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ABSTRACT

This research describes the linguistic history of SiSuimbwa (F23), KiSukuma (F21) and
KiNyamweéézi (F22) (henceforth SSN). Two areas are investigated, phonology and
y. In the ive method is used, focussing on five processes:
Bantu Spirantization (BS); seven to five vowel system reduction (7 > 5); Dahl’s Law (DL);
glamhzanon and voloeless nasnl fonnanon Vacabuiary is used to examine quantitative and
Q istics 1o determine lexical retention
and sub- ping. Th i di loyed in analysing shared |
as a measure of qualitative ewdence and hence genetic relationship.

InSSN, the varieties i i are ten: SiSuu a (F23): Si 0 (F23a), SiYoombé
(F23b), and KiLoongo (F23c); KiSukama (F21): KimunaSukuma (F21a), GinaNtuzi)
(F21b), JinaKiiya (F21c), and KiNyamwéézi (F22): KiNyanyéembé (F22a), KiDakama
(F22b), SiGalagaanza (F22d) and K1Konoongo (F22e). SSN is part of Guthrie's (1967-
1971) Bantu Zone F. The rest of Zone F languages are also discussed for comparison:
KiToongwé/ KiBéendé (F10), KiKifmby (F24), ICIWdOngd (F25), KiniLaamba (F31),
KiRimi (F32), KiiRangi (F33) and KéeMbuwe (F34)

The contact models of language development after Thomason and Kaufman (1988) are used,
while the family tree model illustrates the results of lexicostatistics.

The analysis of the data and historical interpretation of the linguistic patterns suggest that
Zone F is a result of linguistic convergence by geographical adjacency. Guthrie (1948:73)
asserts that the zones are mainly geographical entities. But using linguistic criteria to group
them implies that they are also linguistic and hence genetically valid (Guthrie 1948:23,
1967:46-47). For instance, BS is found in F10 and F23 only; DL in F21 and F22b only, and
not in the rest of Zone F, including the core of KiNyamwéeézi (F22a, F22d, F22e)
Glottalization is found mainly in F23. In the rest, especially F21 and F22, borrowing is
suggested, by evidence of double reflexes: Proto Bantu *p — /p/ and /h/. Voiceless
nasalization is also found in the DL languages only, F21 and F22b. Most of the lexical
innovations are not unique to Zone F. They are areal, shared by other zones. Combined with
the phonological facts, this suggests the death of linguistic Zone F.
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS, SYMBOLS AND DEFINITIONS
(i) Abbreviations and symbols

<k1itya> = grapheme <> graphic representation
[krya] hone [ ] phonetic representation

/k1rya/ phoneme  // phonemic representation
tkiya} = ic rep
> = becomes, goes to (diachronic process/derivation)

omes from, derives from (diachronic change)
s realized as (synchronic derivation)

PB *x = Proto Bantu reconstruction, mainly by Guthrie (x = any word)

2 = unconfirmed, uncertain or doubtful case

[ = syllable

o, = any number of syllables

C = any consonant

v = any vowel

+ = syllable boundary

2 = separating different forms of a lexeme or concepts in different languages
(Chapter 4)

cf = compare with these forms, which may be related or not (Chapter 4)

nclosing languages which do not form the complete set (Chapter 4)

nclosing related languages being compared to the rest (Chapter 4)
= explanation follows, especially type of innovation (Chapter 4)

vi intransitive verb

vt transitive verb

p.c. = personal communication

Si SiSiloombo, SiSiloombo (F23a)
Yo = SiYoombe, SiYoombé (F23b)
Lo KiLoongo, KiLoongs (F23c)

Su KimunaSukuma, KimunaSukuma (F21a)

Nt = GinaNtuzu, GinaNtuzi (also GimunaNtuzi) (F21b)
Ki inaK1rya, JinaKilya (also JiminaKiiya) (F21c)
Da KiDakama, KiDakama (F22b)

Ny = KiNyanyeembe, KinyaNyéémbe (F22a)

Ko = K1Konoongo, KiKonoongo (F22e)

Ga SiGalagaanza, SiGalagaanza (F22d)

Be = KiBende/KiTongwe, KiTongwe/KiBéndé (F10)



Us = KinaUshoola, KinaOshoola (F31a)

La = KiniLaamba (Central), KiniLaamba (F31b)

Ha = KintHaanzu, Kinthaanzi (F31c)

Ah = GiAhi, GiAhi (F32b)

Rw = Gwaana, lewaana (F32a)

Mu anyi (GhinyaMunyinanyi) (F32c)
Kn = KIKnmbU North (FZ4a)

Ks = K1K1imbo South (F24b)

Wu = IC1WuUngu, ICiWStngd (F25)

Ra = KiiRangi, KiiRangi (KiiLangi) (F33)

Mb = KeeMbuwe (KiMbugwe), KééMbuwe (F34)

Sk = K1Sukuma, KiSukuma

Nz = KiNyamweezi, KiNyamwéézi

Km = K1K1imbo, KiKifmbo

Lm = KinrLaamba language (not the dialect)

Rr = KIR1mi (or KINyaturo)

Nk = GinaNtuzu + JinaK1rya

Sk = Nk (G + JinaK11ya) + K (K1Sukuma)
Sd = Sk (Nk (GnaNtuzu + JinaK1rya) + KimunaSukuma) + KlDakama
Nz=K +KIK + SiG:

(K
Sy = SiSiloombo + SiYoombe = (SiSuumbwa, SiStumbwa)
Ul = KtnaUshoola + K1iniLaamba C (Central)
Km = Krkrtmbu North + K1Krrmbu South (Kikiimbu), KiKifmbo
SN =8d +Nz
Ar = GiAhi + GIRwana
NM = SN + Km
Lm = Ul + KintHaanzu
RI = Ar + yInyaMunyinanyi, KiRimi
NL =NM +Lm
NR =NL +R1

The following groupings are adapted from the inspirations of Nurse (1979b), Nurse and
Philippson (1980a), Nurse (1988), Nurse and Hi 1993), 1997), Muzale
(1998), Ehret (1999), Schadeberg (2000) and Maho, Nurse and Philippson (2000) with slight
modifications where relevant. They are open for better modification because information is
not yet complete, sometimes it is inaccurate, or it is both.

Western Highlands (DJ60) = KinyaRwanda (DJ61), KiRundi (DJ62), iKiFuliiru (DJ63),
KiShufi (DJ64), KiHangaza (DJ65), iGiHa (DJ66), KiVinza (DJ67)
North Rutara (EJ11-14) = Runyoro (EJ11), RuTooro (EJ12), oLuNyankole (EJI3),



oLuCiga (EJ14)

South Rutara = oRuNyambo (EJ21), oRuHaya (EJ22 (RuZiba (EJ22a), RuHamba (EJ22b),
Runyalhangiro (EJ22c), RuHyoza (EJ22¢)), RuZinza (EJ23), RuKerefe (EJ24)

Suguti (EJ25) = Kilita (EJ25a), KiKwaaya (EJ25b), KiRegi (EJ25c), CiRuri (EJ25d)
North Nyanza (EJ15-EJ17) = LuGanda (EJ15), oLuSoga (EJ16), oLuGwere (EJ17)
Luhya (EJ30 and EJ41) = LuMasaaPa (EJ31) = LuGisu/LuKisu (EJ31a/b), LuBukusu
(EJ3Icl), oLuSyan (EJ31d), oLuTachon (EJ3le), oLuDadiri (EJ31f), LuBuya (EJ31g),
LuWanga (EJ32a), oLutsotso (EJ32b), LuMarama (EJ32c), LuKisa (EJ32d), LuKabarasi
(EJ32e), LuNyala (EJ32f), LuNyore (EJ33), oLuSaamia (EJ34) = LuXaayo (EJ34a),
LuMarachi (EJ34b), oLuSogga (EJ34c), LuNyuli (EJ35), LuLogooli/LuRagooli (EJ41),
Lwidaxo (EJ41a), Lwlsuxa (EJ41b), oLuTiriki (EJ41c)

East Nyanza (EJ42-EJ45) = KiNgurimi (EJ401), KiKuria (EJ43), iKiZanaki (EJ44) including
varieties like iKilsenyi (EJ44b), KiNdali (EJ44c), KiSiora (EJ44d), KiSweta (EJ44e), KiRoba
(EJ44f), Kilkizu (EJ44g) GiRango (EJ44h), KiSimbiti (EJ44k), KiShaashi (EJ44l), KiHacha
(EJ44m), KiNata/Kilkoma (EJ45), (eKiGusii (EJ42))

Thagicu/Central Kenya (E50) = Grkoyo (ES 1), KiEmbu (E52), KiMeru (E53), KiTharaka
(E54a), KiCuka (E54b), KiKamba (E5S5) and KiSonjo (E46)

Chaga/Kilimanjaro-Taita (E60, with or without E74) KiRwo/KiMeru (E61), KiSiha
(E611), KiChaga (E62), KiMachame (E62a), KiWunjo (E62b), KiRombo (E62c), KiWoso
(KiBosho) (E62d), KiSeri (E62e), KiKeni (E62f), KiArusha (E63), KiKahe (E64), KiGweno
(E65), KiTaita (E74) = KiDaBida (E74a), KiSagala (E74b)

Seuta (some G20), (some G30) = KiShambala (G23), KiBondei (G24). KiZigula (G31),
Kilgulu (G34)

West Ruvu (G10, G39) = CiGogo (G11), KiKagulu (G12), KiSagala (G39)

East Ruvu (G30) = KilJhwele (G32), KiDoe (G321), KiZalamo (G33), iKiLugulu (G35),
KiKami (G36), KiKutu (G37), G38 CiVidunda

Sabaki (G40 and E71, E72, E73) = KiMwani (G401), KiMakwe (G402), CiFundi/KiShirazi
(G403), KiTikulu (G41) = (Kitikulu (G412), KiMbalazi (G41b)), KiSwahili (G42) = (KiAmu
(G42a), KiMvita (G42b), KiMrima (G42c), KiUnguja (G42d)), KiPemba (G43) = (KiP*emba
(G43a), KiTumbatu (G43b), KiHadimu/ KiMakunduchi (G43c)), KiKomoro (G44) =
(Kif)gazija (G44a), KiNjuani (G44b)), Kipokomo (E71), KiDhaiso/KiSegeju (ES6).
MijiKenda = (KiGiryama (E72a), KiKauma (E72b), KiConyi (E72c), KiDuruma (E72d),
KiRabai (E72e), KiRibe (E72f), KiJibana (E72g), KiKambe (G72h)), KiDigo (E73))
KiLombero (G50) = KiPogolo (G51), KiNdamba (G52)

Southern Highlands (G60) = eSiSaggu (G61), eKiHehe (G62), eKiBena (G63), KiPangwa
(G64), KiKinga (G65), KiWanji (G66), KiKisi (G67)

Corridor (M10 = Corridor-Fipa, M20 = Corridor-Nyiha) = iCiPimbwe (M11), KiLupgwa
(M12), CiFipa (M13), CiLupgu (M14), iCiMambwe (M15), iCiWanda (M21), CinaMwanga
(M22), ifiNyiha (23), ifiMalila (M24), ifiSafwa (M25), Iwa (M26), Tambo (M27),
(1IC1Wuungu (F25))

Nyakyusa (M30) = IKINyakyusa (M31), CiNdali (M32)




Tanzanian Ciljgoni (N10) = KiNdendeule (N101), KiNindi (N102), CiManda (N11),
Ci)goni (N12), CiMatengo (N13), CiMpoto (N14)

Rufiji (P10) = KiNdengeleko (P11), KiRuihi (KiRufiji) (P12), KiMatumbi (P13), Kil)gindo
(P14)

Ruvuma (P20) = CiYao (P21), CiMwera (P22), CiMakonde (P23), CiMaciipga (M23 1),
CiMaiha (P25)

Northeast Coast Bantu (NEC) = Sabaki (G40 and E71, E72, E73); Seuta (G23, G24, G31,
G34); Ruvu (West and east as shown above); and Pare (G21, G22) (Nurse and Hinnebusch
1993)

The following symbols can be used and/or interpreted interchangeably as follows, when they
occur:

y = IPA [j] (palatal semi-vowel)

j =IPA [}] (voiced palatal stop)

c.ch =IPA [c ] (voiceless palatal stop)
sh = IPA [J] (voiceless palatal fricative)
ny =IPA [n] (voiced palatal nasal)

ng IPA [ng] (prenasalized [g])

ng’ = IPA [g] (voiced velar nasal)

mh = IPA [m] (voiceless bilabial nasal /m/)
nh =IPA [p] (voiceless alveolar nasal /n/)
nyh = IPA [f1] (voiceless palatal nasal /)
oh, ngh = IPA [§] (voiceless velar nasal /n/)

gh =IPA [y] (voiced velar fricative)

t =IPA[4]

th =IPA[6]

BS = Bantu Spirantization

DL = Dahl’s Law

Glott = Glottalization

PAL = Palatalization

(ii) Definitions

Conservative language or variety: a language which has remained stable across time as to
closely resemble its ancestor. KIKIImbu is sometimes called ‘a walking Proto Bantu of
modern times’ because of maintaining many features of its ancestor.

Core or basic vocabulary: lexical items in a language for concepts which are not context-
dependent, for example, head, leg, water, eat, cry, you, I, mother, two, expected to be found

i



in all languages of the world as universal givens.

Cultural vocabulary: words in the lexicon of a language expressing concepts which
dependem on place of domlclle human activity, need for detail, innovation, invention, often

by or economic context, in a continuum between the
universal and the cultural, for example, horse, ship, aadvark, snow, cow, lake/sea/ocean,
shoe, shield, most non-primary colours (outside red, white, black), freeze, etc

Dialect: a linguistic variety in a continuum of several varieties belonging to a larger unit, the
language. Close mutual inter-comprehensibility enables the speakers of each variety to use
their individual varieties without the need for an interpreter.

Genetic language i ip: a ion of languages directly from an
immediate proto language, depending on the level o analysi. For example, oRuHaya and
iCiGogo, or K1nrLaamba (F3 1) and K1Suk 21) arenot related b

do not branch from an immediate ancestor, although they are both Bantu, classified in Zone

Glottalization: change of CPlace feature of a sound to the glottal stop [?] or [h]. In our
context, it refers to change of PB *p to /h/. It suggests that the quality of the plosive was
[p"]. and it involved loss of occlusion and retention of the aspiration, asin SiSuumbwa, which
is a regular diachronic phonological process.

Glmn:hronology |he next step in the use of Lexicostatistics for absolute dating of
languages. L d therefor about the nature
of language.

Language: a speech variety linguistically dlsllncl from other vaneucs whereby mter-
comprehension is severely limited, requiring an for to
occur. Within the same language family or group like two Bantu languages, the boundaries
between languages may be fuzzy, and therefore it is a relative term, while across other
linguistic families and groups, like KiSwahili and Iraqw, it is an absolute term because the
differences of the languages are sharply defined. In this study, ‘language’ is sometimes used
in this distinctive sense, while in others it is synonymous with ‘dialect’

Lenition: weakening of sounds in the strength hierarchy continuum from voiceless stops to
complete sound loss as an inverse of the sonority hierarchy: voiceless obstruents — voiced
obstruents — nasals — liquids — glides — vowels — total loss, or stop — affricate —
fricative — approximant — zero (or stop — affricate — fricative — approximant — zero)

Lexicostatistics: a statistical analysis of vocabulary for relative chronology and grouping.
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Loan, Loanword or borrowed word: a lexical item which is not native to a language but is
adopted and/or adapted from other languages or dialects to become part of its own lexicon,
never to be returned to the source language, contrary to the sense of terms ‘loan’ and
“borrow’ which suggest returning or refunding the word after use.

Names of while the it writing i have been

faithfully wherever it was feasible, some customary representations of the names were simply
not correct. For instance, the name “Takama™ ‘south” was not used because in KrSukuma
and KrNyamweezi, the phonemes /d/, /t/ and /V/ exist independently from each other while
in some cases they may derive from each other as a result of processes like Dahl’s Law where
plosives become voiced asin /t/ — /d/, | ~d/N —. In “dakama’, the phoneme is /d/ rather than
a process of Dahl’s Law from “takama”. Phoneme /d/, as in dakama, exists in words like
madaaso ‘rags’, jidwvi ‘jackal’, odom ‘testicular hydrocele’

Narrow Bantu: languages of Zones A to S according to Guthrie (1967-1967) and the
justification of doing so, including the split of Zones D/E into D, E, J. Those languages which
are D or E, where i are with one letter only, while
those in-between use the two-letter convention of either DJ or EJ. These language varieties
are like D28a (West Holoholo DRC), D28b (East Holoholo (Tanzania), D43 Nyanga, DJ41
oLuKoonzo, DJ42 oLuNande, DJ51KiHuunde, DJ52 KiHaavu, DJ531 KiTembo, D54
KiBembe, DJ56 KaBwari, DJ60 KiRundi-Ki (DJ61 Ki D62
KiRundi, DJ63 iKiFuliiru, DJ64 KiShupi, JD65 KiHangaza, DJ66 iGiHa, DJ67 KiVinza);
Zone EJ ((EJI0 RuNyoro-LuGaanda Group: EJI11 RuNyoro, EJI2 RuTooro, EJI3
oLuNyankole (GiHima), EJ14 RuCiga, EJ20 (RuNyambo, oRuHaya, RuZinza and
RuKerefe), EJ30 Luhya, EJ40 East Nyanza, E46 KiSonjo; E50 Thagicu, E60 Chaga, etc

Or and i ion: The lized forms, mainly
following the PA system.  But ‘many pronunciations have been affected by writing
conventions where it is difficult to trace a sound as originating from a regular sound change
or from the writing system. For instance, the orthographies for I, ©, y, ¢, B, and n were
simplified to accommodate the simple typescripts and printers in use in Europe then. These
simplified and sometimes distorted sounds became i/e for I, w/o for U; ghfory; ffor ¢:
b/v/w for B and mw for gw. This can be illustrated by the case of KIRImi whose dialects
have a high frequency of /f/ instead of the expected /@/. Other examples include the case of
country names like “Malawi” which should be Malaafii, or the famous Tanzanian towns
located in B uma like Mwanza (I , Mwadui (Jwaadufii).

Palatalization: effect of front or high vowels as a secondary articulatory addition to other
sounds, mainly on stops, making their place of articulation more palatal. This is contrasted
with Bantu Spirantization which deletes the CPlace features of stops by replacing them with
the [+consonantal] features of the superclose vowels PB *i and *u, making the fricatives (See



Zoll 1995:542). InK1Sukuma and K hy itioning vowels for
are the superclose *i and *u (or *{ and *u, as represcmed by Guthrie (1967-71). The end
results of palatalization and Bantu Spirantization may be identical

Place names in SSN, like fUSukuma simply mean ‘the land of KiSukuma speakers’ or
*Sukumaland’. So- is the prefix signifying ‘land of’

Prefixes in the names of languages and their varieties: The short forms commonly used
in Bantu languages can be compared to the two figures for the dates when the computers
started. Like the 2yk bug hoax, the fewest possible were used for
economy of memory. In this study, the names are written in full with their prefixes. The use
of the prefix Ki-, and its varieties Kee, K1, Ci-(Chi-), Shi-, Si-, or Ji-, 10 designate a language
in the Bantu group of languages has always been ignored as redundant by earlier researchers
(mostly European) of Bantu languages and linguistics who assumed and some still assume
that the prefixes serve no purpose when rendered into languages like English. Some of the
researchers who followed maintained that tradition of prefix omission. Because of this,

proper phonological and onhographxc records of languages and their varieties was not
adhered to because of the limi d by earlier who imposed their
perceptions and preferences. For example, they normally approximated most of the words,

proper- and place- names to the closest alphabet they knew, normally the Roman alphabet
adopted in KiSwabhili writings. Thus, most of the language names were written in the
KiSwahili format, with uniform prefixes even when they were not used. For instance, a
language like SiSuumbwa is sometimes referred to as KiSuumbwa. One undertaking in
subsequent research should be to correct such lizations and refer to the 1 by
means of their proper Bantu names. The language varieties investigated therefore follow as
far as possible, the phonological or orthographic format closest to how the native speakers
pronounce them, unless space is not available, especially in tables.

Proto Bantu: reconstructed, hypothetical language thought to be the ancestor of all modern
Bantu languages and their dialects.

‘Tone marks in words are avoided in most cases unless it is necessary for making a point
related to tone. Tone marks are indicated mainly when introducing the names of the language
varieties under investigation. Subsequently, the tones are not marked on those languages.

Traditional: accepted from earlier analyses without signil i . Eg, 4
language labels and their boundaries: these are also synonymous with mbes and the
boundaries which were drawn more or less following the limits of each ‘tribe’ (See Map 1.3
from which Map 1./ and /.2 are based). Real life speech communities have no borders and
hence languages have fluid boundaries which continuously interact with other languages.
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Variety: any speech form, either a language or dialect. In the study the term is used to refer
to either language or dialect or both.

