstratives in Proto-Bole-Tangle—cf. Kanakuru lowoi me ‘that boy’ vs.
gunyoi she ‘that girl’ (Newman 1974:87). Karekare uses one gender/number
neutral base -m-, undoubtedly from the original masculine, though in Karekare
demonstratives have taken on a different appearance from those of Kanakuru,
which probably looks more like the original:

) Karekare demonstratives

Near Far Forms with gender marked genitives
koor-aayam kooroo am ‘donkey’| cf. kooro ma riya ‘donkey of the bush’
kwar-aayam | kward am ‘house’ | cf. kwar ta ba’ato ‘house of her father
kwarcin- kwarcindo am | ‘houses’

aayam

To summarize, the strongest claim would be that the default gender for Yobe
languages is FEMININE, which runs against the more common tendency of
languages with grammatical gender to take masculine as default. Evidence from

'2 By a regular phonological rule, the sequence #i- becomes a nasally released [t"] before nV. This
is represented as hn- in the first person possessives (cf. fi-kau ‘he ate’ vs. /tina/ > hn-na ‘eating’).
I describe this phenomenon in “Shooting through the nose in Karekare,” available for download at
the website mentioned in footnote 1. Probably as part of the same phenomenon, the *#i- of the
possessive pronoun has disappeared when the consonant of the pronoun is a coronal—cf. kaa tiko
‘your (m) head’, kaa ci ‘your (f) head’, kaa to ‘her head’, kaa timu ‘our head’, kaa su ‘their head’.
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languages that have lost grammatical gender as an active idiosyncratic lexical
parameter shows that an absolute claim for feminine being default is probably too
strong, but these languages have generalized originally feminine morphology in
ways that clearly show that masculine is NOT the default.

3. Syntax

3.1. Marking of Conditional Clauses

The Potiskum area Yobe languages mark conditional clauses in the following
ways (... = the position of the clausal proposition).

(10)  Marking of “if/when” conditional clauses in Potiskum area languages
Bole: baa...(ye)
Ngamo (G): na...(-i)
Karekare: ...ya/ye
Ngizim: ...-n/non

That is, Bole and Ngamo have clause-initial markers translatable as ‘if/when’
and optional clause final markers. Karekare and Ngizim have only clause-final

markers. The examples in (11) illustrate most of the options."

(11)  Conditional clauses in Potiskum area languages

Bole:
ka ngora soota , ngorii ga  boopata  zonge.
if  you tie.FUT lie “if” tie on end  tail hyena
‘If you are going to tie up a lie, tie on the end of a hyena’s tail.” (because
the hyena will run off to the bush with it)
Ngamo (G):

Ngoi @ an-ko ta a go-nni dala dala@ ngap-ni  hata-n-ni.
person if tell you quote AUX going-he swallow axe-“if” hold-for him handle-of-it
‘If a person says he is going to swallow an axe, hold its handle for him.’

Karekare:
Amu tabka @, eko kuma bai.

water spilL.cPL  “if” do.CPL collecting not
‘If water spills, it can’t be collected back together.’

Ngizim:
Non ma a ntana gawa@, a-gaf-ici gaji-u.
person QUOTE AUX swallow.INCPL axe-“if”  hold.IMPER-for him handle-the
‘If a person says he is going to swallow an axe, hold its handle for him.’

" For additional examples, see an extended version of this paper at the website mentioned in
footnote 1.
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The conditional clauses in (11) exemplify what I call imperfective discourse in
Schuh (1998:165), i.e. discourse that refers either to events that have not yet taken
place or that apply generically. Conditional clauses in imperfective discourse in
Yobe languages, and Chadic languages in general, can be translated as English
‘if” or ‘when’ depending on the certainty of the event’s taking place. There is no
formal difference corresponding to the English translations.

“When” clauses also appear in perfective discourse, i.e. discourse which
relates discrete completed events, as in a historical text, a story, or a report. These
clauses use the markers in (12), illustrated in (13).

(12)  “When” clauses in perfective discourse in Potiskum area languages
Bole: ...(ye)
Ngamo (G): No external marking of “when” clauses in perfective discourse.
Karekare: ...(ma)
Ngizim: ...(tonu/ngum)

(13)  “When” clauses in perfective discourse

Bole
Kobam  maala |£e|, ita boli ada a gaa  mocci.
head to.CPL bush ~ “when” she find.SIN dog at inside locust bean

‘When she headed to the bush, she found the dog up in a locust bean tree.’

Ngamo (G)
Turum ha’ako, sai a-goptu bo gaba sot!
lion eat.CPL then beat.SIN-VENT  cough sot

‘When the lion had eaten (the medicine), then he emitted a cough sor!

Karekare
Fati ngataka min tan wada , sai  rasu a benu tidsu.
sun fall.cPL people eat.CPL food “when” then enter.SIN in house lie.SIN

‘When the sun had gone and the people had eaten, then they entered the house
and lay down.’

Ngizim
Da tlanu , ja da nai.
town dawn.CPL  “when” dog AUX come.SIN
‘When the area dawned, the dog came.’

That is, “when” clauses in perfective discourse either have no overt marking
at all or have a clause-final marker. The principal marking of clausal relations is
in the verb aspect choice. Sequential clauses in all these languages use the
subjunctive (SIN) in both perfective and imperfective discourse. The completive
(cpL) conveys posteriority. Note in the examples in (13), the “when” clauses all
have a completive verb whereas the “main” clauses have a subjunctive. The effect
of the completive is to take a step back in the sequence, often repeating the
immediately preceding action, while the subjunctive in the main clause is the next
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event in the story sequence. A translation closer to the Yobe structure would thus
be (illustrating with the Bole example), “She had headed to the bush (and) she
found the dog up in a locust bean tree,” where the pluperfect (“when”) clause sets
up a context for the next event in the sequence in the same way that a conditional
clause in imperfective discourse sets up a context for the consequent clause.

Summarizing the situation for “conditional” clauses in perfective and
imperfective discourse, all the Yobe languages utilize at least a clause-final
marker (with the apparent exception of Ngamo in perfective discourse “when”
clauses, where sequence of tenses is enough),' some require a clause-initial
marker in “if/when” clauses in imperfective discourse, and none use a clause-
initial marker in “when” sentences in perfective discourse (again, with the
exception of Ngamo, perhaps dialectally —see footnote 14).

Other types of subordinate clauses in these languages all use clause-initial
conjunctions, e.g. “before” and “after” clauses, “purpose” and “reason” clauses,
and relative clauses. One thus wonders what the source of the POST-clausal
markers in conditional clauses is. The answer is that all the post-clausal markers
come from definite determiners, some of which are still in use in the respective
languages, and some of which are no longer used as definite determiners, but
which comparative evidence, even at a shallow level, reveals the source to be
definite determiners.

(14)  Definite determiners as the source of clause final conditional markers

Clause type | Clause marking | Determiner source
Bole ‘if/when’ | baa...(ye) Definite article: temshi yé ‘the sheep’
‘when’ ...(ye) (same)
‘if/when’ | na...(-i) Definite article: remshis’e ‘the sheep’
Ngamo (G)| . X . .. N S >
when (no marking) | (cf. -i in Yaya témshi’i ‘the sheep’)
‘if/when’ | ...ye/ya Definite article: lo-yi ‘the meat’
Karekare | ‘when’ ...(ma) Demonstrative: kwara *am ‘that house’
(cf. Kanakuru gamii me ‘this ram’)
‘if/when’ | ...-n/non < Masculine proximal demonstrative:
.. cf. Bade (G): kwam-dani ‘that bull’
Ngizim . , « » N ‘ )
when ...(tonu/ngum)| “Known” dem.: #la tanu ‘that cow
cf. definite article: soondo-gu ‘the shoe’

The Yobe languages have grammatically instantiated a semantic connection
discussed in Schlenker (2004) between definite descriptions and conditionals.
Schlenker says (p. 448), “If [and when as a marker of conditionals—RGS] is

' This is the case in several dozen examples drawn from folktale texts in the Gudi dialect of
Ngamo. The Yaya dialect consistently uses a clause initial maker ido, e.g. Ngamo (Y) Ido Ba
Zenge nduno’o, nzuba sai fani-ni. “When Brother Hyena came(PF), fear then overcame-him(SJN).’
Elicited data that I collected in the mid-1970’s, and which I believe was from the Gudi dialect
(I knew nothing about Ngamo dialect distinctions at the time), also shows clause-initial ido, e.g.
ido ndano, yak nzi nam ula-su ‘when (they) came(PF), then they collected(SIN) their-goods’.
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simply the form taken by the when it applies to a description of worlds.”
Schlenker’s paper provides a formal semantic comparison of definite descriptions
and conditionals that goes beyond the scope of the present discussion. Suffice it to
say that an expression marked by a definite article (or demonstrative) refers to an
entity that is most salient to the domain of discourse whereas a conditional clause
refers to a world that is most salient to the domain of the consequent clause or, in
perfective discourse, to the domain of the next event in the narrative.