Voiceless nasals: there are four, as counterparts of the voiced nasals, /m, n, 1, 5/ namely /m,
1, /b 8/, also represented orthographically as mh, nh, nyh or fih, ngh or gh, where ny and ng
represent N1 and p respectively. They are mainly found in K1Sukuma (F21) and K1Dakama
(F22b)

Vowels from other sources use the 7-vowel system of the cardinal vowels of the International
Phonetic Alphabet (IPA), which Guthrie (1967-1971) used: /, i, i, ii, e, ee, a, aa, 0, 00. u,
uu, y, yy/ . We are using the convention /i, ii, I, 11, e, ee, a, aa, 0, 00, U, UU, u, uw/, like
Nurse (1979a) for West Tanzania, Maganga and Schadeberg (1992) for KiNyamwezi who
represent the sounds as (i, i, L, L, e, ee, a, aa, 0, 00, U, VY, u, uw/, and Schadeberg (1995),
withi, ii, I, I1, e, ee. a, 4, 0, 00, U, UU, u, uw/, with the requisite tones placed where relevant,
possible or necessary. Th ipti i i ‘African
Languages and Cultures for the seven vowels was /i, e, €, a, 9, 0, /

Vowels (double): represent vowel length, equivalent to to /2/ or /7/ as in /a:/ or /&/ whether
as contrastive or phonetically determined

Vowel reduction from 7 to 5 (7 > 5): Process of loss or merger in Bantu languages where
the Proto Bantu vowel system of seven vowels, for instance, /i, e. €, a, 9, o, u/ is reduced to
five, /i, €, a,9,u/ or/i e a, o, u. The process is associated with Bantu Spirantization, as
explained in Chapter 3



Dedication

ForMasele Liindege Dhalaangzli Poondejo, my father; Daudi Nyoloofi; Saayi [JwanaJimenye
Masele; jluombd; TaambaalG Mshamimndr TJwaniGabaadi Tzambxlxja Kulwa; Dooto
0 Naamala [Jwana)| alumé; Gigwa 1) George Mattao;
Saffari Sanka; Averil Ralph Pye; Milembe Masele; Hajjat Hawa Mwanaidi Mufuruki. You
departed quickly before us, and we followed. A microcosm of humanity and eternity.

The tribes. For their tenacity to survive in the jungles. Hopefully they will maintain their
languages a little longer while the notes are still being taken with this faded ink, slowly.

Copyright © Balla F.Y P. Masele 2001
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This research describes the linguistic history of SiStimbwa', KiSukuma® and KiNyamweézi
(henceforth SSN). The three languages are part of what Guthrie (1967-1971) calls Bantu
Zone F' (also known as West Tanzania) (See Map / and 2), The varieties investigared are
ten. These include the following three from SiSaambwa (F23): SiSiloombo (F23a),
SiYoombe (F23b). and KiLoongs (F23c); three from KiSukima (F21): KimanaSukima
(F21a), GiminaNtuzii (also GinaNtazi) (F21b), JinaKiiya (also JimuniKiiyd) (F21¢): and
four from KiNyamwéézi(F22); KiNyanyeémbé (F22a), KiDikama (F22b), SiGalagainza
(F22d) and KiKonoongo (F22e). Hitherto, SSN  has been considered a valid genetic

grouping by Guthrie (1967-1971), Nurse (1979, 1999), Kahigi (1988), Ehret (1999) and

! The forms of the language names with long vowels have been adopted in order to
record the names phonetically, rather than phonemically. The aim is to avoid ambiguities.
For instance, KINyamweezi and JinaK1tya have long /e/ and // both phonologically and
phonetically. although they are erroneously written with a short /e/ and /1/ respectively.

* Another name is KIGwe, presumably, the original core of the K1Sukuma language
around which speakers from other speech communities amalgamated and later became known
as K1Sukuma speakers. KISukuma is a recent name originally used by outsiders. It is
paradoxical though, that the original name, KiGwe, is not used now., except as a cross-
reference in archives, and many speakers do not even know of its existence. lts reference is
also restricted to one location near Lake Victoria rather than the whole K1Sukuma speaking
area (See Guthrie 1967-71).

* Guthrie's work on classification is a classic in Bantu linguistics. His system of
classification is also the most popular, and hence he forms a point of departure for this study.

1
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others. But there are reasons now to doubt this. Thus. the relationship of F23 to SSN will
be investigated in detail. The labels“SSN" and “Zone F" are therefore only referential at this

point.

Furthermore, Zone F contains not only SSN, but also has other languages and their varieties,
the total list under our investigation of which is 22, as shown in 7uble I.1. For comparative
purposes all those varieties’ data are included in order to put SSN in proper perspective.

Where appropriate, these other varieties outside SSN are discussed at some length.

In this study, a comparison is made between the SSN within Zone F to trace its phonological
and lexical evolution observed across time, from as far back in history as we can go for each
variety, to the present. As the variety’s written forms are quite recent. or virtually non-
existent, and since most of the varieties are still essentially oral, going back in time is only
possible by examining the varieties by means of available synchronic data. In unwritten
languages, it is usually necessary to obtain maximally accurate synchronic data for all known
varieties and variations within varieties so as to make the projections into the past as valid

as possible

w



Table 1.1. Language varieties of Zone F (SSN is shaded)

“Language™ “Dialect” “Language” “Dialect”
F10 KiToongwe/ | F10 KiBeende® F24a KiKifmbo
KiBéende North
: : F24 KiKifmbo -
F24b KiKiimbo
South
F21 KiSikima >
F25 iCiWBongs

F31a Kinagshoola

F31 KiniLaamba® | F31b KiniLaamba
(Central

F22 KiNyamweeézi F31c KiniHaanzu

F32a GiRwana

F32 KiRimi F32b GiAhi

Fa2c
yinyaMinyinanyi

F23 SiStimbwa
F33 KiiRangi

F34 KéeMbuwe

* ~Language™ and “dialect” are used in their imprecise form to mean both linguistic
and socio-political entities, “dialects™ being subordinate to the superordinate. “language
shown in Map 1.2 below, the language varieties written in italics are dialects. Where space
was not sufficient, a key using arbitrary letters from A to | was used to represent them.

* The group label of F10 was taken rather than F11 KiToongwe and F12 KiBéénde.
Only one language was used with the assumption that the two are in fact one language. as
explained below.

“ KinaNdaago , KinaMboga, Kin'lambi are not discussed
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The geographical locations of the varieties under investigation are contiguous, found mainly
in Mwanza, Shinyanga, Tabora and Rukwa Regions (See Map /, 2and 3). The primary data
were first collected in Tanzania in the 1970s. The informants wrote their responses in the
questionnaires given to them. In order to improve their quality, the data were revised by
audio recordings in 1999 with the aim of including as accurately as possible not only the

| tier ising of and vowels, but also the tonal tier showing all the

surface tones heard for each variety. The tonal tier was especially included in this revision
of the data as a resource for future use by other researchers who might be interested in
tonology. In this study. however, the tonal aspect is only mentioned in passing where

relevant because it is a vast research area in its own right.

1.1 THE PROBLEM

L.L.1 Background of the problem

Dead languages as linguistic artefacts are often viewed as cultural resources only with
insignificant practical utility. However, the importance of all languages without exception
remains multidimensional when they are extant. For instance, the internal dynamics of
language change like the effect of Tanzania’s language policy on ethnic community languages
is well known (Rugemalira 1994:2-6, Rubagumya 1997, Mekacha 1997, Mkude 1999) and
ceases to be an academic question only. Many of the more than 120 ethnic community
languages and dialects in Tanzania are going to disappear without trace it a concerted effort

is not undertaken now to record what data are currently available, not only in languages per



s¢, but also in other fields where indi; based ledge is ible through language

only. Nishida and Uehara (1981:109) observe this with regard to KiToon

uwe plant names,
that such a culture was vanishing rapidly and a record of indigenous-based knowledge like
ethnobotany was urgently required. Some dialects are going to have very few speakers,
while a few may have none left not far in the foreseeable future. The language varieties under
such real threat include some in SSN. For example, KiL.oongo’s status is not known. because
only occasional mention is made in non-linguistic literature, without any clear idea of how

many speakers are there now, and where they live. Others in this category include F3 Ic and

F34, with only a few hundreds speakers remaining, while the environment for ethnic

languages thriving is so hostile.

In addition, the impact of globalization as a powerful external influence south of Lake
Victoria in the long run is likely to further shrink the languages of ethnic communities. both
geographically and functionally, while making others extinct. This phenomenon is not

confined to SSN alone. As a political, economic as well as a cultural resource for

K and i ion, these ethnic lang; and their
varieties play a central role in the preservation and transmission of culture at grassroots level.
Before this language attrition and/or extinction happens while we are still at the threshold of
major changes in the area, it is imperative to start studying and recording these languages

before it is too late.
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Key to Mup 1.3. Codes and their languages (afier Guthrie s scheme)

[Code T Language Code | Language Code | Language
[D25 KiLega 7319 _| LuBuya E54b | KiCuka (E570)
D28 KiHoloholo J32a_| LuWanga E61 | KiRwolKiMeru
[D28b | KiHoloholo - East | EJ32b_] oLutsotso KiSina
(D41 oLuKoonzo | EJ32c | LuMarama KiChaga
DJ51___| KiHuunde J32d_| LuKis: KiMachame
)J61__| KinyaRwanda | EJ32e | LuKabarasi KiWunjo
[DJ62__| KiRundi 3321 _| LuNyala
[DJ63__| ki uling J33__| LuNyore KiWoso (KiBosho)
064 | Kishui 134 [ oluSaamia y
J65 | KiHangaza J34a_| LuXaayo Kikent
J66__| iGiHa J34b_| LuMaracht KiArusha
0661 | KiUjij J34c_| oLuSonga KiKahe
(D67 Wi 35| CuNyuli KiGweno
LuLogoolt killwana/Malako
a_| Lwidaxo Kigokomo
] DLuNxﬂgkule b Lwlsuxa KiNzlka
A] oLuCiga | oLuTiriki KiGiryama
A LuGanda 1401_| Gifjgore KiKauma
oLuSoga 403_| KiSuba KiConyi
oLuGwere 404 _| Sizaki KiDuruma
[ oRuNyambo eKiGusii KiRabai
[ oRuHaya GiKuria KiRibe
[Ruziba TkeZanaki Kidibana
| RuHamba b_| lkilsenyr KiKambe
Runyalhangiro c_| KiNdali KiDigo
RuFlyoza d_| KiSiora KiTaita
RuZinza e | KiSweta KiDapida
441_| KiRoba KiSagala
449 _| Kelkizu KiTongwe
Kikwaaya GiRango KiBende
KiReki (KiRegi) KiSimbiti KiSukuma
CiRuri KiShaasht KimunaSukuma
KiKara 4m | KiHacha GinaNtuzu
Luhya Masaapa | EJ45__| KeNala/ikoma | | JinaKitya (F220)
LuGisu/LuKisu__| E46 | KiSonjo KiNyamweezi
Cupukusy EST__ | Gikoyo KiNyanyeembe
oLuSyan €52 | KiEmbu KiDakama
oLuTachon E53 | KiMeru SiGalagaanza
oLuDadiri ES54a KiTharaka KiKonoongo




Language Code | Language Code | Language
SiSuumbwa G40_| KiSwahil, Mi5 iCiMambwe
SiSiloombo G41 | KiTikulu M201__| iCiLambya
SiYoombe | Gé1a_| KiTikulu (Socotra) | M21 iCiWanda
KiLoongo (EJ10/20) | G41b_| KiMbalazi M22 CinaMwanga
KiKnmbu 42a_| KiAmu M23 iiNyiha
KiKnmbo N 542b_| KiMvita M24 i[iMalila
KiKiimbo S 542c_| KiMrima M25 ifiSafwa
1C1Woungo Ga2d iUng M31 1KiNyakyusa
KintLaamba Gé2e_| KiMalindi M3z CiNdali
KinaUshoola 42f_| CiFundi W4T CiTaabwa
KiniLaamba C 429 | Cwaka N101__| KiNdendeule
KintHaanzu 42h_| Civumba N102__| KiNindi
Kinlambi 421 | Nosse Be N CiManda
KinaMbuga G43__| KiPemba N1 CiNgoni
KiRimi Gé3a_| KiPhemba NT CiMatengo
GiRwana G43b_| KiTumbatu NT CiMpoto
GiAhT Ga3c_| KiMakunduchi | N15 CiTonga (CiSiska)
yinyamunyinanyi Ga3d_| KiMafia P KiNdengereko
KiiRangi G44__| KiKomoro P KiRuihy/Rufiji
KeeMbuwe 44a_| [iNgazija P KiMatumbi
CiGogo 44b_| KiNjuani P iNgindo
CiKagulu iHc | KiMwani P’ KiMbunga
KiTupeta/Taveta 44d_| KiMaore P Civao
CiAsu/CaswKiPare | G51__| KiPogolo P22 CiMwera
KiShambala G52__| KiNdamba P23 CiMakonde
KiBondei GB1__| esisangu P231___| CiMaciinga
KiZigula G62__| eKiHehe P24 CiNdonde
KiNghwele G63__| eKiBena P25 CiMapiha
KiDoe. G64_| KiPangwa P3T iMakua
Kizalamo G65 | KiKinga Non-Bantu
KiNgulu GB6__| Kiwanji CUST_| Traqw
TKiLugulu G67__| KiKisi XCUS2_| Mbugu
Kikami Mi1__|iCiPimbwe XKHO _| Hadza
KiKutu Mi2_| KiRungwa XNILT__| Dholuo
Cividunda M13__| CiFipa XNIL2__| II-Maasar
KiSagala M14__| CiLungu XNIL3__| Datog~

ushitic, non-Bantu
XNIL = Nilo-Saharan, non-Bantu

“Not all dialects, languages, or language groups have been included, because of either lack of space
or fragmentary information, although most languages are represented.



L.1.2. Statement of the problem
Most Bantu linguistic varieties are still undescribed and information about them is lacking
Nurse

(Polomé 1980:5; Kahigi 1988:6, 7. Brenzinger, Heine, & Sommer 1991:2:

1995b:467; 1999:10, 11). Uncovering their historical roots in a more systematic way using
a technique like the Comparative Method, described below, will contribute towards a better

understanding of the larger groups which they form.

. Research Objectives
The study has one aim: tracing the linguistic history of SSN using phonological and lexical

data, and relating that history to that of neighbouring languages. This involves using the two

of comparati ion: the rel and the 1
The relatedness hypothesis assumes that close similarity between two or more varieties can

be best explained by assuming their historical relatedness and derivation from a single

protoform. It also assumes that their linguistic histories can be explained by examining the

lexical or mor ic di between them. The regularity
Ahypothesis states that it is possible to a \guage on the that
sound changes in languages are regular and predi , and any ity caused by internal

or external factors like contact with other languages or varieties can be accounted for.

While it is possible to arrange the varieties in relative chronology as their vocabularies depart

in form and meaning from the protolanguage, it is difficult, if not impossible to determine a

1



precise unit of absolute chronology, e.g. of years, decades, centuries. or millennia to such
classified members of a category if no other supporting external evidence like specimens of
material culture is available to corroborate those dates (Worsley and Rumberger 1949:46;

Nurse 1997:366).

Thus, the objective of this research can be summarized as the description of the evolution of
the phonological and lexical aspects of SSN. From the results, a possible classification of
the varieties is made based on the historical interpretation of the observed patterns and their

implications for Zone F in general, and for SSN in particular

1.1.4. Significance of the problem

As a single unit, Zone F or West Tanzania in general, and SSN in particular has not been
investigated systematically enough apart from a few studies, mainly by Nurse (1979a, 1999),
Ehret (1984, 1994, 1999) and the seminal but general work by Guthrie (1967-71) on the
whole of Bantu. This study is therefore significant in three ways. First, it is the first of its kind
to compare features of these 22 varieties at once. The study provides linguistic data for use
by others in genetic classification and/or any other purposes. For instance, F21 is traditionally
formed by the F21a, F21b, and F2Ic varieties while F22a, F22b, F22d and F22e belong to
F22. On the other hand, F21 and F22 are highly intercomprehensible, implying that they
might have undergone more or less the same innovations from a common ancestor not far

back in the past. The data highlight the questions of whether it is valid to view F21 and F22

12



as discrete groups instead of one, and whether it is therefore necessary to adjust the internal

sub-groups according to the patterns revealed by the data.

Secondly, the research is needed as a contribution to closing the gaps between the lower and
higher levels of linguistic analysis in Bantu, namely, from today’s varieties (dialects and
languages) to Proto-Bantu. In the hierarchy of the Bantu linguistic tree, Proto-Bantu is at the

highest level and is much discussed, whereas most intermediate proto-nodes have not been

reconstructed and these levels are numerous’. The lower varieties are the only existing ¢
ofalanguage, as a bridge to higher branches in the linguistic trees. Indeed, intermediate levels
of well-studied languages, like those of the Indo-European phylum, still have gaps (Nurse

1995a:71). The challenge to do even more work in Bantu is greater.

Lastly, the study of the Bantu languages at the beginning of the 20" century was utilitarian
rather than merely academic, as summed up by one of the earliest and greatest scholars of
Bantu, Meinhof (1932: Preface), that Bantu was playing “such a great part in colonisation,
trade and missionary work in the continent of Africa.” instead of being externally oriented
along the lines mentioned by Meinhof, this study aims at contributing a further understanding

for the benefit not only of outside scholars and other interested parties , but particularly. as

a tool for the speakers of those I s to d their past, examine their

7 Although there is still no on the ization of the hi jes from
Proto-Bantu to today’s varieties, one common version is: Proto-Bantu-eastern
Bantu~Proto-Zone F->Proto-KiSukuma -+ JinaK1rya

13



present and think about their future in a different light.

1.1.5. Limitations of the study.
Five limitations characterize the current study. Firstly, only ten varieties from SSN are

investigated: namely, SiSiloombo (F23a), SiYoombé (F23b),  Kiloaggo (F23c),

KiminaSukama (F21a), GimanaNuizo (also Gi u) (F21b). JinaKiiya (F2lc).

KiDakama (F22b), KiNyanyéembe (F22a), KiKonoongo (F22e), and SiGalagaanza (F22d).

The rest of Zone F languages and varieties are not discussed in great detail except where

relevant

Secondly, only eight proto sounds are used to illustrate the history of SSN rather than the
entire phonological system of Zone F. These sounds are PB *p. *b. *t. *d. *c, *j, *k. *g

The Proto-B: ical inventory is posed of the

phonemes shown in 7uble 1.2, after Guthrie (1967-71)". The vowel phonemes are *j. *i. *e.

*a, *o, *u, *y. long and short. The eight target sounds show more clearly five phonological
developments addressed in the thesis: Bantu Spirantization, 7 > 5, Dahl’s Law. glottalization
and voiceless nasal formation. Sound changes are best shown by plosive sounds rather than

by others like vowels, or nasals since the latter have changed very little, if at all. This aspect

* Adjustments have been made in the represemauon of some phonemes, especia]ly
vowels. Instead of Guthrie's *i, *u, *e. *a, *o, *u, *y we adopted the followi onvention
for them, which is also used by Maganga and Schadebcru (1992) and Batibo (2000) and in
their other publications: *i. *1, *e, *a, *o, *U, *i

14



and the next are addressed in detail in Chapter 3.

Table 1.2 Proto Bantu consonant phonological inventory

Bilabial Alveolar Palatal
Plosive *p, *b *t, *d *c. 0l
Nasal *m *n *ny (0]
Prenasalized | *mp, *mb *nt, *nd *nj, *nc k., *ng
Semivowel *y

Thirdly, another closely related limitation concerns the area of phonology where only three
major aspects are covered: vowel systems, especially 7 vowel to 5 vowel reduction (7 > 5);
Bantu Spirantization (BS), especially as related to 7 > 5; and Dahl’s Law (DL). Other
processes such as glottalization and voiceless nasal formation are added as secondary

aspects.

Fourthly, the discussions are based on an original list of 1036 lexical items rather than on an
unlimited number of linguistic data from the grammar, or entire vocabulary of Proto Bantu
or Zone F (See Appendix ). The list used contains both common core and cultural
vocabulary. While every care was taken to transcribe the data as accurately as possible, some
items were not usable for several reasons, including inaccurate transcription due to
mishearing; repetition of concepts or words in the original list which resulted in deletions that

in turn reduced the final total of the words used; misinterpretation of some questions asked
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in the questionnaire by both the researcher and informant resulting in giving unexpected. and

therefore irrelevant responses. These shortcomings were however few.

And finally. only the segmental level is fully treated, while the tonological systems of the
varieties are not part of this study, since such an inclusion would make the work overly

ambitious.

1.2. RESEARCH QUESTIONS
The following questions guided this research. They take into account some of the questions
raised by Nurse (1999:32) as a direction for future research in the area. While some are
empirical research questions, others are social in nature:
(1). What are the concrete criteria for the classification of Bantu languages into
zones? Are they historical, areal or typological?
(2). How many of the criteria mentioned in number (1) above should a language or
variety possess in order to qualify for membership into a zone?
(3). What rigorous features define Zone F, excluding all other zones?
(4). Within Zone F, what features distinguish one group of languages from others in

exclusion of all others, justifying the isolation of those groups?



1.3. METHODOLOGY
Two methods are employed. Firstly, primary lexical data from field research was used as
collected by Nurse and Philippson in the 19705 and which I revised in 1999, as explained
below. The procedure is divided into three components. The first component is a general
overview of the sound systems and vocabularies of Zone F languages as described in the
above. The features that distinguish Zone F from the rest of Eastern Bantu. modelled after
Nurse (1979b) are identified. The second component identifies the phonological and lexical
differences and similarities between Zone F and SSN as a subgrouping within Zone F, while
the last analyses the phonological as well as the lexical differences and similarities inside the
SSN varieties. The last part forms the major focus of the study. The phonological and lexical

parts form chapters of their own, chapter three and four respectively.

Secondly, secondary data is obtained by y review of other linguisti Oral
and recorded folklore and folk histories are also examined when available, and their merit

appraised as legitimate sources of history and In addition, ar ical and

historical sources are also consulted as they relate to (historical) linguistics

1.3. 1 Data collection
From an original list of 1036 words, | omitted 40 or so words in discussions for various
reasons. These are shown with an asterisk in Appendix 1. This list of words was originally

used by Guthrie (1967-71) and modified by Polomé (1980). It was further modified again by
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Nurse and Philippson in the 1970s when they compiled a general list of 1036 words for the
Bantu languages of East Africa (Nurse: personal communication). Where there were no
apparent cognates or there was an obvious error in the datum, the lexical item was not used
in comparisons. This reduced considerably the total number of usable words. The
shortcomings in the data were similar to those experienced by Guthrie (1948 (1967): 5, 8)

While in Guthrie's case the lexical items were collected, recorded and copied/recopied by
others, using orthographies familiar to the research assistants rather than accurate
phonological or phonetic versions of what exists in the varieties in question. I recorded all the
data myself using mainly one informant for each variety. Whenever an informant got stuck.
it affected the quality of the data significantly, especially because some informants found the
questionnaire rather long, with many unfamiliar words and concepts. On the other hand.
while | speak one of the SSN varieties, JinaK1IIya, | was not conversant at all with some of
the dialects. The informants’ responses were relied upon in this case, some of which would
qualify to be called second-hand. The use of data which is second- or third-hand, and

therefore of indeterminate reliability, leads to conclusions which are essentially tentative.

1.3.1.1 Fieldwork

Fieldwork involved having one tape recorder with two microphones for the researcher and
the informant. The taping took four months, from March 1999 to July 1999. The
questionnaire was 28 pages long, taking an average of three hours and 14 minutes, with a

range of 2 to 6 hours per informant.



1.3.1.2 The informants
The informants were aged between 25 and 55 years, largely trilingual in their ethnic
community language. KiSwahili and English so that there was no need for interpreters. A few

were bilingual in KiSwahili and their ethnic community language. Occupational groups

included University of Dar Es Sal d d p inthe government
and private sector and peasants. Each informant answered the questionnaire alone except

for F24b, F21c, F24a, and F32a dialects where two of them helped each other. Where there

were two informants working together, any di: were useful and si for
they helped clarify fuzzy areas and hence improved the data. In addition, out of the total 26
informants, only three females volunteered for the interview. One significant observation of
this gender difference occurred with a few items which reflected a division of labour and
therefore experience. Terms for hunting, wild animals and foods, for instance, drew confident
answers more readily with people who interacted more with the named environment. Such
items were few and their significance minimal, since knowledge of items in one area was

compensated by ignorance over another item.

1.3.2 Research instruments

The list of 1036 words was printed, starting with English glosses arranged in alphabetical
order, followed by the KiSwahili ones as illustrated in 7uble /.3. Guthrie’s original list was
rearranged where an item for a word was available, to match the English glosses. The serial

numbers found in Guthrie (1967-71:118-145, Part |, Volume 2) were retained for easy
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reference, just as Nurse and Philippson’s list retained its serial numbers for the same reason,

as shown in Table 1.3.

Table 1.3. Sample data used to elicit responses

[KiSwahili [Zone F Variety

ku)zoea

ku)tenda

|(ku)jumnlisha
adiacent (be). border (vi) [(ku)pakana
adze. carpenter's ez0

A copy of the questionnaire was given to each informant. During the interview, the
researcher had his own copy, and he read out the list to the informant who responded orally
through a microphone s/he held in her/his hands. The researcher held another for his own.
and they recorded their turns as they spoke, without having to share one microphone. The
lists were read in either language, although the majority of the informants preferred them read
in KiSwahili. Many of the informants had demanded that they take the questionnaires home
to familiarize themselves with the content for some time before the actual interview. During

the time of familiarization, some even volunteered to write their responses in the blanks, and

" These serial numbers refer to Nurse and Philippson’s list
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that subsequently speeded up the interviews, because they just read out the responses,
stopping only when an ambiguous word, an unknown item, an inappropriate or unacceptable

response was heard.

In the final version of the word-list after the interviews were completed, the KiSwahili

column was removed and the English glosses simplified reference to items.

1.3.3 Data analysis

When the tapes were ready, 69 in all, the work of transcription started. A Sanyo TRC9010
transcriber was used. First, the data was transferred from the audio tapes by listening and
writing them onto paper using IPA symbols for each of the 22 language varieties for every
28-page questionnaire. That made a total of 616 pages of A4 paper, comprising a total of
approximately 22,792 words. The transcribed data were then entered into a word processor

with the surface tone markings for every word.

Comparisons of the reflexes of the 8 target sounds, namely PB *p. *b, *t, *d, *c, *j, *k, *g,
were then made. The retlexes of each sound in each language variety was observed and
recorded. The totals of these reflexes for each sound were then added to see their frequency
and distribution in each of the 22 varieties. Exceptions to the regular patterns were noted as
irregular requiring an explanation. The regular reflexes formed the basis for finer internal

organization of the dialects in SSN and in Zone F. Patterns were noted and conclusions
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drawn.

These phonological patterns were examined to evaluate three major and two minor
phonological processes. First, the 7V and 5V distinction in SSN and Zone F was done by
identifying all relevant words with the target vowels. These vowels are mainly /1/ and /07,
which usually merge with /i/ and /u/ respectively in all 5V languages. The cases were counted
and then tabulated. Secondly, Bantu Spirantization (BS) involving the superclose PB *jand
*y vowelssolated BS and non-BS languages in SSN and Zone F. BS languages had spirants
in that superclose vowel context, while non-BS ones did not show any change of reflex from
the non-superclose vowels. Thirdly, Dahl’s Law involving two adjacent syllables with
voiceless obstruent onsets was examined. If the first obstruent was voiced, DL was

confirmed, and the DL and non-DL languages identified.

Glottalization as a secondary focus area treated PB *p and its /h/ reflex. The distribution of
glottalization cases was noted and the language varieties involved identified. And finally,

formabisiivatied i ) nt

this pattern, the prenasalized consonants changed into homorganic voiceless nasals when the
CPlace feature was deleted from the consonants while retaining the laryngeal feature [-voice]

The results in each of the five areas appear in Chapter 3

The second part involving lexical data to derive quantitative and qualitative evidence for the

9
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validity of SSN and Zone F appears in Chapter 4. Quantitatively, lexicostatistics was used.
Alist of 100 words was taken from Nurse (1979a) the majority of which were in the 1036
word list. Twenty eight language varieties in all were used, the target 22 and 6 more outside
Zone F as control cases. Cognates were identified for each pair of languages, the number
shared between them noted and their percentages tabulated. Finally, a tree was constructed
from those percentages. These percentages formed the nodes where linguistic branches
diverged or converged. Conclusions were drawn based on which varieties qualified for entry
into the tree. Some of these varieties were excluded from the tree because a cut off’

percentage had to be made.

Qualitatively, the vocabulary from the 1036 word list was examined for cases of shared lexical
innovation by unique invention, borrowing or areal influence. I[nnovation is a measure of

genetic relationship.

The overall patterns from all areas of the analysis were finally evaluated for making

conclusions about SSN and Zone F generally.

1.3.4 Problems in data collection
While the data collection exercise was expected to be smooth and straightforward, as it was
a revision of an existing, ready-made list, the following major observations might prove

useful in avoiding similar pitfalls in future data collection:

2
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1.3.4.1 Ambiguous words used in the English and KiSwahili glosses.

Sometimes it was difficult to ask or elicit the expected words:

(a) because the informants had several words at their fingertips and they were not sure which
one(s) the researcher wanted. For instance, an entry like to harvest’ and kwvuna in
KiSwahili was extremely ambiguous when a farming community member was asked. The
natural question was usually “To harvest what?’. With such single-meaning words in either
English or KiSwaili and their several senses in the other varieties, a general term of
*harvesting” in many of Zone F languages was not available. A choice of a lexical item by
an informant in such ambiguous concepts would tend to automatically skew the results
because a uniform lexeme would depend only on chance where as many as ten possibilities
were available. This situation is illustrated clearly by JinaKilya, just as it would be in the

other varieties where farming is the mainstay of their subsistence:

(0] “to harvest” kuvuna

(a) ‘maize’ g3-bikd6la

(b) “groundnuts-peanuts” gi-k
(c) “cotton’, *‘tamarind fruit’ g0-yopa
(d) "groundnuts’, *hardnuts’ g0-kula
(e) 'millet” g3-gési

(f) *sweet potatoes’ g0-sitmba,

(g) *beans (Phaseolus vulgaris)’ g5-sla.
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ables 10 store for the dry season’ gD-hdidla

(i) “second harvests after major harvests, gleaning’ ¢-pGGmba
(j) “baobab fruit’ gB-sadnza

(k) *simsim or sesame’ g8-téma

(1) “lentil’ g3-dubdla

(b) when an informant chose one context in which a word could be used, leaving out all the
other contexts. To casual observers of the data, a non-cognate word appearing in a column
might suggest that the variety in question had innovated or no cognates like the other varieties
in the group could be found, and hence that variety or the word had a different history. For
instance, an item like “to be quiet’. ku-nyamaza in KiSwahili, may be ambiguous to a
speech community which distinguishes between the quietness of humans versus that of non-
humans. In JinaKiiya, ‘to be quiet’ can be gd-hiwium Gici (for people who were talking, then

stop), g O-leemheela (for winds or animals, which were previously making noise), go-ful fkd

(for a person who was crying), g0-chirlééla (for a noisy, heavy rain).
(c) when a choice was required between formal versus informal words. the question was
*which style was required to use for research purposes especially with oral languages with no

established canons for standard usage'? To an informant, any word would be produced here.



1.3.4.2 Informant’s expected linguistic competence

Perhaps due to Tanzania’s multilingual setting where KiSwahili tends to be dominant, some
informants tended to forget some words more readily than others. How would one treat
such cases of frequent and long silences? Would one engage other competent speakers or
would one just continue with many blank spaces left in the questionnaires as a consequence?
Blank spaces therefore sometimes imply that no item was found in the language. while it
might in fact only mean that the informant forgot it and there was no time to go back to

record the recalled word

1.3.4.3 An informant refusing to answer some questions
For cultural reasons, understandably, some informants refused to tell a word because it was
a taboo and embarrassing. For words like “testicle, sperm, sexual intercourse, and penis’,
euphemisms were used instead of the referential ones expected. Respectively. the
euphemisms favoured included equivalent metaphors like ‘bells’ (testicles), *water of males’

(sperm), “sleeping” (sexual intercourse).

1.3.4.4 Desirability of trilingual speakers
This requirement was the most desirable since some words were only clearer even to the
researcher if they were explained in both KiSwahili and English so as to be translated by the
informant in his/her third language. For instance, some of the palm trees mentioned in the

questionnaire were not known to the researcher himselfin all the languages he knew. In other
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cases the KiSwahili word was different in meaning from the English gloss. For instance, while
the entry for KiSwahili was ndezi as particular kind of rat, for English it was only "kind of
rat’. Onits own, that English noun phrase was almost meaningless because any type of rat
fitted. When asked by the informants to be specific, the researcher himself did not know
which rat was being talked about. Another example had chungun in KiSwahili and *small ant™
in English. The English gloss was again almost meaningless because there are many types of
small ants. In addition, chungu also means “bitter’, or “heap’ in KiSwahili. So informants
reading one gloss only would respond differently from both those who preferred the other

language, or who used both.

Sometimes words could not have equivalents in both the ethnic variety and KiSwahili,
although it might be clear in English, and vice versa. For instance ‘number” is mvongo, or
mulongo in KiSwahili. But that word is no longer used in KiSwahili, and many languages
have no such word. A monolingual informant would not grasp what the researcher was

talking about in such cases.

With the names of mammals and birds especially, most informants were not sure which animal
or bird was being referred to, because most of the informants had never physically seen the
animals, while others have seen them, but were not sure which name to attach to which

animal. To save face and to appear committed to the interview, some informants did not like

to admit that they did not know. They said i i bviously



even to the researcher who spoke a different language because of having some understanding

of some of the common names, that it was almost funny. This reflects what Whybrow

(1948:56) observed when he was compiling a list of bird names in BOsukuma (Sukumaland)
There is rather a tendency for Sukuma, and doubtless other tribesmen. to invent
names on the spur of the moment for the sake of pleasing the enquirer. A regular
informant is soon cured of this, but one must be on guard with the casual

1.3.4.5 Rejection of some words during data revision.

The original data used in this study were taken from 12 language varieties. The second

version included ten more which were obtained by differentiating the varieties within groups
originally represented with fewer members or viewed as mono-dialectal as in KiniLaamba
(two additional dialects), KiKifmb (one additional variety), SiSuimbwa (two more
varieties), and KINyamwéézi (three more varieties). While KiRimi had originally two

varieties, another was added. On the other hand one variety was completely new to the list,

and this was ICIWG0ngd.

The major problem in this revision and update exercise was that some words found in the
original list were rejected as alien in the informant’s language. In other cases, some new
words were added, while in other instances the words expected were not known in the
language (at least to the informant). Since the original data did not include tones, the whole
original list was not incorporated into the new one apart from its use during elicitation and
contirmation of whether a word was available for the concept being asked, or whether the
carlier words supplied were acceptable. Surprisingly, some of the words were rejected as
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improper, either because they did not belong to the language, or their meanings were simply
wrong. But this alone did not guarantee that all the new words were acceptable in the
contexts given. Thus, caution is to be exercised while analysing the words, for errors of
choice by informant, perception and recording by the researcher might show up in the data

and skew or taint the results.

1.3.5 The methods

The comparative method was employed in Chapter 3 in analysing the phonological
development of SSN and Zone F generally. Part of Chapter 4 employed lexicostatistics in
establishing the internal relationships within SSN and Zone F as a quantitative measure. while
the remaining part used the comparative method again to trace the qualitative similarities and

differences in the target varieties and surrounding languages of eastern Africa.

1.3.5.1 The comparative method
1.3.5.1.1 The procedures of the comparative method

The comparative method in Bantu was first applied consistently and to a large scale by Bleek,
Meinhof, Dempwolf, Bourquin and Greenberg. ~Guthrie (1962a, 1967-71. 1970)
acknowledges those predecessors generally for their inspiration in his own work in Bantu
(Guthrie 1962a:2). Others who followed the pioneers elaborated and continued to refine and
apply the method, for example, Lestrade (1948), Meeussen (1973); Bynon and Mann

(1973); Nurse and Hinnebusch (1993), Nurse 1999), among others. As Meinhof himself had
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said when wtilizing the method, it is applied as it had worked in indo-European languages

(Meinhof 1932:21, Guthrie 1962a:2)

Guthrie (1962a:4-23) rizes his version of the dure as involving two stages. as

Meeussen (1973:16-18) also elaborates:

(a) Every rule formulated is to be free from exceptions.
(i) comparative series: setting up completely regular sound correspondences.
(ii) starred forms: symbolizing the proto-phonemes to represent the sound
correspondences obtained in (i) as underlying forms, (although strictly speaking,

protoforms are not underlying forms, although they are often identical).

This can be illustrated from Zone F, thus:

(1) ashes *-bu
F2la i-pw/ma-Bu F23a ma-vi  F3lama-d F34 yi-u
F21b-pi/ma-pi  F23bi-vima-vi  F31b ma-u F33 tvi

F2lc -pwma-pu  F23ci-zima-za  F3lc ma-u

F22b i-Bw/ma-Bu 24bma-u  F32ama-u  FI0 (i/ma-faundi)
F22d i-vi/ma-vii 24ama-u  F32b ma-0  F22a (ma-tuunde)
F22e i-wi/ma-wu F32c ma-u F25 (i-twiitwi)



(b) from the cognates obtained in (a) by the sound correspondences, it is possible to assign
phonetic values to the proto-phonemes and classify the comparative series into well-defined

categories of reconstructions, although this assignment is not easy.

1.3.5.1.2 The aims of the comparative method
As can be observed from the brief description of the comparative method, the aims of the

procedure are to establish genetic relationships between languages claimed to descend from

a single ancestor. This assumes that languages are monogenetic. Guthrie (1970:23) himself

was aware of this monogenetic assumption of the method as he aptly points out:

It is the total collection of material of this kind that gives rise to the presumption of
some kind of genealogical relationship among the various Bantu languages, but if
would be an oversimplification of the problem to decide outright that therefore all
the Bantu languages should be treated as direct descendants of a single ancestor
language. 1t may not be out of place here to consider for a moment the signiticance
of a family tree as a representation of the inferred prehistorical development of
us languages from a common ancestor. Sometimes several languages
shown as all being genealogically related to a single purent language, but this
could in fuct be a considerable oversimplification. [Emphasis added]

With this caution sounded by Guthrie in mind, it is only becoming to look at the limitations

of the comparative method, albeit very briefly.

1.3.5.1.3 Limitations of comparative reconstruction
Like all methods in both natural and social sciences, the comparative method does not
represent a panacea in historical and comparative linguistics, able to handle all questions of

and i ion arising the or in the field in relation to Bantu, and




indeed, to linguistics in general. While the method is practical and useful, criticisms relate to
both the method itself and the interpretation of the results obtained through it. With regard
to method, its application depends to a large extent on earlier data of a language in order to
ascertain the validity of the reconstructions. In oral cultures like most of Bantu, such earlier,

written forms of language are absent, and therefore applying the method is relatively more

difficult and challenging. [n addition, for the method to succeed, it requires quality data of
enough quantity in order to obtain reliable and valid results. But this could be said of any

method.

Secondly, interpretation of the results obtained through the method may be difficult because

an accurate, historical interpretation requires, asa ition, sound ions about
the nature of language, language change, historical processes and human agency. including

all the factors atfecting that combination of phenomena.

Thirdly, there is considerable debate which has continued for years about the relative role of

g current situations in k 12
The comparative method cannot address language contact because it favours monogenetic
treatment of data.  The method only handles some type of data, and leaves the rest. If one
allows for the existence of dialects in languages, then proto languages should not be an

exception. This implies that, it is one method among several rather than being /¢ method.

Itis useful without being perfect, like lexicostatistics, its efficiency in application being only
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relative.

1.3.5.2 Lexicostatistics/Glottochronology"

1.3.5.2.1 Overview of lexicostatistics

This overview considers the criticisms against lexicostatistics and the teasans why it has been
used despite those criticisms, and hence warranting this lengthy treatment. Some excellent
literature exists in the field of lexicostatistics (and glottochronology) dealing with both its
theory and practice, either in its support, neutral application or criticism as in all scientific
endeavors .  Among these are Swadesh (1950, 1955) who first popularized the method,
Fairbanks (1955), Gudschinsky (1955, 1956), Kroeber (1955), Taylor and Rouse (1955).
Hymes (1960a, 1960b,1964); Amstrong (1962), Bergsland and Vogt (1962), Grace (1964),
Dyen (1965. 1975), Henrici (1970), McElhanon (1970), Hinnebusch (1976, 1999). Nurse and
Philippson (1980a), Schadeberg (1986), Embleton (1986), Dyen, Kruskal and Black (1992).

Ross (1998). Ehret (2000), among others.

In the earliest stages of the method, lexicostatistics and glottochronology were used

While lexi istics is the statistical study of a restricted vocabulary in two
or more languages for historical inference and/or relative chronology, glottochronology is

the same thing, but only estimates exact time depths between a pair of languages or groups

' When lexit istics is i gy is excluded. unless explicitly
stated.




as a measure of absolute chronology, for historical interence (Hymes 1960a:4, Hinnebusch

1999:174).  The focus in this study is lexi istics, while the ication of

glottochronology is also attempted to test the lexi istical results, since

is a process which gives output to be used by glottochronology as its input. That is,
glottochronology is a technique of dating the nodes of shared vocabulary generated by
lexicostatistics. As can be seen, the connection between the two is inevitable and important
in many ways.

In its evolution, 'y (at the time) or lexi istics as it became to be known

later, was inspired by Carbon 14 (C') dating technology (Gudschinsky 1956:1. Embleton
1986:43, Hock and Joseph 1996:531). The method uses a formula which has been refined
over the years, as shown in (2), where /, expressed in millennia. is elapsed time since 2
languages that are compared separated, (' is the percentage of the shared cognates between
the compared languages, and r is the standard rate of core vocabulary retention per 1,000
years, or the index. recommended at 86% in a 100-word list and 81% (80.5%) in a 200-word

list (Swadesh 1950:158, Embleton 1986:49).



Since many of the support of and/or objections to the reliability and validity of the results of

and hence lexi isti based an thy ions of C and the ab

formula, it is essential to provide four ions here as aptly ized by Gt

(1956:177-8):

(a) Basic core vocabulary is assumed to be less subject to change than other types:

(b) The rate of retention in basic core vocabulary is constant through time, (although no
evidence was provided to substantiate that claim ( Kroeber 1955:91));

(c) The rate of loss of basic vocabulary is approximately the same in all languages (11 Indo
European and 2 other language family test languages were used to arrive at that
generalization);

(d) A known percentage of shared vocabulary between two languages can yield the length of
time that has elapsed since their divergence from their common ancestor, provided that there
was no interference through migrations, conquests, or other social contacts with other speech

communities which would slow or speed up the divergence

With that scenario, it makes sense now to examine some of the comments which have been

made ing the ication and pretation of the results of lexicostatistics and
This helps in appreciating the merits and of the method by
avoiding ing its ings or i its usef



On the one hand, lexicostatistics has been adequately applied to SSN and Zone F languages
by Nurse (1979a, 1979b), Nurse and Philippson (1980a). In those studies. one finds patterns
of linguistic groupings which do not depart very much trom the results of other. more

methods. Such ion indicates that lexicostatistics does indeed work and

is useful in internal classification where relatedness is shown clearly among members of a
subgroup (Nurse 1997:364). To put this in perspective, the criticisms put forward against
lexicostatistics are discussed first. There then follows a justification for using this method in

this study despite such strong criticisms, indicating that we are aware of the problems.

1.3.5.2.2 Arguments aguainst lexicostatistics

Many scholars see both sides of the coin in judging the method by giving credit where it is
due, without failing to point out any weaknesses. Some take one stand only. for or against
the method. For instance, while recognizing the usefulness of the method, Nurse (1997:364-
6) directs some specific criticisms against lexicostatistics. and four are more serious because

they concern the method itself rather than how it is applied:

(a) the method does not clearly distinguish true cognates from mere resemblances. but

depends on how an individual researcher recognizes and excludes non-cognates
(b) it forces binary splits even when a three split might be more appropriate.

(c) it allows geographically proximate languages to behave lexicostatistically similar as if they

are genetic relatives even when they are not (Henrici 1970:89-91) and
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(d) there is no agreed upon cut-off percentage for languages to be classified as daughters of

a proto language.