The source of conditional clause marking in definite determiners also explains
another fact about conditional marking in these languages, viz. the fact that the
clause-final markers are not obligatorily present (with the exception of Karekare
and Ngizim “if/when” clauses). In Yobe languages, and Chadic languages in
general, determiners are never required by grammatical rules. It is a speaker’s
choice to overtly mark a noun as “known” or “new.” The grammatical optionality
is reflected in conditional clause marking. Karekare and Ngizim do require
clause-final markers in “if/when” clauses. This seems to be a case of
grammaticalization, probably as a way to assure that imperfective and perfective
conditionals be kept separate. Comparative evidence from languages like
Kanakuru and Tangale suggests that at least the Bole-Tangale group of languages
originally used a clause-initial conjunction meaning “if/when,” as is still the case
in Bole and Ngamo. Loss of clause-initial marking in such clauses has either been
facilitated or has been compensated for by requiring clause-final marking.

3.2.  WH Question Formation and Marking of Questioned Subjects
A characteristic feature of all the Yobe languages is the following positioning of
WH question words:

(15) Word order in questions in Yobe languages
Questioned non-subjects: in situ
Questioned subjects: post-VP

In (16) are two questions for each language, the first with a questioned object,
the second with a questioned subject. “Neutral” word order for all Yobe
languages is rigid SVO. Like direct objects, other questioned postverbal
constituents such as indirect objects or instrumentals occupy the position they
would take in statements. Focused constituents, such as constituents that answer
WH question words, have the same positioning and additional morphological
marking, if any, as the corresponding WH words.

(16)  Questioned objects and questioned subjects in Potiskum area languages
Bole

Sauna gojjuu le? ‘What did Sauna buy?’
Sauna  buy.CPL what

Gojjitusooto  in  Sauna lo? ‘Who sold bean cakes to Sauna?’
sell.CPL bean cake to Sauna Q-SBJ  who
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Ngamo (G)
Sauna kaja miya? ‘What did Sauna buy?’
Sauna buy.CPL what
Bo’ota soto ki Sauna@ lo? ‘Who sold bean cakes to Sauna?’
sell.CPL bean cake to Sauna-Q-SBJ who
Karekare
Na’yu  miya? ‘What have I done?’
I do.cPL what
Tuka wada-yi laa? ‘Who ate the food?’
eat.CPL food-the Q-SBJ]  who
Ngizim
Sauna mase tam? ‘What did Sauna buy?’
Sauna  buy.CPL what
Dobds are i Sauna@ tai? ‘Who sold bean cakes to Sauna?”’

sell.CPL bean cakes to Sauna-Q-SBJ who

This syntactic pattern, with in situ questioned non-subjects but post-VP
questioned subjects, is not unique to the Yobe languages. It extends along the
entire eastern edge of the West Chadic speaking region, from Bade and Duwai in
the north to Tangale and Kanakuru in the south. Within Yobe State, the language
to the immediate west of the Yobe languages is Hausa, which fronts all WH
question words. Further south, the Chadic languages west of “post-VP subject”
languages, such as Kirfi and Galambu of the Bole-Tangale group (Schuh 1978b),
have in situ order for all WH questions including subjects.

Although the word order pattern illustrated above is not unique to the
languages of Yobe State, there is a feature that IS unique to the Potiskum area
languages, namely morphological markers (boxed in the examples) of postverbal
questioned subjects. Kanakuru (Newman 1974) and Tangale (Jungraithmayr
2002), for example, have postverbal questioned subjects but no marking other
than position, e.g. Tangale poduk s¢bgk-no néy? ‘who has taken my slaves out?’,
lit. “removed slaves-my who” (Jungraithmayr 2002:14).

The resemblance of the post-VP subject makers to the markers of conditional
clauses discussed in §4.1 is immediately obvious. Only Karekare departs from the
pattern. Assuming that conditional markers and post-VP subject markers all have
their source in definite determiners, the semantic motivation for using these
markers with questioned and focused subjects emerges. The post-VP subject
marker is actually in constituency with the clausal material that precedes it, and
that material refers to a presupposed proposition that is relevant to the variable
expressed by the WH word or to the value assigned in place of the variable, i.e.
the referent that answers the WH question or a subject that takes pragmatic focus.

The source of the Karekare post-VP subject marker na is not clear at the
moment. A definite determiner of the form “n” is widespread in West Chadic, but
not in the Bole-Tangale languages. It is possible that the Karekare na derives from
ma (see the data on “when” clauses above) or, alternatively, it may be borrowed
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from the formative -n/non of Ngizim, which has heavily influenced Karekare in
other ways.
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