Apart from those specific problems, more general shortcomings of lexicostatistics were

recognized early by Swadesh himself and many others when they were dealing with linguistic

dating (Swadesh 1950, 1955; Taylor and Rouse 1955). The problems relate to both the

quality of the data and the derivation and hence mech: of the method itselt’

Both the data and method ine the basic ions of ics in significant

ways, which in C** terms, introduce contamination in the linguistic samples. Among these

include ion of the phonetics of the vocabulary collected:

errors in i which result in meanings; the absence of worked out

phonological systems as a check for errors; and over-or -underestimation of time depths, etc.
For some linguists, such shortcomings are unwelcome, justifying a rejection of the whole
enterprise as unredeemably hopeless. In this scenario, the method is dismissed as unfit of

serious attention because of its many misleading errors.

For instance, Bergsland and Vogt (1960:125-9) represent the skeptical school which views
the reliance on the method to calculate time depths as premature due to the vagueness of the
procedure. To prove their point, they point out that basic vocabulary does not change at a
constant rate; a few vocabulary items in a few languages cannot be generalized to human

language as a whole; and a study of vocabulary was more complex than glottochronology
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could handle. The controversy is summarized well by Embleton (1986). Dixon (1997:4, and
footnote), gives a verdict that lexicostatistics was a short cut which failed and was discredited
because it was based on illicit assumptions like uniform replacement of vocabulary. or that

core and non-core s s behaved dil Dixon ludes that the method has already

been discarded by serious linguists. Similarly, Hock and Joseph (1996:530-31) dismiss the

method as unreliable because it depends on i ion rather than facts al In addition,

its findings are often disconfirmed by empirical evidence.

Another criticism is the argument of forcing statistical or mathematical precision in a social

science like linguistics in an attempt to make it a discipline d ing ion ik

those in the natural sciences.

While the twin methods are different in their aims, the attack on glottochronology was

especially ged by i iation with lexi istics. The terms were

synonymously, although a distinction between them is clear, namely that glottochronology

deals with an absolute measure between points A and B of las

age development while
lexicostatistics’ value is relative. It was that absolute measure that drew the most criticism
because in known cases, the margin of error was so vast that many linguists doubted it. while
others rejected the method as tlawed in its mathematical assumptions (Bergsland and Vogt
(1962); Grace (1964:64-5), Herbert and Huffman (1993:64). For instance. Armstrong

(1962:284-5) shares the same sentiments about glottochronology in its tendency to
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underestimate the time depths being considered. Armstrong argues that it is difficult and
controversial to determine the rate of change of basic vocabulary and prove empirically that
it is the same for all languages. In addition, it is tricky to assume that because a few
languages with written records changed at a certain pace ina certain number of centuries,
therefore their rate of change was the same during their past unwritten period. Rather. itis
the case that such a rate cannot be uniform for all other languages in all places in the world
in all millennia. While appreciating the merits of the method for its immense value, he also

d venture whose

results and methods are not satisfactory.

Overall, most of the criticisms which dismiss letely fail to appreciate the

fact that almost all scientific methodologies, while proven to be practical, have their
drawbacks. Instead of rejecting lexicostatistics out of hand. some latitude can be usefully
allowed as better ways are searched to perfect the method, as a core of the evolution of
science. Fair criticism, therefore, implies not only the recognition of the weaknesses of a
method, but it also involves an appreciation of its practical utility, since. as in the case of
lexicostatistics, there is ample room for improvement. That benetit of doubt has not been
granted fully by trying the method on many languages, as the following school of thought

suggests.



1.3.5.2.3 Merits of lexicostatistics

From earlier on, such usefulness of lexicostatistics was appreciated by many linguists

(Swadesh (1955), Gudschinsky (1956), Hymes (1960a, 1960b,1964); Henrici (1970),
Hinnebusch (1976, 1999), Schadeberg (1986), Embleton (1986) , Rentrew (1997). Nurse
(1999) and Ehret (2000)) who view the enterprise as practical enough since no method is

pertect and cannot be used alone as a panacea for providing all the solutions to all problems.

Forinstance, Hymes (1960a,b) problems. starting with the test
list itself which had mainly Indo European words at first, some of which were found irrelevant
in some non-Indo European languages; the control cases were not satistactory since most had
no earlier documentation; the retention rate was doubtful, since the lists used are normally not
identical in terms of vocabulary items and length, with the 100 and 200 word-lists giving
different retention rates; the statistics and mathematics are based on assumptions which are
only hypotheses, giving even more hypothetical resits since the rates of lexical change. for

instance, are not known in the majority of world languages. He concludes that there is room

for improvement.

Although Ross (1998:142) points out that gl as a direct appli of
lexicostatistical output is unreliable in many languages, in the rare cases of languages like
those of Polynesia, the twin methods work quite well because the languages were almost

isolated from contact with other languages outside their family.
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(1999:177) another of the method, that of providing

evidence for contact, apart from determining levels of retention alone. Similarity between
language varieties cannot be by genetic affiliation from a proto-language alone. It can also

be due to borrowing through contact and lexicostatistics can show that

In most of Africa where the dating of prehistorical events is difficult, the questions raised
against glottochronology become important. Many dates have been suggested for the ages
of artefacts and events in Affica, but the major contention revolves around the methods of
dating them and the assumptions inherent in those methods. The methodological problems

of dating |

artefacts and ishing time periods and sequences for them is
a major problem where there is no evidence of written records of dates attached to them.
Hence, in this study, absolute chronologies in linguistics, history and archaeology are

approached cautiously since the dating techniques are not reliable

1.3.5.2.4 Me

v of lexicostatistic.

1 summary
All methods are essentially hypotheses trying to account for something which is unknown.
Their chances of success are only matters of degree and preference rather than absolute
dichotomies of right and wrong. They only aim at as objective truth and as reasonable

success in providing answers as possible.

For instance, the comparative method as a practical enterprise has its own serious problems,
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although it has been used for years. Because languages do not exist in a vacuum, its
monagenetic implication is definitely flawed. ln real life, languages are spoken by people and
speech communities in constant interaction, and total isolation is an exception than the rule.
For instance. Indo European is only one intermediate node in the linguistic tree of its
ancestors, Nostratic. Even Nostratic did not exist alone. There were other languages
influencing it. Although this might sound speculative, the scenario of language contact in

prehistory is not handled well by the comparative method.

In addition, lexicostatistics suffers from lack of engaged evaluation from most of the linguists
themselves. The mathematics involved in the lexicostatistics formula deals with advanced
probability theory which for many linguists is not their area of competence. The result is
continued reliance on the judgement of others, which is not always accurate either. For
instance, Embleton (1986:62) points out that the criticisms by Chréstien (1962) were known
by statisticians and mathematicians to be flawed, but those statisticians and mathematicians
could not contribute to the debate because they were not certain what linguistic arguments
were involved in that formula. A team of individuals each trained as a linguist, programmer,
statistician and mathematician could do a better job by researching the area over a period of
time.

The bottom-line with lexicostatistics is that some particular methodologies like the

comparative method tend to be privileged even when they have their limitations, while equally
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promising ones tend to be dismissed because they remain “new’ for lack of wider application

and continual improvement.

1.3.5.3. Other methods

As hinted earlier, a method like mass comparison is not used in this study. One reason is
that mass comparison, for instance, best suits analyses at macro-, rather than at micro-level
where dialects are compared, as in this study. By using mass comparison whereby the
vocabulary and morphology of many languages are compared to determine similarities,
Greenberg (1963) succeeded in drawing up a convincing taxonomy of the four language
phyla then predominant in Africa, namely, Khoisan, Afro-Asiatic, Nilo-Saharan and Niger-
Congo.

The methods used in archaeology and which furnish evidence of chronology, pose a special

challenge in many societies in Africa. The evolution of human societies in the past relied on
harmony with nature where the environment was rarely altered. In such cases, no traces
could be found of any artefact. This implies that dating has a long way to go in prehistoric
studies. but especially in societies which left no objects to fall back on when all else failed
But also, the age of human existence tends to be underestimated and linguists and historians
alike talk of Bantu migrations and expansion in terms of a few hundred years ago based on
material objects found on the ground. Such objects depend on human agency, and when they

are not made, then any dating relying on them fails. The absence of such finds tells us nothing
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of the history of the people living there except that they did not alter nature or leave their
implements. Gathering societies which depend solely on plants and insects for their livelihood
may leave no trace of their activities. Many Bantu societies might have lived in such an

environment of abundant natural resources for an unknown number of centuries.

1.4 CHAPTER PREVIEW

The rest of the chapters in this study are arranged with the following content. Chapter 2
contains the literature survey, including overviews, that of the linguistic research undertaken
in the area and the theoretical framework. The linguistic component surveys three areas:
phonology, lexical analysis and classification in SSN and Zone F. The major theoretical
framework adopted is the contact models of language development as suggested by

Thomason and Kaufman (1988), along with the family tree model

Chapter 3 maps the phonological development of Zone F generally, and SSN in particular,
and finally, attempts a historical interpretation of the linguistic patterns, especially the

chronology of the phonological processes defining the linguistic groups in the target

Chapter 4 maps the p of lexis, looking into quantitative and qualitative
evidence for Zone F and SSN, while Chapter S concludes the study by synthesizing the
foregoing. It also makes final observations, recommendations, and points out avenues for

further research, looking briefly at language as a tool of history in the area.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

2.0 INTRODUCTION

This survey of the literature reviews what has been written about SSN. Zone F and where
relevant, Bantu in general. In particular, it focuses on what has been done in phonology and
lexis. In phonology, it reviews work done on BS, 7 > 5, DL as major areas, and
glottalization and voiceless nasal formation as minor processes, especially within SSN. With
respect to the lexicon, lexicostatistics and its classificatory results are discussed in relation to
the role of the method as an ordering tool where there is still taxonomic chaos due to the
sometimes enormous knowledge gaps in Bantu studies. Finally, classification in SSN and
Zone F generally is examined as it relates both to our phonological and lexical focus, as well
as to other criteria used by other scholars. The aim of this chapter, therefore, is to see what
is known about the area with regard to what has been done and its merit; what criticisms can
be levelled against that knowledge; where the contribution of this thesis fits in; and therefore

why the work is worth doing.

2.1 LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1.1 Bantu, Zone F and SSN linguistic descriptions
From the pioneers of Bantu linguistics like Bleek (1862-9) and Meinhof (1932), the major

work on Bantu ison and ification is rep d by two ings, the seminal

work of Guthrie (1967-71). on which Nurse (1979b:43) states supersedes all previous work,

and Meeussen (1980). Guthrie makes a referential classification of the majority of the Bantu
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I ges based on i ical, and lexical criteria by listing all known Bantu

languages and their dialects. He goes on to reconstruct about 2300 Bantu roots
(Guthrie1962b:274, 1962c:13). Meeussen, on his part, reconstructs about 1200 Bantu
roots. Following in the footsteps of these two, many historical linguists have compared
several languages and language groups, mainly using vocabulary, verbal morphemes and
phonological systems, although they have not attempted any work of reconstruction of the
magnitude of Guthrie and Meeussen. For an overview of the evolution of Bantu scholarship,
especially on classification, see Nurse (1995) who summarizes the achievements attained so
far, especially by Henrici (1973), Heine (1973), Mohlig (1981), Bastin (1983), Coupez, Mann
and Vansina (was in progress'), and Ehret (1994). He gives a critique of each work. and then
identifies the work required to be done in the future to fill the gaps observed in those works,

pointing out five areas, four of which are relevant here (Nurse 1995:71-3).

First, Nurse says, linguists should obtain good quality data of sufficient quantity rather than

continuing with the prevailing practice of using i and i i ion to

make global generalizations. This aim has not been realized yet in full, since the data used
are still mainly second-hand, often collected many years ago when transcription was not yet
fully standardized and knowledge of Bantu was still generally poor. This fact is illustrated
by the case of Bantu Spirantization or Dahl’s Law, in which some languages are said to have
those processes, when in fact they do not. This is addressed fully in Chapter 3.

! Work was in progress then (1995), involving many Bantu languages/dialects (450+)
based on lexicostatistics, interpreted historically. Published and became Bastin, Coupez and
Maiin (1999).
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Secondly, new not based on lexil istics were needed to tackle intermediate
levels of Bantu instead of concentrating on the lowest and highest, at dialect and Proto- Bantu

stages respectively. These new would then be compared with the results of other

methods like lexicostatistics. This recommendation has not been realized too. One problem
here is that the majority of the lower level dialects have not been subjected to lexicostatistics
to establish their internal relationships so as to move to the intermediate levels with solid
lower level linguistic cohesion and grouping. Normally, one dialect was taken to represent
two or more dialects, as in the case of KINyamweezi or SiSuumbwa. Without proper analysis
of all dialects, it is impossible to have accurate information on the intermediate levels. This

study tries to address precisely that, using lexicostatistics.

Thirdly, linguists and other scholars working in different areas of Bantu needed to cooperate
50 as to simplify such a daunting task as Bantu research. Working in isolation led to
duplication and dissipation of effort and slowing of new knowledge generation. This
recommendation has seen a lot of activity, one example being the revision of Guthrie's coding

system with a view fo improving it by i ing excluded ges and their varieties®.

And finally, Nurse also recommends that those interested in Bantu linguistics be multi-
disciplinary in their approach in order to be informed of how other related fields view and use

their disciplines. As we have observed in 1.3.5.2.4 , a multi-disciplinary approach in

linguistics will go a long way in areas like i ively methods like

*D. Nurse and J. Maho, p.c. (2001)
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which are not linguistic in nature but which linguists find quite useful

With that scenario in mind, a survey of some relevant work is in order here. The earliest
classification of Bantu as a big, unified group was most likely the work started by Dr Peters
who collected some vocabularies and gave them to Dr Bleek in 1852. For his part, Bleek,
who was trained in Indo-European philology, studied these manuscripts, translated, edited
and published them (Meinhof 1932:21, Doke 1959:26). That was the beginning of the term
“Bantu” and the study of the language group using purely linguistic criteria. Bleek had
isolated 18 noun classes of Bantu nouns, spurring other linguists to classify the various

members of the group into patterns of similar sub-groups, including Zone F and SSN.

Most of the work done in the Zone F languages has been mainly synchronic, that is, as they
are spoken at a given single point in time. The work has been general, describing the
grammar, vocabulary and sound systems of individual languages or their individual varieties
rather than analysing all varieties comparatively. For some of these varieties, the lack of
linguistic scholarship in this regard still continues since they are only mentioned, and in many

cases some are not even mentioned”.

" These include F21b, F22a, F22d, and F23c¢ from SSN. From the rest of Zone F the
following are onty mentioned without any descripti . while some are not even
included, as far as this author is aware: F10, F31a, F3Ic. For instance, the bibliographies of
Bantu language materials in general held by individuals and public libraries are seriously
lacking, as shown by Downing (1989). Without specifying dialects, Downing shows for
instance that only two general works mention SiSuambwa (F23) since 1880; seventeen
sources appear for KiSukuma (F21); thirteen documents for KiNyamweéézi (F22):. two
mention KiK#fmbd (F24) and nothing appears for the other varieties of Zone F. Polomé

(continued...)
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In all the languages studied, most of the word lists were compiled by missionaries and
adventurers who were language enthusiasts keen on obtaining quick, practical results rather

than ly accurate p logical

of trained phil ists. Hence they cut
corners, approximating what they saw and heard to what they already knew, without any
rigorous method of systematic categorization. Doke (1959:1-2) also points out that few of
these travellers had any real ability in correct observation and recording, and most of their
records were only interesting relics of no philalogical value. With such compilations. one

would normally only find some bits and pieces of linguistic description, reconstruction,

and historical interpretation done ishly. Among others, this linguistic

work has included the following, shown in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1 Work done in Zone F languages

Language | Author Area Focus

F21 (1959) ol gy-t JinaKitya
Richardson and Mann | vocabulary fist Jinakitya
(1967)
Masesa (1378) verbal

F21

!(...continued)

(1980) llsls fourteen sources for KiSukuma since 1945, six of which are typewritten

Most of these are not dated, do not show place of composition and
are written anonymously. Reviewing publications in F23, Kahigi (1988:6,7) comments that,
like all Bantu languages, F23 does not have a long written tradition as a starting point, as is
the case with other language groups like Proto Indo-European and its daughter languages.
The earliest published record for F23 is that of Last (1885), a collection of several Bantu
language vocabularies, including that of F23, with a 250 word list

* Masesa does not indicate the exact location of this dialect, although by the examples
(continued...)
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Language | Author Area Focus
Goldsmith (1985) phonology, tone KiminaSukama?
Batibo (1985) morphology and phonology | KimanaSukima
Yukawa (1989) tonological General F21°
Maddieson (1991) voiceless nasals (‘aspirated’ | KimunaSukama
nasals)
Balibo (19912, 1991b | phonology, tone KiminaSikama
Masele (1993) phonetics, voiceless nasals | JinaKiiya
Masele (1996) phonology, homorganic JinaKiiya
voiceless nasals
Masele (2000) phonology, tone JinaKilya
F22 Maganga and grammar, vocabulary and | KiNyamweézi or
Schadeberg (1992) phonalogy KiDakama?
Silanda (1978) phonology KiKonaéngo
Schadeberg (1991 phonology, high tone KiNyamweeézi
1994) general?
F23 Kahigi (1977,1988) | phonology Lunzewe (F23a)
Olson (1964) phonalogy, morpholagy GiRwana
£32 Schadeberg (1979) phonology, nominal tones KiRimi general?
Nurse (1979a) syntax, morphology, F21, F22, F23, F31,
phonology F32
ZaaE Nurse and Philippson | lexicostatistical F21, F22, F23, F24,
(1980a) F31, F32, F33
Bantu Meinhof (1899/1932) | phonology, lexis Sample Bantu

*(...continued)
he gives, his Kiminadikama is our JinaKitya which adjoins our Kimunadakama, and his
JinaKiiya our Ginantizi. This is the problem of directional names which only indicate
position relative to speaker’s/writer’s location.

* General F21 or any other language refers to a situation where an author did not
explicitly say what dialect s/he was analyzing, or when we are not sure which dialect
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2.1.2 Phonological studies

2.1.2.1 Bantu Spirantization (BS) and 7 > 5*

Bantu Spirantization is a weakening process in some Bantu languages whereby plosive
consonants change into spirants before the superclose PB *j and *y vowels, making their
reflexes different from reflexes of plosives in other vowel environments [-superclose]

Hinnebusch, Nurse and Mould (1981:17), Nurse (1988:29) suggest that BS was only
beginning in F21 and F22 because of the evidence of both complete and incomplete forms of
BS being attested in words, in addition to the strong 7 vowel system, indicative of an ongoing
process. But Nurse (1999:21), while sure about the absence of BS in F24, F31, F32, states
that the evidence is ambiguous in F21/F22. This observation of indeterminate BS in F21/F22
is also made by Batibo (2000:25-26) who suggests that BS has become inactive, although it
operated in the past. Since the observations made so far are based on general data from these
languages, this study examines the details in the individual dialects to determine to what

extent these observations are true, whether there is ongoing BS, inactive BS, or ambiguous

BS in F21/F22. for example. Some of thest are confusing and ictory since

they refer to the same phenomenon in the same languages. What do such ditfering

observations istori especially i ions like BS co-exist with 7V systems?

Using Guthrie's inventory, Schadeberg (1995:83) surveyed representative languages trom

all Bantu zones. In Zone F, 4 languages were selected: F10, F21, F31, and F33. His results

“ A full treatment of BS and 7 > 5 is found in Chapter 3. They are treated together
because of their close causal relationship.
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indicate that F31 has neither BS nor 7> 5, while F10 has both. On the other hand, F2| and
F33 do not show 7 > 5, but they have BS. Since Schadeberg’s concern was a summary of a
general area, he did not go into the details of each individual language to examine how the
twin processes worked . In addition, only a few Zone F languages were used. and only one
of the three from SSN. The work therefore offers a challenge to explore BS details in all
Zone F languages to determine how the results of the 4 languages used by Schadeberg can

be generalized for Zone F or SSN.

On her part, Labroussi (1999) mentions the case of F25 which shows clear BS with some
words in the same environment failing to undergo BS. This casts doubts on whether F25 has
real BS or some other process mimicking BS. Another doubt cast is the status of the vowel
inventory: while the young informant shows a 5-vowel system, the older informant indicates
clear 7V. Labroussi (1999:370) then concludes that, F25 has a conservative 7V system,
adding that it is an abnormal pattern of BS in an innovative language needing an explanation.
This might possibly be a result of contact with BS languages. Such uncertainty of BS in F25,
as elsewhere in Zone F is a good reason to re-examine Labroussi's conclusions, which may
cast crucial light on BS in the rest of Zone F vis-a-vis the observations made by the studies

mentioned above.

2.1.2.2 Dahl’s Law (DL)
Dahl's Law is a dissimilation process of two adjacent syllables with voiceless obstruent onsets

in a root, found in some eastern Bantu languages, whereby, the first obstruent, usually a
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plosive, becomes voiced, as in PB *-kopa — F2lc /-gopa/ “borrow". It is realized difterently
by different languages, as explored fully in Chapter 3. According to Nurse (1999:20-21), DL
is found in six groups in eastern Bantu. The codes in brackets indicate the rough individual
groups involved according to Guthrie's zones: Proto Central Kenya (E46, ES0). Proto
Kilimanjaro-Taita (E60, E74), Proto Great Lakes (D40, DJ50, DJ60. EJ10. EJ20, EJ30,
EJ40), Proto Northeast coast (NEC) (G10, G20, G30, G40, parts of E70), Proto West
Tanzania (Zone F), and Proto Southern Tanzania Highlands (G60, N11). In Zone F. some
languages have DL, others have none. For instance, in F24, F31, F32, F33, there are no
traces; in F23, there are limited traces; while in F21/F22 there are many traces (Nurse
1979b:422). Those with no DL pose no immediate problem. It is F21/F22 and F23 which
form SSN that are interesting. In our preliminary data, most of F22 shows doubtful DL or
none at all, except in loans. However, Maganga and Schadeberg (1992:23) suggest that DL
in F22 (KtNyamweezi) is almost exceptionless. On the other hand, our data suggest that F23
does not have DL except in a few loanwords (See Appendix 3). In light of these inconsistent
reports, the examination of all dialects within Zone F, but especially in SSN hopes to clarify
the fuzzy picture of DL in the area and aid in a more robust fashion the classification of the

language varieties

2.1.2.3 Glottalization
Glottalization as a change of PB *p to /l/ in many Bantu languages is not significant on its
own. [ts importance lies with regard to SSN when one tinds reflexes of PB *p being both /p/

and /b/, which is a marked situation. Addressing this situation, Batibo (2000:27-8) observes
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that glottalization has ceased to be active in F21/22, with /p/ becoming more widely
distributed than /h/. Like BS and DL, the inactivity of glottalization suggests two scenarios:
on-going process or the presence of loans (Batibo:ibid). Such indeterminacy needs

clarification by examination of the various dialects as proposed by this study.

2.1.2.4 Voiceless nasal formation
Within Zone F, only F21 and F22 display this feature. Voiceless nasals /m. p, fi, i/ are in

opposition with their voiced nasal counterparts /m, n, 1, p/. The evolution of these voiceless

nasals seems to have first started as pi lized /mp, nt, pc, nk/ resp

With time, they were phonologized so that they are now phonemes which can be contrasted
with both the plosives and voiced nasals. The voiceless nasals from KimunaSukuma are
discussed in Maddieson 1991 and from JinaK11ya in Masele (1993, 1996). Some examples
are shown in Tuhle 2.2, with contrastive minimal pairs or similar words with voiced nasals
where available. The tones given are underlying for each word, low where tones are not

marked.

Tuble 2.2 Voiceless nasals in F21c

m 0 h ]
naamali *old man’ | muund *person’ muufid “maiden’ | Igooijo “etched log’
meld ‘rhinoceros’ | pIga giraffe’ Paafia ‘female | frInda “bell’
-mel vr ‘tease’ -niga *strangle’ proper name’ fiinda adj *half full”
~Iguuma vi ‘trip’ | -daapa “climb & creep’ | -nuufta vt *smell’ | -nuuga vi *smell’
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Our preliminary results suggest that it is only F2 | and F22b which have voiceless nasals, while
the core dialects of F22 and F23 do not. This distribution within F21/F22 prompts a closer
look, since DL also seems to follow the same pattern, where only F21/F22b are involved fully.

Maganga and Schadeberg (1992:16-7) do not say whether these voiceless nasals are also
found in all the KINyamweezi dialects. This study makes that distinction clear by noting the

behaviour of each individual variety.

By combining these phonological processes: BS, 7> 5, DL, glottalization and voiceless nasal
formation in SSN and Zone F from the dialects, it is hoped that some concrete classification

can be suggested, especially if it departs from the current affiliations.

2.1.3. Lexical studies

In this area, it is the seminal work by Nurse (1979a, 1979) and Nurse and Philippson (1980a.

1980b) which feature inently. Th di ployed lexi istics tyse broader

coverage of eastern Bantu languages, including Zone F and SSN.

Among these, Nurse and Philippson (1980a) is the most relevant. In this study. a 400 word-

list was used. and 76 languages/dialects were compared for both internal and external

Inter- and il i were made, and the results for Zone F were

as follows: Zone F without KiiRangi was a strong unit, although when KiiRang)’ was added,

7 The long vowel [ii] in KiiRangi is a result of two short vowels from two syllables ki-
as a marker of language, and the initial [i] in i-Ra-ngi, the root. In SiSuumbwa, as in many
(continued...)
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it became weak because of the distant relationship. The zone (which they called West
Tanzania) divided into two: F21, F22, and F23 on the one hand, and F24, F31 and F32 on the
other. Of these, F21/F22 formed the strongest unity , prompting Nurse and Philippson
(1980a:48) to state confidently that they were ‘dialects’ of one language. In the other group.
F24 displayed interference from West Ruvu (G10 and G39), while F31 and F32 were closer.

forming another unit.

On the other hand, there were some problems of internal cohesion. For instance. F23
(SiSuumbwa) did not fit quite well within F21/F22, since its shared vocabulary percentage
was higher with both DJ60 and EJ20 than it was with any of the Zone F languages to which
F23 was purported to belong. The interpretation given by Nurse and Philippson (1980a:40)
was that F23 was heavily influenced by both DJ60 (Western Highlands) and EJ20 (Southern
Rutara). A second problem was that F10, F25, and F34 were not included in their study
because there were no data for the languages. And finally, only one language variety/dialect
was picked for each language, as if these languages are strictly mono-dialectal. These three
problems justify our study in which we reexamine the claims made utilizing all members of’

Zone F. by including the majority of their dialects.

2.1.4 Earlier Zone F and SSN classification

The evolution of Zone F language classification generally, and SSN in particular can be

(....continued)
other such environments it is the following [m] which triggers vowel length.
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illustrated in Tables 2.3, 4, 6, 7, 8. 9, 10 below. Table 2.3 shows attempts represented by
two periods in the work of Doke, that of 1943 and 1945 (Doke 1961:77, Cole (1961:85-6)).
Others who followed him include Bryan (1959), Guthrie (1959. 1967), Nurse and Philippson
(1980a) and Nurse (1999). In all these studies, the orthographic conventions of the authors
have been adopted as far as possible, since the writing system has not been uniform among

them, especially in representing language/dialect names. They are quoted verbatim.

2.1.4.1 Doke

The works of Guthrie and Doke y, and they might hay each other

in signiticant ways, since their maps of the Bantu area seem identical except for a few details
(Herbert & Huffman 1993:56-7). The following are the main features of Doke's work, as
aptly summarized by Herbert & Huffman (1993):

(a) Doke did not confuse genetic and referential classification in his scheme. Genetic
classiications mirror history, whereas referential ones do not.

(b) He distinguished between group and zone, whereby group reters to linguistic atfinity. and
zone more to geographical proximity than to linguistic phenomena.

(c) Doke’s aim was not to provide an exhaustive list of all Bantu languages. but rather a list

of the more important ones in a i work of imps as i became

available (Cole 1959:197).

Because of those features, Doke’s work as one of the pioneers in the area was mainly

tentative in an emerging Bantu specialization, without any rigid prescriptions. showing
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difference in detail from what we know today, as indicated in 7uble 2.3. Much of the
information known today was not available in his time. Doke’s scheme is also used in other

scholars’ classifications for consistency’s sake.

In Doke’s 1943 work, Nyamwezi and Iramba are both in the Eastern Zone, forming two
separate language clusters, while the rest of Zone F languages are not mentioned. The 1945
classification has Zone 50 or Eastern, with |1 groups. Nyamwezi forms a major grouping,
5071, with two language clusters, Nyamwezi (50/1/1) and Iramba (Ilamba) (50/2/1. Sukuma,
Sumbwa. Nyaturu, Galaganza, Konongo, Nyanyembe and Kimbu make up the dialects of
Nyamwezi, and no dialects are indicated for Iramba. The other member, Irangi (50/7/4),
belongs to 50/7 which is the East Central group, with members in that cluster including
Zaramo. Sagara, Gogo and Irangi itself. The other Zone F languages like iCIWodngd,

KiToongwe/KiBeende and KéeMbuwe do not appear.

Table 2.3. Evolution of linguistic classification in Zone IF: Doke (1943 1943)
Major Classification Language or cluster Dialects
1943 (a) Nyamwezi, etc -
(V) EASTERN ZONE (c) Iramba -
50/1/1 Nyamwezi 50/1/1a Sukuma
1945 50/1/1b Sumbwa
50/1/1¢ Nyatury
ZONE 50 (EASTERN) 50/1/1d Galaganza
50/1 NYAMWEZI 50/1/1e Konongo
50/1/1f Nyanyembe
50/1/1g Kimbu
5012 - 50/2/1 Iramba(llamba) -
50/7 EAST-CENTRAL 50/7/4 Irangi -




2.1.4.2 Bryan

‘The classification by Bryan (1959) does not aim at genetic relationship, but rather groups are
presented as autonomous divisions and single units (Herbert and Huffman (1993:55), as
shown in Tahle 2.4. Dialects are shown where relevant, as is the case with Nyamwezi with
4 dialects, including Sumbwa (also shown as KinaMweri), which other linguists regarded as
aseparate language. Sukuma has only one dialect, Kiya. The major problem here was lack
of information. For instance, it is not clear why some languages were shown with dialects.
while others were not. The method used is not explicit as to whether those languages
without any dialects were designated so by field research nor whether they were recorded as
informants reported them. It is also not clear whether the criteria for sub-grouping are

linguistic or geographical, since geographically, these languages are adjacent

Table 2.4. Evolution of linguistic classification in Zone F: Bryan (1959)

Major Classification Language or cluster Dialects
Sukuma Kiya
SUKUMA GROUP Nyamwezi (kt-) Nyanysmbe (ki-)

Takama (Garaganza)
Mweri (kr-na-) (or
Sumbwa)

Konango

NILYAMBA GROUP

?Mbugwe




2.1.4.3 Guthrie |
Guthrie (1967:5, 6) was careful enough in advancing his caveat from the outset that the aim

of his monograph was two-fold, (a) to establish some framework for future reference in

and i Bantu | (b) to throw into prominence the places where
knowledge of a language is fragmentary or even non-existent. In addition, he stated
categorically that his work was essentially tentative, and that some well-informed person

might find some groupings quite unjustified (Guthrie:ibid)

Borrowing from Doke, Guthrie (1948:73) made a distinction between language groups and
fanguage zones whereby a group was a unit with a purely linguistic significance, whereas the
zone was mainly geographical. This implies that zones refer to language taxonomy based on
geographical contiguity or proximity rather than on genetic affiliation. That is a very
important distinction to make especially in Bantu languages which are essentially all similar,
except when distance and other factors like contact with other groups make them less similar.
The work of Guthrie forms the major point of departure and will be quoted at some length
to provide the background of the concept of Zone F which permeates this study. The

following are the methods he used to arrive at his conclusions.

In grouping the Bantu languages. Guthrie suggested two methods of classification, the
historical and the empirical. He dismissed the historical as impossible to apply in the African
context because there was "no historical records’, so we may hypothesize that by *historical”

perhaps he only meant “written’ records, thus assuming that history and the writing tradition
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are synonymous, and that without writing, history is impossible (Guthrie:ibid), something

which is unfortunately not true.

His empirical method included drawing isoglosses on a map to show the distribution of

linguistic features. These are lexical, h ical. phonetic and tonal (Guthrie,
ibid). He identified the criteria for isolating languages as Bantu. dividing them into two
groups, one based on principal criteria, which he said were straightforward to apply. and a
second based on subsidiary criteria, which were less easy to apply because a language’s forms
change so much by contraction and attrition. For the principal criteria, he isolated two.
grammatical and lexical. The subsidiary criteria included firstly, roots. “invariable cores™ or
‘radicals’ from which most of the words are formed by agglutination. and secondly. a
balanced vowel system in the radicals (roots) consisting of one open vowel // with an equal

number of back and front vowels.

The relevant criteria for this study are lexical and phonological. However. the lexical part is
less relevant for the purposes of this study since Guthrie’s concern was retention in the
daughter languages rather than innovation. Retention would be handled by lexicostatistics.
a method which was used by others, as described in 2.2.4.6 and 2.2.4.7 below in the

discussion of Nurse and Philippson (1980a) and Nurse (1999).

In classifying Zone F, Guthrie (1967:46) admits that it is not a unique zone, because many

of the features are not peculiar to it. He goes on to enumerate the distribution ot some 17
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characteristics which he views as the most important when they are taken together, although
they are neither unique to nor distributed evenly in all Zone F languages, some nat found in
some languages. The list of these differentia contains mainly grammatical features, an area

beyond the scope of this work.

The relevant phonological differentia include the following, as set out in 7uble 2.5 (Guthrie
1948:23, 1967:46-47). Some are either common to other Bantu languages, are not found in
ZoneF or are simply obscure. For example, the alternations of 7 ¢ and o in suffixes are not

distinctive in some languages, while they are different phonemes in other languages

Table 2.5 Phonological differentia defining Zone F?

Feature In Zone F, found in
Distinction between i and 1, and uand & | Alf except F10, F23, F34

Long/short vowels All

Every language is 7V All except F10, F23, F34
Unusual altemance gl F32

K/c, Ur, aA alternations Mixed picture, like other zones

To classify these Bantu languages into finer groups of similar featured languages, Guthrie
(1967:27, 28) suggests two possibilities:

(a) Classification by fragmentation, starting with the whole of Bantu and then subdividing it
into sections of closely related regions until the smallest indivisible, useful unit is reached.

This however was the technique attempted earlier and did not yield good results,

(b) Classification by taking one individual language as a core, starting point, then grouping
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allthosel jacent to th displaying similar istics. According

to Guthrie, these characteristics are selected far practical reasons rather than taking all
possible features to be shared by the languages in one zone. A wider selection of features will
imply the inclusion of fewer languages, while a few shared features will admit more languages
into a zone. This means that in some members of the group an important feature may be
missing. This method modifies his empirical method involving use of what he calls the
practical method. The arbitrariness of the features selected is an essential moditying
technique to his empirical method, a method that he used to classify all the Bantu languages
into 16 zones: A, B, C, D, E. F, G, H, K, LM, N, P, R, and S, where D and E were later
reconfigured by other scholars to obtain Zone J distributed into DJ and EJ. By zone.
Guthrie (1967:28) therefore meant, "primarily a set of groups which have a certain

geographical contiguity and which display a number of common linguistic features as well’.

Such a process is contradictory in one sense. At the beginning, Guthrie said zones are not

linguistic. When he i the dure, zones became ical and linguistic
entities at the same time because zoning was based on linguistic criteria rather than defining
areas arbitrarily for purely geographical convenience. And it is for this change of procedure
for which Guthrie is criticized, because he did not follow through his excellent caveat quoted
above. To avoid this error, Guthrie would surely have admitted that some geographical
overlap in the distribution of speech communities is a regular and sometimes necessary

correlation between people and territory.
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As a major linguistically based classification then, Guthrie’s attempt marked the beginning
of well-grounded work, since some of these zones are linguistically valid. The members of
Zone F in this scheme were those shown in 7able 2.6. This early classification did not include
any F31, F32, F33 and F34. In the SSN group, all the dialects belonged to F22, while F21

stood alone as a mono-dialectal entity.

Tuble 2.6. Evolution of linguistic classification in Zone F: Guthrie [ (1948)

Major Classification Language or cluster Dialects
Tongwe F.10 Tongwe F.11
Bende F.12
Sukuma {ia-) F.24 -
Nyamwesi (ki-) F.22 Nyanyembe F .22
Zone F Takama F.22
Mweri F.22 (Sombwa)
Kiya
Sombwa (kr-) F.23 =
Kimbo (ki-) F.24 N
Bongo (1ki-) F.25 =

A major criticism of questionable classification can be levelled against Guthrie's finer
classification in SSN. If “Sukuma”, “Takama", “Kiya", and "Mweri" all refer to the four
cardinal points, North, South, East and West respectively, how can Guthrie’s Nyamwezi
include all the cardinal points as its dialects and exclude one, Sukuma “north’ as a separate

language?

In addition, how can Mweri (or (k1-) Stmbwa (in F22)) be different from (k-) Sumbwa F23?
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This might have been a problem of relying on informants’ responses without cross-checking
to be certain what they meant by the labels they used. To say that “so-and-so is eastern,
western, northern, or southern”, does not automatically mean that they belong to the same
genetic language. It may simply mean “people living there, the others”. regardless of

linguistic, ethnic, cultural or biological affiliations. For instance, it is common for F21b

speech communities to call all those on their west “Banagweeli” which simply means, “people
who are on our west”. These western people include every speech community to their west,
including some F21a, F23 and EJ23 (RuZinza) speakers. The F21 speakers regard all people
to their south as “BaDakama, without any specitic reference to linguistic affiliations. It is such
situations of self-reporting by the informants which might have swelled the number of
languages and made the distinction between “language” and “dialect”™ even more difficult
when these artificially created identities, the “tribes’ took root. As many have commented,
some languages appear to be dialects of one language linguistically, although regarded as
separate languages when broader social identities are referred to, especially when outsiders
had to label communities, as happened in colonial situations or when African societies named
their neighbours according to their perceptions and points of view rather than according to

the facts at hand.

2.1.4.4 Guthrie

The classification shown in 7able 2.7 is a revised version of Guthrie's 1948 scheme. and it

shows some alterations, like the introduction of F31, F32, F33 and F34.
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However, the dialects of F21 and F22 remain the same, while the status of Mweri (F22d) and
Sumbwa (k1-) (F23) continues to be ambiguous as to whether Mweri was the same as in the
1948 classification, belonging to both F22 and F23, or it was different. As many others have
observed, the subsequent researchers have not taken Guthrie’s caveat into account and they
have continued to regard Mweri (F22d) and Sumbwa (F23) as separate and the same entity
at the same time, hence being caught in a dilemma of whether to view F23 as a dialect of F22,
of F21 or as an autonomous language. Part of the problem is Guthrie’s violation of his own
caveat by promising to use geographical criteria and ending up employing linguistic ones.

Kahigi (198

) traces this ambiguity of classification to Dahl (1915:xii) and Bryan
(1959:119). However, it is the case that Bryan (1959:119) does not mention Sumbwa at all,
but rather she foot-notes her source of information that it was supplied by Chief Lugusha of
Tabora who mentioned to her that (ki)Nyamwezi had 4 dialects, (ki)Nyanysmbe. Takama,
(ki-na-)Mweri, and Konongo. Where she does mention Sumbwa, it is in connection with the
classification by Guthrie in which she was only a compiler, and which she labels MG3

Quoting Guthrie, she records one dialect of (ki)Nyamwezi as “Mweri .22 0, other nameys
Sumbwa” where “M(;3" refers to Guthrie’s revised classified list of Bantu languages
manuscript, then (1959), while the “0" refers to a language about which Guthrie did not have
tirst-hand knowledge. Such languages of which he had second hand knowledge include
Mweri (Sumbwa, the dialect), Takama (also called Garaganza) and Krya (Bryan 1959:ix

(acknowledgements and explanatory notes), 119).

This revised list of languages included dialects for which Guthrie himself had only second-
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hand information, supplied by some speakers of SSN who gave their native speaker intuitions
with all their other socio-cultural perceptions, biases, attitudes of and affiliations to the other
surrounding speech communities, etc. Such attitudes and perceptions dividing F22 dialects

did not necessarily coincide with purely linguistic classification within SSN.

The SSN classification, therefore, while trying to be as linguistically based as possible, was
also largely areal. It took into account the possible geographical spread and proximity of the
Bantu languages, just as Guthrie (1962b:5) himself notes, and Dalby (1970:162) and Nurse
(1979:43) observe about the role of proximity. The members of Zone F were thus more or
less fixed at || major language groups, as shown in 7ubles 2.7 and 2.8, although that was

not meant to be the final classification by Guthrie.

Table 2.7. Evolution of linguistic classification in Zone F: Guthrie Il (1967)
Major Language or cluster Dialects
Classification
Group 10
F.10 Tongwe F.11 Tongwe, ki-
F.12 Bende
Group 20
F.21 Sukuma, ki- %
F.22 Nyamwesi, ki- F.22a Nyanyembe ki-
F.22b Takama
F.22c Kiya
Zone F F.22d Mweri

F.23 Sombwa, ki- %
F.24 Kambo, k- 5
F.25 Bongo, thi-

Group 30
F.31 Nilamba, rki- (llamba)
F.32 Rmi, k- (Nyatora)
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2.1.4.5 Guthrie [Il

The final stage in the classification of Bantu languages, and Zone F and SSN in particular by

Guthrie saw some di; ible stages of in Bantu itication (7able 2.8)

itications are i d as ions change signil while other
undertaken are only minor where the linguistic groups remain essentially the same. This

s the

implies that the eleven members of the Zone spring from the same node of the tree, usi

tree-model metaphor, because of the linguistic criteria used.

2.1.4.6 Nurse and Philippson
Among others, Nurse and Philippson (1980a, 1980b) are sceptical about the unity of Zone
F. as introduced in 2.2.3 above. Using the lexicostatistical method, they divide the Zone into
two parts, West Tanzania and Langi. In their scheme, Langi is composed of Langi itself and
Mbugwe. They separate Langi and Mbugwe from the rest of West Tanzania because the
connection is mainly lexical, whereas syntactically, Langi/Mbugwe resemble the Ruvu
languages. West Tanzania s further sub-divided into two, SSN and Nilyamba/Nyaturu/Kimbu,

as illustrated in 7able 2.9. below.
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Table 2.8. Evolution of linguistic classification in Zone F: Guthrie I11 (1970)

Major Language or cluster Dialects
Classification
Group 10
F.11 Tongwe -
F.12 Bende 2
Group 20

F.21 Sukuma, k- =
F.22 Nyamwesi, k-
Zone F F.23 Sumbwa, kr- -
F.24 Kimbo, ki- 2
F.25 pongo, tki-

Group 30
F.31 Nilamba, ria- (lamba)
F.32 Rimi, ki- (Nyatoro)
F.33 Langi, ki- (Irangi)
F.34 Mbogwe

Table 2.9. Evolution of linguistic classification in Zone F: Nurse & Philippson (1950ct)

Major Classification Language or Dialects
cluster
A. West Tanzania
1.SSN Sumbwa
Sukuma
Nyamwezi
2a. NNK
Nyaturu
WEST TANZANIALLANGI Nilyamba
Isanzu
Nyambi
2b Kimbu Kimbu
i Langi
. L
Setanal Mbugwe
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Furthermore, Kimbu is separated from Nilyamba/Nyaturu because of having some influences

from West Ruvu languages.

The major criticism regarding this division is that Sumbwa and Kimbu, and indeed Langi and
Mbugwe, cannot be set apart from the rest of Zone F simply because they have been
influenced by their neighbours. Another more important point of contention with this division
is that the authors did not have enough data for some of the members, notably Mbugwe and
Kimbu (Nurse & Philippson 1980a:47-8), in addition to the fact that they did not include
Tongwe, Bende and Bungu without any strong justification apart from the fact that they did
not have data for those languages®. A third objection is the raised status of Isanzu and
Nyambi as coordinate with Nilyamba and Nyaturu. 7ahle 2.9 gives the impression that all the

possibilities were explored and that the lang hown represent th and accurate

configuration of Zone F, including their internal hierarchies.

2.1.4.7 Nurse

The classification of Zone F by Nurse (1999) while not significantly different from that of
Nurse and Philippson (1980a), differs substantially in that Nurse suggests not only that
Tongwe, Bende, Bungu and Sumbwa be excised from Zone F, but also that Langi and
Mbugwe be excluded as well (Nurse 1999:10-1). Labroussi {1999:360) shares Nurse's

reservations about Bungu (Wungu). She describes the language as belonging peripherally to

* More data are available now and the situation of 1980 was noted by Nurse (1999)
himself almost two decades latter, by including more languages/dialects, thus helping make
more concrete statements.
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all its neighbours, but differing from them in significant ways so much so that it cannot be

grouped with them. She prefers to place it lexicostatistically with the macro Mwika-Nyik

group (Zone M) .

The status of SiSuumbwa is questioned because, like KiBende, it has BS and 7> 5, while the
rest have neither. Nurse bases his arguments on a survey of the lexical, phonological and
lexicostatistical literature. No definite answer is also given as to where these excised
languages/dialects should belong. Since assigning membership of those languages was not
the aim of his paper, an answer was not expected, just as it is not our central aim to trace the

roots of any group which does not fit in Zone F and place it where it belongs.

What remains of Zone F therefore, is what Nurse (1999:10) calls “core group of West
Tanzania’, namely F21/F22 (K1Sukuma/KiNyamweezi), which he calls “dialects of one
language’; F24 (KIK1imbu), F31 (K1nILaamba); and F32 (KIR1mi, or K1Nyaturu, properly

known as KINyaRuu by the native speakers).

One main reason why these other language varieties are excluded by Nurse is that they still

lack sufficient information (Nurse and Philippson 1980a:47, Nurse 1999:11).



Table 2.10. Evolution of linguistic classification in Zone F: Nurse (1999)

Major Classification Language or cluster Dialects
WEST or
TAKAMA ? Sumbwa -
or Kimbu -
Zone F Nilyamba &
Nyaturu

2 Tongwe/Bende N
2 Langi/Mbugwe .
2 Bungu -

The reason is not strong enough since what is needed is more research first before conclusions
are made, although Nurse (1999:10-1) correctly calls for a reexamination of such unknown
languages. Itis the aim of this study to redress that shortcoming by including all members of
Zone F as presented by Guthrie (1967-71), using data to test the suggestions of excision

given.

2.1.4.8 Classification in SSN and Zone F: a synthesis

From the foregoing, it is evident that the reexamination and possible reclassification in SSN
and Zone F is quite in order. While the work of the pioneers cannot be faulted, this study
endeavours to reexamine SSN and Zone F, given the unsatisfactory manner in which the
subject has so far been treated, especially in the area of research in undescribed dialects. The
earlier studies laid a solid foundation for future scholars and students of Bantu. But the
majority have also continued using the schemes of Bantu classification without questioning
whether those languages were indeed mono-dialectal or not, and whether adding undescribed

dialect(s) would make any signil diffe This issue of ionil of




Guthrie’s contribution is also raised by Nurse (1999:10) in reference to Zone F having
historical validity. With this inquiry it is felt that some languages are not members of Zone

F and should be removed. However, data for some of them were totally missing and

reconciling the different observations made is possible only by using the ive method
and lexicostatistics in addition to ical criteria based on data for all
dialects

A minor issue concerns orthography. Each author writes the names of the varieties

according to his/her ion and in and ics rather than
how the natives of that community understand the names. These names which depart from
the conventions used in this study are quoted as they appear in those works. This

For instance, as an extreme case, most of the Zone

F languages have no 'r’ in their phonological inventories, but it appears in Guraganza. Most
Zone F languages have a 7-vowel system with a short-long vowel contrast, but many of the
scholars do not show vowel length in their writings nor the 7 vowels. All the languages in the
zone are also tonal. but the tones are not always shown partly because of the excuse that it
is difficult to mark them and the context can always disambiguate words. It is this problem
of misrepresentation which creates some of the problems of phonological analysis. In
addition, the received nomenclature from the earlier times has not been modified to match

the ion of . This i to the i i number of Bantu

languages, since what some of the names refer to are non-existent entities while others are

simply misleading. Take for instance the concepts of directional names such as dckcme,
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“south’, also written as Tukama to refer to entities which are not linguistic. It is one of the

lesser aims of this study to clarify such issues where possible.

2.1.5. Historical interpretation in SSN and Zone F
The role of linguistic studies in understanding history and culture cannot be overemphasized,
as Dickens (1995:32-3) correctly observes and Wilmsen (1995) and Barnard (1995) agree
when referring to the same subject
It is perhaps unfortunate, but it is certainly true, that a good knowledge of the target
language cannot be achieved without at least the ability to perceive (and articulate)
its phonological contrasts and the ability to classify its morphemes grammatically. Of
course, if one is to make historical inferences about a culture from its language, then
a background of how languages change over time is also necessary.
For instance, Abrahams (1967b:1) comments that, although F23 is located within F22
administratively and is treated in the literature as if it belonged there. it had a cultural affinity
with western neighbourslike the aha (DJ66). In the map of Unyamiwezi, Abrahams excludes

the BaSuumbwa. By cultural affinity’ he might have meant “linguistic affinity” as well. which

is attested by our preliminary findings.

Historical interpretationin SSN and Zone F therefore suggests taking into account all pieces

and bits of i ion like that ical work by Abrah: Such works go a long

way in filling the gaps or resolving contradictions which linguistics alone might not handle.
For instance. there are few words within Zone F which are also found in N 10, Tanzanian

Cil)goni. The Wal)goni’s migratory history from southern Africa is recent in areas like Lake
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Nyasa where the Wal)goni entered.

But significantly, the Lake Nyasa (Malawi) area into which the Wal)goni entered, was also
famous as a source of slaves by slaving expeditions to and from the Indian Ocean coast during
thel1860s to the 1880s. Slave narratives are normally common with people who have first
hand experience of slavery within their clans, even after many generations have passed

During a recent survey in the area, many people did not remember anything about the slave
trade. They remembered the Wal)goni warriors only (Mihanjo, Mapunda and Luanda 1999).
Such communal loss of memory seems to suggest two things (a) oral history of such places
would not reveal the past if the first inhabitants emigrated and completely new ones occupied
their areas, with no oneto tell any story. This is an unlikely explanation, because some people

survived and remained within the area (Mihanjo, Mapunda and Luanda 1999:3); (b) because

the of slavery are associated with the shame of defeat and humiliation, the people
would conceal that part of history, although archival sources confirm the presence of slavery
up to 1895 (Mihanjo, Mapunda and Luanda 1999:3). The absence of story tellers does not

mean the absence of events, and hence absence of history in the area.

When there are knowledge gaps like this slave trade case, especially in relation to Bantu, Zone
F and SSN, any source might shed new fight. Works in ethnobotany, folk history. oral
traditions, or myths should not be dismissed. For example, the contributions by Musso
(1968), Chubwa (1979), Mabala (1988), Kairanya (1990), Mdachi (1991), Mkirya (1991),

Abdallah (1991), among others, are welcome. They deal with records of oral traditions
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elicited from communities the authors know well, supplemented by a few external sources.

Such ibutions should be y rather than be dismissed out of hand before

complete evidence is gathered and compared with them. The usefulness of myths, oral

widitiorisand folk histotiesi by Schmidt (1978:273), who, working in Buhaya,

Kagera Region, excavated prehistoric artefacts from sites mentioned in oral traditions only.
The correlation between oral tradition and archaeological find were one-to-one. Such

inclusion also tak f the pitfalls of i which are normally influenced greatly

h

by the touseto fo late a research problem, gather data,

analyse it and integrate the results with known knowledge.

2.2 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

This study analyses both quantitative and qualitative evidence in tracing the linguistic history
of SSN within Zone F. The evidence comes from phonological and lexical features shared
by the target languages. Because of this scope, the family tree model fits the comparative

method and lexi istics as methods of

;, while the contact models of language
development are retlected well by qualitative analyses of vocabulary, especially areal features
and loanwords. The comparative method is essentially qualitative and lexicostatistics is
quantitative. Indo-European philology gave birth to the comparative method, especially
with the work of Schieicher and Grimm (Meinhof 1932:19-21). The method or its close
version was later introduced in Bantu studies. Later, lexicostatistics was added to deal with
matters of statistical measures and chronology, in addition to the role of sub-grouping. These

two methods or reactions against them and their evolution gave rise to all the major models
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of language development, namely, the tree, wave, and contact approaches. In this study the

family tree and contact models are used.

The wave model is not used, although it handles overlapping features in cases of mixed
languages, pidgins or creoles. The model was meant to address the questions raised by the
tree model . It views innovations as originating from one source, in one language or dialect,
and then they radiate in all directions like a pebble thrown into a pond of water, creating
ripples which travel afar, but weaken as they move away from the source. Different
innovations may start from different sources and criss-cross at language and dialect
boundaries. making some varieties share features with others, which can be traced as

isoglosses. A tree model would not show that overlap (Anttila 1972).

The wave model, while it accounts for in language p is not

compatible with the comparative method. Its power rests in accounting for contact

Significantly, the two models, family tree and contact. correlate well with shifts of
paradigm” in archaeology and history over the decades as the perceptions of phenomena

shifted due to improved horizons in the development of knowledge generally. The major

have been migrationist, p , and in that order, althou

in a one-to-one relationship with the models (for a full discussion of these paradigms. see

? Paradigm in this sense is borrowed from Kuhn (1970) from his seminal work in the
philosophy of science. It refers to a set of models, concepts, theories. methodologies and
methods used by a scientific ity in describing and i
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Chami 1994, Trigger 1994, Renfrew and Bahn 1996, Harke 1998). It is worth mentioning
here that paradigm shift does not mean complete rejection of earlier paradigms. It only means
that new approaches emerge to challenge the old, with each approach having adherents

because of its merits, so that parallel paradigms can co-exist and compete. creating ditferent

schools of thought in the larger scientific community.

Since these approaches in archaeology and history have had a great impact on linguistics, a
brief description is in order because they influence greatly the way our data is described and

interpreted historically.

Some scholars working or having an interest in linguistics have also been working or

interested in history, P , phil and ethnology, among many

disciplines, and the methods from those other disciplines have found their way into and
influenced linguistic thinking in important ways. The approaches are not mutually exclusive
nor monolithic, but rather they complement each other as they attempt to explain historical
events from different angles. In addition, each paradigm or model best handles one type of
data than another. For instance, the family tree model works well with lexicostatistics and the

comparative method because these two assume monogeny.

The contact models which emerged with the development of sociolinguistics are suited for
analysing qualitative data in phonology, syntax, semantics, morphology or lexis, in examining

areal features and/or loans. In the contact models, lexical distribution is explained in terms
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of'thei ion of conti; speech ies and the potential for one-way or mutual

influence. The situation that obtains in SSN and Zone F is that captured by Thomason and
Kaufman (1988:35-95) about changes occurring in languages without any shift. Since
changes are relative, depending on many dependent variables, they may include borrowing

vocabulary, new sounds, ional affixes, ical features, i i affixes

followed by major structural features. The cases of BS and DL processes within SSN and
Zone F generally, for instance, can be explained in these terms where some care members
appear to originate the process, and other adjacent languages borrow words. By borrowing
lexical items, they introduce BS- or DL-like processes in their systems. These processes tend
1o be unproductive in their new environment because they are difficult to adapt fully. The
tendency of borrowing is greater when the power relations between languages in contact are

asymmetrical; the period of contact is long; their numerical strengths differ; and the

pological ftis closer. Inth fBantu speakers, ical power, for instance, may

be medicine related to the supernatural, specialized knowledge in animal husbandry, as in the
case of borrowing colour terms of cattle from Southern Cushitic by Zone F communities

The migration and diffusion paradigm, though heavily criticized for its ethnomorphic"'
leaning, especially in the past, has some important relevance in our study, since synchronic

movements of some KiSukuma (F21) speakers supports that possibility. Starting from the

' The fallacy of eth hism refers to the ization of the attributes of
other groups in terms of one’s own (Fischer 197 26), which differs trom
ethnocentrism which refers to the exaggeration of the role of one’s group in the interaction
with other groups (Fischer 1972:226-230).
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early 10705, when there was a great drought in the region, some communities of PaSukuma
moved and settled in Morogoro, Mbeya, Iringa and Rukwa regions''. They were refused the
permission to cross into Zambia with their herds of cattle because of the new political
boundaries, which the faSukuma did not recognize. Wherever they settled, these migrant
communities were large enough to continue using K1Sukuma amongst themselves, as they
continued to keep in touch with the larger K1Sukuma communities they had left behind.
Three decades on, they began to intermarry with the communities they had found, resulting
in mutual borrowing of some lexical items. Contrary to the military and conquest model of
migration explained below, these K1Sukuma migrants have tended to blend well in their new
settlements, with only minor skirmishes between them and the predominantly agricultural
communities they found. Since they both keep cattle and cultivate cash and food crops, they
solve their problems without resorting to war. This state of affairs might have existed even

in the past where the resources were likely to be even more abundant.

Migrationist (also known as traditional, ionary or diffusionist) is an
approach with a tendency to explain cultural change, different phenomenon or similarity of
material culture of one society as an adoption from foreigners, neighbours or trading
partners'. For instance, where “Hamitic” languages were not spoken, it was argued that the

“Hamitic™ overlords had adopted the languages of the conquered Bantu and that their own

"' For some more di ion on recent migrati see Masele (1996).

' For a comprehensive summary and review of these paradigms in archaeology, see
Chami (1994), Fagan et al (1996), Renfrew and Bahn (1996), Hirke (1998).
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speech had disappeared without trace (Trigger 1994:328)", In archaeology, the ruins of’
Zimbabwe were thought to have been the work of civilized foreigners from the north, the
Phoenicians of the Middle East, rather than the work of the Shona themselves because of the
spectacular structures found there (Renfrew and Bahn 1996:443-4). The migrationist
paradigm was an approach common to archaeologists who were trained in classics and

history. While diffusion does not imply or of peoples.

migration implies precisely that. Migrations have ind xisted from time i ial. Even
in Bantu studies, it is often assumed that the Bantu migrated from parts of western Affica and
expanded to central and southern Affica because of iron technology and the superiority it

conferred on them to conquer other communities.

For instance, Hock (1991:467-70), gives an account of migrations, taking some Indo

European languages as his point of departure, elaborating on the theory by Dyen (1956).

ing to this idea, migrations as massive people from one place to another
are a common phenomenon throughout human history. Speech communities migrate to new
territories where they find native people with their own different languages, resulting in at

least four effects.

" The case of ethnicity in Rwanda and Burundi is intriguing. The Batuutsi are thought
to be Nilotic or Afro-Asiatic from the north, possibly Ethiopia, aithough there is no evidence
whatsoever so far because they speak KiNyarwanda, iGiHa or KiRundi, which are Bantu
languages. In these languages, there are also no known traces of foreign linguistic or cultural
influences, Nilotic or Afroasiatic. This would only suggest that there was ethnocide which
left no trace (see Kimenyi 1979:1 who suggests that the Batuutsi and Batwa lost their
languages and adopted that of the Bahutu, a Bantu majority group).
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First, it'a migrating speech community finds no native linguistic competitor in the new area,

the

of di ian are limitless as the native dialects/languages
are replaced by those of the immigrants. With time, variation emerges as speakers spread in
their new territory. Where there is no prehistoric evidence, such dialectal spread is suggestive
of migration from an original homeland. In the area under study, linguists and historians alike
suggest that the Bantu groups migrated and spread into the area and became dominant both

culturally and economically (Batibo 1992b:47).

Secondly, migrating speech communities tend to have smaller linguistic diversity than those
left behind as the speakers in the new environment are forced to forget their differences in
order to survive. For instance, English in the Americas or Australia shows less heterogeneity
than English in Great Britain where the dialectal variations are enormous. In this regard,
homogeneity of several Bantu varieties in one location is suggestive of immigration. This
hypothesis is difficult to accept as universally true since homogeneity is brought about by
factors other than immigration alone. For instance, in societies like the United States, class

di

inction is based on property, colour, race, or geographical origin of immigrants. In this
situation, regular contact between speakers of one variety of a language like English is
discouraged. As a result, each class of people evolves or maintains their own peculiar form

of English, as is the case of Ebonics for the majority of Americans of African origin.

Thirdly. decreased contact between the homeland and the emigrants in their new home results

in innovations in the homeland which fail to reach the emigrants in their entirety, or fail to
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reach them completely.

Lastly, a complete separation with the homeland may ultimately result in the appearance of

new, different languages. In the absence of written documents. only traces of linguistic

features may constitute proof that the migrant groups did indeed originate in a certain area.

Schmidt (1978:287-97) and Chami (1999), among others, doubt the migratory explanation

for Bantu extension, logical studies find id Th

is also highly speculative because it is treated as a fact instead of being a hypothesis only.
Chami (1999:205-9) points out that the trade explanation linking East Africa and the Graeco-
Roman world in antiquity might explain some of the rapid spread of material culture in East
Africa rather than migrations of people. The spread of iron, for example. started in the
Lacustrine region of East Africa rather than West Africa where the Bantu are thought to have
originated. In Africa, as elsewhere, military superiority in prehistoric times might have been

irrelevant, because it is only one source of power.

As a challenge to

(or new. behavi )

refers to the dynamic relationship between socio-economic aspects of culture and the
environment as determinants of cultural processes and change. It was a reaction against
conceptions of the world based on culture history as practised by historians trained in classics

and history. This alternative paradigm aimed at placing credit where it was due, rather than

change and i i i ly to invaders or conquerors (ltandala

1979:148; 1983:43-4; Chami 1994:19) . In the case of the Bahutu and Batuutsi cited above,
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the “Hamitic/Cushitic myth” remains a myth, since there is no evidence to substantiate that
the Batuutsi who are thought to be probably Nilotic or Afro-Asian indeed lost their language

without trace"

It was from the backdrop of such paradigms that the family tree model of language
development evolved. It was ananalogy from the evolutionary nature of biological organisms
which start from one source and expand into new territories. Because the migratory
paradigm is not dead, and sometimes migrations do indeed take place as explained by Hock
(1992), it is important to mention the models used in this study since they are inevitably

influenced by the migrationist paradigm.

2.2.1 The Models of language development

2.2.1.1 Family Tree model

As the name suggests, the family tree model, spurred by the theory of biological evolution of
various species from one source, compares languages starting from a parent who gives birth
to daughters who in turn give birth to children, in an endless cycle of change (See Vansina
1995 and Nurse 1997 for an overview of this model and others). Related dialects are

considered to be co-ordinate, at the base of an inverted tree, from where their ancestor is

4 The role of blood type and DNA analyses are unlikely to solve this problem since
it is difficult to know if there exists any correlation between blood or DNA and language in
the first place, although an open mind to entertain that possibility is better than out of hand
dismissal.
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posited as uniting them into a si de, forming their p 1 we. That p languag
isitself considered to have had relatives at another co-ordinate level who were united to form
another node higher up the hierarchy, forming yet another proto-language. The process is
repeated until one super-ancestor is reached from which all the language varieties descended.

The form of the tree resembles a tree trunk, with the dialects forming its finer branches.

The model, and hence thy parative method and lexi istics. assumes geny. with

an inherent tendency to exclude all other words from a comparative series, because the aim
is cognation only. The linguistic tree is assumed to have only one root which gives rise to
many daughter languages. Existing speech communities however show that a language may
arise out of many sources, as in the extreme cases of pidgins, creoles, and mixed languages
like Tok Pisin. Ma’a (Thomason and Kaufman 1988). This indicates that proto languages
should be thought of as having dialects. as in Proto Indo-European (PIE) “warm’ from

*gwerm- ~ Bermos **warm, hot” in Greek and PIE *gworm- ~ fornus “oven’ in Latin.

On the other hand, the criticisms are not fully justified because the aim of the tree model and
its parent source, the comparative method, is the tracing of genetic relationships between
languages rather than to find all the sources from which languages drew their resources. It
is against this background of unexaggerated function that the model is used in our study. It
is not an absolute or perfect model for a one-to-one relationship between historical event and
its representation. Rather. it is only one way of representing reality in a simplified way.

needing other tools and external sources to arrive at a historical interpretation.
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2.2.1.2 The Contact models

The contact models are explained in detail by Thomason and Kaufman (1988). They view

similarity between languages as a range of possibilities, one being genetic affiliation, and the
other contact. Languages can be similar because the speakers have been adjacent for a long

time, interacting and borrowing from each other.

In the area under investigation, groups like the Sandawe and Hatsa (also Hadza) of the
Khoisan family are found, and they have been living there for an unknown number of
centuries. As Ehret (1984:489) suggests with regard to the SSN speakers, the Hatsa and the

Sandawe might have been earlier settlers in the area. They have remained without being

d by the immi by maintaining their way of life for the most part. However,
who settled there first is a matter of relative chronology since Proto-K1Sukuma-
KiNyamweezi seems to have originated within the general area of fuSukuma (Ehret:ibid).
Posnansky (1981:533) also comments on this problem of dating, that, although the dates
obtained by the Carbon 14 (C ) method are relatively accurate, “the variability for the
period under review may range over several centuries”. Linguistic evidence gives some clues
to the interactions between Bantu groups and others, as the following JinaK1rya words

compare with those from Sandawe, taken from Newman (1970).

3)
JinaKrtya (Bantu)  Sandawe (Khoisan) Gloss
mbaushi bas* (Wildebeest) gnu
ndddio déro Burchell's zebra
modga moga izans (plant, green vegetable)
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From such shared vocabulary, more hypotheses can be advanced. As the lexical items show,
either group might have borrowed from the other, that is, Khoisan Sandawe borrowing from
Bantu JinaK1lya, and vice versa, showing a contact situation. The direction of borrowing
can only be ascertained by comparing a large corpus of lexical items from the pair of
languages in relation to the vocabulary of the other members of the varieties in contact.

Vocabulary items representing tangible objects like working tools, utensils and ornaments
are one of the easiest to borrow and diffuse from culture to culture (Anttila 1972:155). Within
one group of languages, lexical diffusion from external sources results in lexical variation,
double or irregular reflexes. It also results in dialect mixing. Dialect mixing is common in

SSN.

‘When dialect mixing (or ‘koineization’) is between related languages, detection of loans is
almost impossible without the help of marked features from one of the dialects in contact.
It is also impossible to detect loans if the source language ceases to use a word, while the
recipients continue using it. In (3), it may be the case that the Sandawe were assimilated,
although they retained some words which then spread to the rest of the JinaK11ya immigrants.
On the other hand, the Sandawe speakers might have borrowed from JinaK11ya some of the
names for animals and plants. The evidence of this would come from other K1Sukuma or

Bantu dialects. 1€ they had the same words, then Sandawe would have borrowed them.
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2.2.1.3 Theories and models: Dynamism in SSN and Zone F

SSN and Zone F communities in general have been very dynamic, with many movements of
people characterizing the area. There have been internecine wars, famines, search for
agricultural and pasture land, and slave raids. In prehistoric times, such movements might
have been numerous. Recent history around the Great Lakes area calls to mind the
movements of people from various places to sheltered enclaves either in mountainous areas
or in plains where enemies could be seen from a distance. SSN speech communities could
have taken shelter in those areas which were not slave routes nor reservoirs of slaves. That
may partly explain the extent of SSN’s mixed status, as people from diverse groups who have

entered the area and conformed with the people they found in order to survive'*

Current research in historical linguistics promises and professes dynamism in intent, but fails
to reach that dynamism in practice. Language communities continue to be cast in rigid
geographical areas as shown in Map /.3 which draws boundaries as if they are immutable
enclaves enclosing ethnic communities. While locating linguistic communities without
borders seems to promise capturing the identity of the fluid nature of speech communities and
languages, the analyses lag behind and continue locating language varieties as rigid, isolated

entities. Cases in point are the SiSuumbwa, KeeMbuwe, KiiRangi, ICIWoUpgy and

** Mihanjo, Mapunda and Luanda (1999) discuss such a scenario of areas of refuge
where the Wal)goni marauders are remembered more for their invasions than the slave raids,
suggesting that those people might not have witnessed the slave raids because they ran
away northward into the area currently occupied by the SSN speech communities. These
came from different speech communities. The result was mixed features in the SSN
languages.
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KiBende/KiTongwe varieties which display that d; ismin their and Y
as they interact and are influenced, so much so that many scholars treat them with suspicion
when they are grouped in Zone F. It is within the aims of this study to examine their status
in Zone F and SSN vis-a-vis their dynamism, and whether their exclusion is indicative of
separate paths of historical development or contact only. While the family tree mode! shows

between | it is the contact model which promises a better

guag
interpretation in Bantu scholarship. The model treats languages as entities in perpetual

motion, their d: ism shown by their mail shift, or death, while others ‘commit

suicide or are murdered’ (McMahon 1994:284-305)

2.3. CONCLUSION

This li iew surveyed what has been done i iptic ification, and historical

interpretation in SSN and Zone F. The weaknesses identified include gaps in the description,

and i ion of the available linguistic data. Thus, the following are areas

of focus in this study: iption of the historical p of SSN and Zone F with
reference to BS, 7> 5, DL, glottalization, voiceless nasal formation and vocabulary in order

to give a new interpretation and improved classification.
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CHAPTER THREE

PHONOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENT

3.0 INTRODUCTION

The Proto-Bantu phonological inventory is composed of the following reconstructed
consonant phonemes: / *p, *b, *t, *d, *c,*j, *k,*g,*m, *n, *ny', *n, *y /. It also includes
the pre-nasalized consonants /*mp, *mb, *nt, *nd, *nj, *nc, *nk, gg/. The focus of this
study is the eight non-nasal phonemes /*p, *t, *k, *b, *d *g, *c, *j/ in relation to three major
phenomena: vowel systems, especially reduction of 7 vowel system to 5 vowels (7 > 5);
Bantu Spirantization (BS), especially as related ta 7> 5, and Dahl's Law, one the one hand,
and glottalization and voiceless nasal formation on the other. The study of the eight target

sounds shows those phonological developments more clearly than others like nasals.

One issue which needs elucidation is the status of *d and the /d/ and /I/ retlexes in synchronic
Bantu phonological inventories. Dealing with the stops versus continuants controversy.

Kahigi (1987, 1988. 1995) also addresses the choice between /d/ and /V/ in reconstructions’.

' The representation given by Guthrie (1967-71) *ny, is IPA *n1. Some of the other
conventions used by Guthrie are *y, which is [PA *j. The plosive *j which is also adopted
in this study, is IPA *.

2 For a full discussion of this, see Kahigi (1988) who offers good arguments for both

sides of *d and *1 . Kahigi favours the di i of'stop 1
by Homburger and Guthrie’s PB *d > I rather than Meinhof's strengthening rule of *1 > d
(Kahigi 1988:31. 150). Guthrie’s solution is acceptable to Kahigi because it is phonetically
and typologically sound, and it is simpler. In contrast, Meinhofs strengthening solution gives
(continued...)
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In the reconstructions by Guthrie, /I/ is absent. This assumed absence of *I in Proto Bantu is
odd taking into account the synchronic distribution of laterals across Bantu, especially with
regard to languages like KIK1Imbu, which are still like Proto Bantu in their phonological
systems. The reflex of *d being /I/ in many languages, including KiIKiimbu (F24) and
KiniLaamba (F31) indicates that the Proto Bantu form might have been *| rather than *d.
The reconstruction with *d might be relevant in the parent of Proto Bantu. It is odd for
K1K1imbu and KinILaamba to have almost identical consonants with Proto Bantu, except
for one or two phonemes like*d. This // solution in part supports the proposal of positing
PB *1 by Meinhof (1932) as one important pointer to something amiss with the *d
reconstruction. The findings of the UPSID* sample of liquids in world languages also lends
some solid support for PB *I. Out of a sample of 317 world languages in the UPSID. almost
all (95.9%) had at least one liquid, while 72.6% had more than one liquid (Maddieson
1984:73). If this Proto Bantu *| and *d hypothesis is correct, then K1Sukuma’s /d. I/ and
KINyamweezi's /I/ are actually inherited reflexes from Proto Bantu. They did not change.
just as the sounds like /k/, /p/, /t/, /g/ did not change trom Proto Bantu. However, scholars

posit PB *d or PB *I, but not both (See the discussion with some data in 3.1.2.10, 3.1.2.11.

w
s
5
("
o

117,

1.1.8 and Table 3.28).

2(...continued)
reflexes which violate both phonetic and typological plausibility.

* UPSID is an abbreviation for the UCLA Phonological Segment Inventory Database.
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Since the nasals and vowels are relatively stable in Zone F and have not changed much from

Prato-Bantu, only a limited di: ion of them i in the general overview of Zone
F in the first part. SiSuumbwa, K1Sukuma and KiNyamweezi are described in detail in the

second part while the third is the conclusion.

3.1. GENERAL OVERVIEW OF PHONOLOGICAL CHANGE FROM PB TO THE
TARGET ZONE F LANGUAGES

3.1.1. Vowel sytems in Zone F: 7Vand 7> 5
All 7 of the reconstructed PB vowels correspond quite well with Zone F vowel inventories

(See Appendix 2). The PB vowel system can be represented as

(@)
FRONT MID BACK
iii uluu Super Close
vix u/vu High
elee oloo Middle
a/aa Low

Guthrie (1967-71) represents the vowels as follows: ¥/ij (i/ii), i/ii (V11), e/ee (e/ee), a/aa (a/aa),
0/00 (0/00), u/uu (U/TT), Wyy (u/uu). The convention used in this thesis is in brackets, also
shown in (4). The phoneme /e/ is the IPA [€], and /of is the IPA [2]. For ease of
representation, the convention adopted by Nurse (1979a), Maganga and Schadeberg (1992)

and Batibo (2000), among others is followed.

92



In Zone F, the languages which have retained the 7LS vowels are K1Sukuma, KINyamweezi,
KIRmi, KinrLaamba, KiKitmba, KiiRaggi, ICIWunggd and their varieties. Those which
have merged or seem to be in the process of merging /i and V11 into /i are mainly
SiSuumbwa, KiBende, KeeMbuwe and their varieties. SiSuumbwa, KiBende, KeeMbuwe
and their varieties have mainly merged superclose /i/ and /u/ with the high /1/ and /0/ vowels
respectively into one quality of high /i/ and /u/, and retained the test. Qu the other hand. in
KeeMbuwe, /1/ merged with /e/ and /0/ with /o/, giving /e/ and /o/ respectively, as shown in

(6%

The reduction from 7 vowels is rather surprising, especially taking into account Dempwolff's

(1912:15) observation that, KeeMbuwe had 9 vowels, represented as i (y), i (). €. &, a.

. u (w), and y. This may be explained by the fact that Dempwolff analyzed his data

phonetically, not phonologically.

4 Although our data as shown in Tables 3./, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5 demonstrate that
KeeMbuwe is 5V, Mous (p.c.) and Nurse (p.c.) think the language has 7 contrastive vowels,
while DempwolfF (1912) shows 9. These tables address F10, F23, F25 and F34. since the
vowels in F21, F22, F24, F31, F32 and F33 are not controversial.
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(5) KeeMbuwe

In SiSiloombo, SiYoombe, KiLoongo, and KiBende, /1/ and /u/ were lost phonologically
when the superclose and the high vowels merged, as shown in (6), although the high /%/and
/u/ appeared occasionally phonetically. Ofthe five varieties which have changed from 7V to
5V languages, KiBende and KiLoongo are the most consistent. The others like SiSuumbwa

borrow words with /1/ and /u/, and appear to be 7V.

(6) SiSiloombo, SiYoombe, KiLoongo, and KiBende
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This merging of the i/ii and 1/11° vowels to remain with 5LS is normally associated with a
process known as Bantu Spirantization (BS) in some eastern Bantu languages. The process
isa weakening of a stop whereby it became a fricative in front of the super close vowels /i/
and /u/.  On the other hand, a few spirantizing languages do not merge the two qualities.
Because of that, it is not clear how and why an association is posited when there are such

exceptions. The two processes may in fact be unrelated, co-occurring only fortuitously.

According to our data, the 7V/SV distinction divides Zone F in two groups, although this is
not a unique Zone F feature. Many other zones have members with different vowel
inventories in their membership (Nurse 1979), as is the case with the Southern Highlands
group where the languages are predominantly 7V, although KiBena, KiPangwa and KiHehe
are SLS; in M30, CiNdali is SLS, while iKiNyakyusa is 7V P20 is divided equally into SLS
and 58; in North Nyanza, LuGanda and LuSoga are 5LS, while LuGwere is 6LS with /i/ and

1/, but only /o/.

On the other hand, SiSuumbwa, KiBende and KeeMbuwe are 5(L)S resembling language

groups like some G50, G40, G20, G30, EJ30, EJ20, EJ25 and DJ60, among others (Nurse

5 As shown in (5) and (6), the merging process in *I/*e > e, *0/0 > o in F34. and
*i/*1> /i, *u/t > /u/in F10 and F23, follow the more widespread pattern of Bantu language
7V vowel systems and their mergers described by Schadeberg (1994/5:73-75). For Zone F,
that system is /i, I, €,a, 9, U, u/. /e/ and /o/ represent /&/ and / 9/ respectively.
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1979, 1988). In eastern Bantu the 7V languages are fewer, and these include the majority of

Zone F, E50, P10, and some G60.

The presence of similar vowel systems in other zones makes the SLS feature a poor candidate

for a good diagnostic tool of classification, unless it is taken together with BS.

KiBende and SiSiLoombo, SiYoombe and KiLoopgo have merged their super close /i/ and
/u/ and high /1/ and /u/ vowels to /i/ and /u/ respectively, while KeeMbuwe has mersed the
high vowels /1/ and /0/ with the mid /e/ and /o vowels respectively, resulting in /e/ and /o/.

The following procedure was used to obtain the results:

(i) From the list of the 1036 words used in the study. all words with /1/ and /o/ were counted
(i) It was found that /1/ occurred in 184 words and // in 279
(iii) Out of the 184 words with /1/, 34 or 18.5% were chosen, while for /v/, 39 words or
14.0% out of the 279 words were selected.
(iv) The justifications for choosing those words as a representative sample were that:
(a) they were likely to be represented in all 22 varieties:
(b) they were mainly from core vocabulary based on the assumption that its
occurrence is expected in any language;
(c) the target vowels were not followed by other vowels so that no gliding would

occur, 0 8 to avoid the assimilatory influence of other adjacent vowels



The total number of the selected words in each category was judged to be representative
because each group contained more than 10% of the 184 and 279 word sample respectively.

The conclusions were therefore expected to be reliable, at least for Zone F.

Based on the data, the following conclusions were drawn, as shown in 7uble 3./ and 3.2, and
in the following rule of thumb based on three conditions: (a) if all words with /1/ or /u/ are
counted from a st of at least 1000 words from PB; (b) if at least 200 words are extracted for
each phoneme; and (c) if from those 200 words at least 40 words are caretully chosen so that
they represent equitably all the varieties, then the following will be true in Zone F where 200

on average were used and 35 selected and actually used

(i) 10 or less words consistently showing vowel/phoneme variation will indicate a stable 7V
language;
(i) 11-14 words will indicate a possibly changing language from 7V to 5V;

(iif) 15-35 words will indicate a clear 5V language

From (i) to (iii), i half the phonemes change consistently away from the values of the proto-
language, then it indicates a 5V language. On the other hand, the cut-off point of how many
words should be used may not be so precisely determined because it involves judgement

based on the data being used.



A shortcut method to determine whether a vowel system was 7V or 5V in other Bantu
languages deriving from PB would be to take 30 common core items. do the counting and
then test to see how many changes have taken place in that language or group of languages.

A modified chart as represented by 7able 3.1 and 3.2 could be used to tally the results.

Table 3.1. 7V and 5V varieties in Zone F: 1Y test

Number of Type and Examples with number of changes in brackets
Vowel changes i number of
out of 34 words : languages

(varieties)
0-6 v F31a (1), F31b (1), F21a (2), F21c (2), F22a (2), F22b (3},
(less than F24a (3), F22d (3), F31c (3), F32a (4), F32b (4), F32c (4),
18%) F22e (4), F24b (4), F33 (4), F21b (4), F25 (6)
7-20 7VI5V (0) -
(less than
59%)
21 + (more 5V (5) F10 (28), F23a (26), F34 (23), F23b (21), F23c (21)
than 62%)

Table 3.2. 7V and 51 varicties in Zone F: [0/ test

Number of Type and Examples with number of changes in brackets
Vowel changes | number of
out of 39 words ;| languages

(varieties)
0-8 v F31a (1), F31b (2), F22b (2), F21b (3), F22a (3), F32b (3),
F21a (4), F21c (4), F31c (4), F32a (4). F24a (5), F22d (6),
F25 (6), F24b (8), F33 (7), F32c (8), F22e (8)
11-14 TVISV (0) 5
(21-50%)
15+, (more 5V (5) F23b (26), F34 (21), F10 (21), F23a (21), F23c (20)
than 51%)
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According to Table 3.1 and 3.2, on average, a consistent maximum of 8 phonemic changes
would mean retention of clear 7V. A minimum 50% change pattern is required to qualify a
language for a stable 5V. Such a formula can also be illustrated by KeeMbuwe’s merging of
the high with mid vowels. According to this formula as applied in Zuhles 3.1 and 3.2, and
summarized in 7ahle 3.3 for /1/, from a total of 31 words used, 7 or less phonemes retaining
their Proto Bantu quality are not significant to make a language 7V. Conversely, 23
phonemes out of those 3 | words changing from their original Proto Bantu quality *I to /e/
is indicative of a clear 5V language, with a permanent shift to that status. Hence, because of
the high figures of 71.9% and 65.6% scales of change in KeeMbuwe from i/1 to /e/ and from

u/U to /o/ respectively, such a change is regular.

Tahle 3.3 1 and o change in KeeMbiwe

# of Words with /1/ (31 out 34 or 91%) # of Words with /u/ (32 out of 39 or 82%)
1 i i rse u>0 o>u i o0
7(236%) | 1(3.2%) | 23(M9%) | 9(281%) | 2(6.2%)  21(656%)
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Tahle 3.4. Evolution of *1 in Zone F and 7V 5V

PBWordand | Varieties : Variefies | Languages with avowel | Varieties with a
Gloss with word ' retaining  other than /o/ different form
w
“br ‘bad’ 21 8 F23a, F23b, F23c, F21a, | F33 (Usedasa
F2ic, F21b, F22b, F22a, | verbal) (1)
F22e, F22d, F10, F25. F34
all have /i (13)
“-(myok 2 16 F23a /i, F23b /i, F23c i/, : (0)
“*haney’ F22e /i/, F10 /i/, F34 /e/ (6)
*bidr body’ 21 17 F23a /i, F23b i, F23c /i, F10 (1)
F34 e/ (4)
*.yami ‘chief’ 3 [ F23a /i, F23b /i, F10/i/  : The rest (19)
[©]
“-c1 ‘country’ 2 18 F23a/i/, F23b fil. F10 i/, : (0)
F32c /el (4)
“-dim- ‘cultivate’ 22 17 F23a /i, F23b fil, F23¢ /il, | (0)
F10 /i, F34 /e/ (5)
“did- ‘cry, wail 2 18 F23c /i, F10 i/, F32a 12, : (0)
Fd fe/ (4)
“-yanik- ‘dry, vt 21 9 F23a /i, F23b i, F23c /i, : F31b (1)
F21a i/, F21b /i/, F22a /il,
F22e /il. F10 /il, F32b fi/,
F24ba fil, F25 /i, F34 le!
“gregg’ 20 17 F23a /i, F23b /il, F31c fiel | F23c, F32c (2)
[<)]
*-drdo ‘fire’ 6 1 F23a/i/, F23b fil, F23c I, | F21a, F21c,
F22d /i/, F10 /if (5) F21b, F22b,
F22a, F22e.
F31a, F31b,
F31c, Fa2a,
F32b, Fazc,
F24ba, F24a,
F33, F34 (16)
*-y1b(tdid)- 14 10 F23c e/, F22blil, F31a /i, | F23a, F23b.
‘forget’ F34 /e/ (4) F22a, F22e,
F22d, F10. F33,
F32b (8)
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PB Word and Varieties  : Varieties | Languages with a vowel Varieties with a
Gloss withword retaining : other than /s different form
”

*-prni ‘handle, 22 17 F23a /il, F23b fil, F23c fil, : (0)

haft F10 /il, F34 /el (5)

*-cubr ‘leopard’ 17 15 F24a /i/, F24ba /il (2) F23a, F23b,
F23c, F10, F25
®)

*-trma ‘liver’ 22 14 F23a /il, F23b fif, F23¢ /il, } (0)

F21b fe/, F10 /i/, F32b fil,
F24a /e, F24bale/ (8)
*-yingt ‘many’ 20 15 F23a /i, F23b /i, F23c i/,  F33,F31c(2)
F10 /i, F25 /i/ (5)
“-jtda ‘path’ 21 14 F23a /i, F23b /il, F32a fil, | F23c (1)
F32b fif, Faze fil, F10 /i,
F34 /e/ (7)
*-dip- ‘pay’ 22 17 F23a /i/, F23b fil, F23c /i, : (0)
F10 /if, F34 /el (5)
*-gad ‘stiff 21 14 F23a /il, F23b /if, F32b fil, : F23c (1)
porridge’ F32a e/, Fa2c fel, F10 /i,
F34 e/ (7)

*-brrk- ‘put, 13 10 F23c /il, F10 /i/, F34 /el (3) | F23a, F21a,

place’ F21b, F22b,
F22a, F22e,
F22d, F24a,
F24ba (9)

*-yrm- ‘pull up’ 22 18 F23b /il, F23c fe/, 10/, (0)

F34 e/ (4)
*-kupr ‘short’ 20 17 F25 i/, F33 /ir, F34 /el (3) i F23c, F10 (2)
*-yrmbo ‘song’ 21 17 F23a /i, F10/i, F33 /I, | F23c (1)

F3d fef (4)

*-yim(did)- 21 17 F23a i, F23¢ fil, FA0 i, | F32a (1)

‘stand’ F34 /el (4)

*-kida tail 19 15 F23b /i, F23¢ /il, F10 /i, | F32a, F32b,

F34 e/ (4) F32c (3)
*-gmn- ‘thick, fat' 17 12 F23a /if, F23b fi/, F23¢ i/, : F10, F31c, F25,
F32a e/, Fa2c fel (5) F33, F34 (5)
*-dimi ‘tongue’ 22 18 F23a /i/, F23¢ fil, F10 fil,  : (0)

F34 /el (4)
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PB Word and Varieties Varieties : Languages with a vowel Varieties with a

Gloss with word  retaining  : other than /y/ different form
V3
11 tree’ 18 13 F23a/i/, F23c i/, F10 /i, | F31a, F31b,
F32¢ /e, F34 /el (5) F24ba, F25 (4)
*-brdr ‘two' 22 17 F23a /i, F23c /il, F22d /I, (0)
F10 /i1, F34 le/ (5)
*-brcr ‘unripe’ 21 16 iF23a/i, F23b /i, F23c /i, | F32a (1)
F10 /i, F34 e/ (5)
“-ytm- ‘upright’ 21 16 F23a /i, F32¢ fel, F25 fil, : F31c (1)
F10/i/, F34 fel (5)
*-gidr ‘warthog’' 22 19 F23a /il, F23c /il. F10 /il ©)
[€)
“Kr ‘what' 15 10 iF23b/i2, F23c/i?, F22d | F23a, F3ta,
1, F10 /i, F33 fel (5) F31b, F31c,
F32a, Fa2b,
F32¢ (7)
*-dtmo ‘work’ 22 16 iF23a /i, F23b fil, F23c /i, | (0)

F10 /il, F31c /i, F34 /el (7)

Table 3.5. Evolution of *v in Zone F and 7V 51

PB Word and Varieties : Varieties : Languages with a Varieties with a
Gloss with word : retaining : vowel other than /o/ | different form
4
“-pute ‘abscess’ 12 0 F23a, F23b, F23c, F22b, F22a, F22d,
F21a, F21c, F21b, F31a, F31b, F32a,
F22e, F10, F31c, F32b, F25, F33, F34
F32c, F24a, F24ba
All i/ (12)
“-dom- ‘bite’ 21 0 All have /uf (21) F10 (1)
*-tok- ‘abuse, 21 18 F23b /ul, F10 /u/, F23c (1)
insult' F34 /o/ (3)
*-dugo ‘brother, 13 1 F23c /u/, F23b /u/ (2) | F25, F34, F23c, F10,
relative’ F31a, F31b, F31c,
F32b, F33 (9)
*-kungudo ‘crow’ 17 15 F22e /. F23b /u/ (2) i F22d, F23a, F23b,
F23c, F10 (Blank) (5)
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F23c u, F10 lu/ (4)

PB Word and Varieties : Varieties | Languages with a Varieties with a
Gloss with word : retaining : vowel other than /o/ ' different form
10
“-ciko/*-tiko ‘day’ | 18 13 F23a/u/, F23b fw, | F10, F23c, F3ta,
F22e Ju/ F33 /u/, F34 | F31b (4)
ol (5)
*qud- ‘buy’ 21 16 F23a/ul, F23b /ul, | F25 (1)
F23c /ul, F22e ful,
F10 /u/ (5)
*-yijod- ‘become ;11 10 F23¢ /ul (1) F22b, F22a, F22e,
full’ F22d, F10, F33, F23b,
F23a, F21a, F21c,
F21b (1)
*-bodi ‘goat’ 22 20 F10/0,Fl4/0/2) : (0)
“kod- ‘grow’ 2 18 F23b ful, F23c /ul, | (0)
F10 /u/, F34 /o] (4)
“kudu ‘great, big' : 16 14 F23b/u, F10/u/ (2) | F23c, F21b, F34,
F22b, F22a, F21a (6)
“yango ‘haste’ ;20 15 F23a /u/, F23b /ul, | F31c, F25 (Blank) (2)
F23c /u/, F10 o/,
F31b /o/ (5)
*-dondo ‘heap’ 16 1 F32a/u,F32b /ul, | F22d, F10, F31b,
F23b/u/, F23c/ul, | F23a, F21a,F34 (6)
F24ba /u/ (5)
“-yokr *honey 2 17 F23a/ol, F23b/ol,  (0)
F23c /o, F10 /ul,
F34/0/ (5)
*-dume ‘husband’ : 6 1(F25) | F23am,F2bmi,  iF23c, F21a, F2ic.
F22d u/, F33 1u, F21b, F22b, F22a,
F34./0/ (5) F22e. F31a, F31b,
F31c, F32a, Fa2b,
F32c, F24a, F24ba,
F10 (16)
*-bud(ag)- ‘kill 17 16 F34/0/ (1) F10, F23a, F23b,
F23c, F25 (5)
*-cobr leopard’ ;16 15 F31c/ul (1) F10, F32b, F25, F23a,
F23b, F23c (6)
*-gudu leg, foot' ;21 17 F23a/u, F23 i, | F25 (1)




PB Word and Varieties : Varieties : Languages with a Varieties with a
Gloss with word | retaining | vowel other than /o/ : different form
VA
*-puopo ‘lung’ 16 15 F33 /u/ (1) F22a (Blank), F10,
F23a, F23b, F23c,
F21b (6)
*-bo ‘mosquito’ 20 15 F23a/u/, F23b /u/, | F33,F10(2)
F22e /u/, F24ba /ul,
F34 /o/ (5)
*-boumb- ‘mould’ | 21 16 F23a/u/, F23b/u/, i F25(1)
F23c /u/, F10 u,
F34 /o/ (5)
“-tiku ‘night’ 19 15 F22d /ul, F10 ul, F23a, F23b, F23c (3)
F24a /ul, F34 lul (4)
“-puda ‘nose’ 1 9 F33/w,F34/0/ (2) i F22b, F2Ze, F22e,
F22d, F23a, F23b.
F23c, F21a, F21c,
F21b, F10 (1)
*-dugud- ‘open’ 18 3 F32a/u/, F23b/u/,  } F23c, F22d, F25, F33
F32c /u/, F10 u/, @
F34 jo/ (5)
*-nto ‘person’ 22 16 F23a/u/, F23b/w/, | (0)
F23c /u/, F22d Iu/,
F10 /u/, F34 /of (6)
“koonda ‘pigeon’ | 17 6 F23c u/, F23c /ul, F23b (Blank), F33
F21a/u/, F21c/u/, | (Blank), F21b, F24ba,
F22b Ju/, F22e lul, i F34.(5)
F22d /u/ F22a I/,
F10 /u/, F32b ful,
F32c u/ (11)
*-nongo 17 15 F10 /u/, F32a /u/ (2) | F31c. F22a (Blank),
‘porcupine’ F23a, F23b, F23c (50
*-nongo/ nyongs ;21 16 F23a/u/, F23b i/, F10 (1)
‘pot F23c /u/, F33 /o,
F34 /0/ (5)
*-nyo ‘salt 17 0 13 have /u/, except  : F10, F31a, F31b,
F23c, F22d, F32c, F24ba, F33 (5)
F34 with /of (4)
*-yikot- ‘be 21 17 F23a/ul, F23b /u/, | F23c (1)
satiated F10 /u/, F34 /o] (4)
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PB Word and Varieties : Varieties : Languages with a Varieties with a

Gloss with word : retaining : vowel other than /o/  : different form
1o/
*-beyu ‘seed’ 17 17 (0) F23a, F23b, F23c.
F22d, F10 (5)
“-tom- ‘send’ 20 15 F23a /u/, F23b /u/, F22a, F31b (2)
F23c /ul, F10 ful,
F34 /o/ (5)
*-dombu ‘sister’ 17 14 F23a /u/, F23b ful, F23c, F31b, F32b,
F10 /u/ (3) F32c. F34 (5)
*-tantato ‘six’ 1" 10 F34 /o/ (1) F23a, F23b, F23c,

F22b, F22e, F22d.
F10, F24a, F24ba,
F25 (Blank) (1)

“todo ‘sleep’ (n) ;17 12 F23a/u,F23c/ul, | F31a, F31b, F32a,
F32c /o/, F10 /u/, F24a, F24ba (5)
F34 /ol (5)

“.qumba ‘sterile ;20 16 F23b/u/, F23chu, | F32c, F32b (2)

person’ F10/u/, F34 /o (4)

“-nto ‘thing’ 21 15 F23a/u, F23b i, | F34(1)

F23c ful, F22e Iu/,
F10 /u/, F32a iu/ (6)

*-tatu ‘three’ 22 13 F23a /u/, F23b ful, 0
F23c /u/, F32a lul,
F32c /u/, F10 /u/,
F24a /u/, F24ba /u/,
F34 /o/ (9)

*-yedu ‘white’ 14 8 F22d /u/, F32c 1/, F23a, F23b, F23c.
F24a /u/, F24ba ful, F10, F21a, F21b,
F33 /ul F34 /o/ ((6) F22b, F22a (8)

3.1.2. Bantu Spirantization (BS)
Bantu Spirantization is a phonological lenition rule whereby Proto Bantu (PB) consonants,
represented as plosives, weaken to become fricatives in front of the Proto Bantu superclose

(SC) vowels *i and *u. This process occurs in many of the Bantu languages and their
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varieties. As a rule of thumb, in most of Bantu, the plosives *p, *t, *c, *k, *b, *d, ¥}, and *g
followed by superclose *i and *u weaken, change to fricatives and become different from
those followed by lower vowels *1, *e, *a, *o, *U and their long counterparts. In other
words, in languages with BS, the retlexes of stops before PB [+superclose] must be different
from those before PB [-superclose], otherwise, it is not Bantu Spirantization. While both are
assimilatory processes, Bantu Spirantization differs from palatalization in that while BS reters
specifically to the two superclose vowels /i/ and /u/ modifying Proto Bantu plosives to be

il towards

fricatives; ization involves front I lly which

the hard palate, and hence acquiring the place features of the hard palate.

Bantu Spiranzation is also known by the general name of (consonant) mutation (Hyman
1994:85, Zoll 1995). Hinnebusch and Nurse (1981:51) define it as “that shift, or series of
shifts wherein the Proto Bantu (PB) segment *p, *t, *k, *B, *land *G when followed by the
Proto Bantu close vowels *j and *y, become fricatives (spirants) or affricates...” This process
is realized differently by the different Zone F varieties as shown in the examples below. The
patterns of this variation may be a diagnostic criterion in classification. especially if a
distinction is made between regular BS and the associated 7V to 5V reduction and
palatalization. The examples below show the superclose and other lower vowels indicating
the effects on the plosives for each group of vowels. In the examples, the regular reflexes of
PB *p, *b, *t, *d, *c, *j, *k, and *g are indicated for Zone F, with the members in each group

compared with similar varieties from other zones. The aim of including examples from areas
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outside Zone F tests whether Zone F has any uniqueness in relation to BS. The data for those
other language groups or varieties are mainly taken from Nurse (1979:413-463). The
retlexes in other zones, language groups or varieties are provided, unless they were not found
in the data. The non-high vowels are also shown since they normally indicate the unmarked,
regular reflexes as permanent sound changes from Proto Bantu, contrasting with the results

of superclose vowels in the languages in which they have an etfect.

3.1.2.1 Reflexes of *p/_V [-superclose]

(a) [p] K1nILaamba, KIK1rmbu, 1C1Wuoungu [G40, (30, (;60]

(b) [f] GIRwana/GiAhi, GiAhi, KeeMbuwe

(c) [h] SiSuumbwa. K1Sukuma, KiBende [£/10, £J20, some EJ30, Some E60, (G22, E74b,
. (30, some E50]

(d) (/6] yrayaMunyiganyi ¢ (£71)

(e)[/p] KiDakama, Kr , KIK, SiG:

“The other KIRmi varieties with /f/ may only be displaying a spelling-pronunciation
tradition whereby the earlier writers of the language did not write the /¢/ sound appropriately
because of several reasons. These reasons may include technological problems where the
typewriters and printing presses of the time had no such fonts; improper sound perception
because the recorder had no experience with such sounds in his/her language; or simple
carelessness on the part of the earlier writers who had assumed that such details do not count
even in the long run. The native speakers in such a situation develop a tendency of
hypercorrecting in favour of the privileged, even though misleading and incorrect
representation. This is also common in KrSukuma (as elsewhere) where proper names with
the rounded velar nasal /gw/, as voiced or voiceless, are written and pronounced by many
native speakers of K1Sukuma by the bilabial nasal /mw/. The /mw/ is the nearest sound which
the dominant writing traditions in Tanzania (KiSwahili and English) could use. On their part,
KiSwahili and English acquired their alphabet from the Roman script which has no such
sound, and they passed it on without modification to KrSukuma. Examples, with the
appropriate sounds in brackets, include common place and personal names like Mwanza
(waanza), Mwadui (fjwaadupi), Mwandu (T)waandt), Mwashi (Fwaashi), Mabuki (sic)

(Qwaapuukr), Mwam ([hwaani (or [ngam] with the diacritic / / underneath or above the
nasal showing i (D) i). Kipokomo (E71), as an example,
seems to have been transcribed correctly.
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() [W1] KiiRangi

A significant classificatory observation refers to KIRImi (GiAhi, GIRwana and
yInyaMunyinanyi), the only language with [f] as the reflex of *p in non-high, unmarked
environments. This in part accounts for the fact that KIRImi might have evolved from a
different path from the rest of the eastern Bantu languages. In addition the current data differ
from Nurse’s (1979) in one instance where he shows that F33 has only one reflex. [h], while
in our survey [f] was seen as another active and productive reflex. This may partly be
explained by at least three reasons: difference of informant ideolect; a language in the process
of being influenced by its neighbour, probably K1RImi; or the inclusion of borrowed words
in the count of our survey which could not be detected and removed.

Another significant feature is the of [h] around the contiguous EJ and

G zones. This may suggest common ancestry before dispersal, although absolute dating of
such splits may not be ascertained refiably. Acquisition of the feature due to contact may not

be a sati: i il h wi distribution implies also long contact for

the transfers to take place.

On the other hand KiNyamweezi (KiDakama, KiNyanyeembe, KiKonoopgo and
SiGalagaanza) displays an innovation which sets it apart from all of Zone F and North East

Bantu in this phonetic environment. It retains both [p] and [h] as regular reflexes before non-
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high vowels. This needs an explanation. It is a similar case with F33 [/f] where two forms
co-exist. Why this partial change? This question is answered in 3.2.5 on the interpretation

of glottalization and chronology

As can be observed in the unmarked environment of *p, each reflex is represented by one.
two or three languages with its dialects, as in the example of KINyamweezi with all its

varieties showing *p > p/h.

3.1.2.2 Reflexes of *p _i [+superclose]

(a) [p] KintLaamba, KIKIImbG [Mainly non-spirantizing languages belong here, because
i fests spirantization in Bantu]

(b) [h] SiSuumbwa

(c) [[1 K1Sukuma, K1Dakama [£50. E62¢, G12, [2]23, some DJ60)

(d) [f] KiNyanyeembe/SiGalagaanza, KiBende, GIRwana/GiAhi, KiiRangi, KeeMbuwe [

G22, E74b, G40 E70, G30, EJ25. some DJ60, G50, G60]

(e) [s] KtKonoongo [£62a, some G40, some EJ10, some EJ30, EJ25, parts of EJ20, (i63)

(f) [s/f] ICIWUUngD

(g) (7] KiRmi

The reflexes in a language like 1C: ngo show an i i ggesting a mixture of
sources, as shown in (7). Five languages (seven varieties) in Zone F have [f] as the reflex of
*p/_i, and two languages each retain [p] and shift to [f] respectively. It is interesting,
however, to note that, among those with [f], one of the variety comes from K1Nyamweezi
while the other three come from K1Sukuma. It is SiSuumbwa alone which shitts to [h] in all

its varieties, while ICIWUOYQgU shifts to either [s] or [f], although Labroussi (1999:360-1)

observes only [f]. While the data were limited in our case, the [s] alternation is especially
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convincing since it occurs in words which are quite widespread in Bantu languages in general.
unless ICIWOUnDgU got them through borrowing from another language, as shown in (7).
The words for “arrive’ -suk- and ‘knife’ cisu appear suspect because of their radically
changed forms, although sina, “pinch’ is plausible. That word with [s] may not be the only
one in the ICIWOUDgU lexicon, although it is obvious that the evidence for [f] is quite solid
even with these few words, as Labroussi found out. On the other hand. a mixture of reflexes

points to something else, as discussed in Chapter 5

(7) Reflexes of PB *pi in ICIWOUDEU

*-pik- “arrive ~soka
*-piga “hearthstone’ ifiya
*-piv “knife’ cist
*-kapi “oar” 1ggafi
*-pin(i)- *pinch’ ~sinia

3.1.2.3 Reflexes of *p _u [+superclose]

(a) [p] K1niLaamba, KIK1rmbu?
(b) [£] The rest of Zone F varieties [Many others, except EJ25 [s] and G60 [h]]

Most of the languages in Zone F have [f] as the reflex of *p/_u . Two langu

KiniLaamba and KIK1tmbu, retain [p], although due to a mixture of languages, KIK1tmbu’s
status is not clear because of having [f] in some words. In words like *-pum- "go out’, the

likelihood is borrowing, since it is -fitma, an unlikely native form in KIKrirmbu.

Sections 3.1.2.1 to 3.1.2.3 suggest the following based on PB *p. KinILaamba, KIK1imbu
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KeeMbuwe and most of KIRimi have not spirantized because in them, the reflexes of PB *p

are identical before all vowels. For the others, Si shows mainly gl i and

KiBende displays BS. The rest present a mixed picture.

3.1.2.4 Reflexes of *b _ V [-superclose]

(a) [B] SiSiloombo/SiYoombe, KiSukuma, KtiNyamweezi, KIRtmi) [£60, 74b, G11, Gi60,
EJ10 20, some E50]

(b) [B/b] KiLoongo, KiBende, KIKItmbu

(c) [B/@] GIRwana/GiAhi

(d) [b/@] KintHaanzu

(e) [@] K1naUshoola/K1nLaamba C [some £60, E7+4h, (40 E70. (i30]

(f) [v] KeeMbuwe [(722, /32, /43, G50, G411

(g) [v/Q] KiiRangi

(h) [w] ICIWBODEU [Some E60, E74b, G40 E70, G30, some G6O, G50]

The reflex [b] on its own without any other alternation was not found in Zone F. It seems to
occur, most probably, in complementary distribution with another fricative or zero” . This
suggests that at initial position it is retained in some languages. while intervocalically it is
weakened to the fricative /B/ and lost altogether in others. This made *b one of the most
unstable sounds in Zone F, since it has changed in all varieties, including in KIKIImbu and

K1n1Laamba, languages which are relatively more conservative. closer to PB than any others

in the zone.

" In this context, a *zero’ sound or reflex, also represented as [O]
sound was lost in that environment. When observations were not made, then no data are
recorded, represented by a dash (). Both ‘zero’ and ‘dash’ refer more to observation than
to absolute presence or absence of a sound in a language.
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3.1.2.5 Reflexes of *b _i [+superclose]

(a) [v] SiSiloombo/SiYoombe 1C1Wuungu, KiiRangi, KeeMbuwe [£74, (22, (40 £70,
J15-7, G50. DJ60]

(b) [B] K1Sukuma

(c) [B/v] Kr! i TKon

(d) [B/f] KxDakama

(e) [f] KiBende [£60, (i12, /30, )25, G52, G60]

() [@] KiniLaamba C

() [[@/b] K1naUshoola/K1intHaanzu, KIR1mi

(h) [B/b] KIK1imbu

(i) [2] KiLoongo [some (i43, Rutara)

In the *b sound, it is mainly K1Dakama which shows a significant alternation in the reflex
between [B/f], a situation likely to be due to having two sources of the reflexes. Others like
KIK1mbo [B/b] suggest only allophonic variation or borrowing, the later being more
probable given the high fidelity of KIKIimbu to Proto Bantu. The KINyamweezi dialects

ICe i /KIK ). excluding KiDakama, have [/v]. partly

suggesting orthographic influences and partly because of the sounds originating from two
sources. In the former case, the bilabial fricative // in many Bantu languages is represented
as <v> where it is confused with the regular labiodental <v>. It is later hyper-corrected both

in writing and speech and adopted in the system . KinILaamba and KIRImi usually lose *b

3.1.2.6 Reflexes of *b/_ u [+superclose]

(a) [B] KiSukuma, K1Dakama

(b) [@] KinILaamba, KIR1mi, KIKIImbu?

(c) [v] SiSiloombo/SiYoombe, SiGalagaanza, ICIWuUngu
(d) [f] KiBende

(e) (z] KiLoongo

(f) [w] KiKonoongo?



(g) [0/v] KiiRangi
(h) [y?/0] Keembuwe

Using *b/_u and its reflexes in Eastern African languages alone. Zone F seems unique in
having [B] among the reflexes. According to Nurse’s (1979:458) survey of the Eastern
African languages, it is the only zone with [B] in that environment. Such a pattern is
suggestive of a shared history between its members, although close proximity might have
played a role. The only varieties in Zone F without any trace of [B] are 4: KiniLaamba,

KiiRangi, KeeMbuwe and 1CIW0UnDgU. It is easier to explain KInILaamba, since it is a

conservative language phonologically, retaining traces of [b]. On the other hand, KiiRangi,
KeeMbuwe and ICIWoUngD are isolated because of their reflexes of *b and this gives more
weight to the skepticism in grouping these varieties within Zone F. Normally, the usual

process of *b loss is common, in Sabaki, but also in many other Bantu languages (Nurse and

Hinnebusch (1993:89-98):

(8) *b loss

*b = B/~ Il > Iwl - 1O

Another candidate for that skepticism, KiBende, has some traces of [§], indicating that it has
some affiliation with the other Zone F varieties. However, that affiliation may be only
geographical too, among others, because it is closest to KIKonoongo, a likely source of

borrowing
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The evidence for BS based on PB *b is as follows. KI1Kitmbu, KinILaamba, K1Sukuma,
some parts of KINyamweezi, K IRImi and maybe KeeMbuwe and KiiRangi do not spirantize

because they have identical reflexes of PB *b before all vowels. On the other hand,

SiSuumbwa, KiBende and ICTWoUngt show BS b he vowel

is different from the low vowel PB *a.

3.1.2.7 Reflexes of *t/_V [-superclose|
(a) [t] All except KIRImi*

(b) [R] GIRwana/GiAhi

(c) [R/t] yinyaMunyinanyi

KIR1mi has the voiceless flap [R] as an allophone of /t/. It becomes [t] when it is prenasalized
(Olson 1964:13). On the other hand, yInyaMunyinanyi (F32c) has double reflex indicating
that the allophones seem to be in free variation. For the rest. there is no change from Proto

Bantu, just as it is in the majority of other Bantu languages surveyed by Nurse (1979).

3.1.2.8 Reflexes of *t/_i [+superclose]

(a) [t] KInILaamba, KIKItmbU [£65, E£62a)
(b) [R] GIRwana/GiAhi

(c) [t/s) (Si Yoombe, KiLoopgo, G Ki
/K1Konoongo, KiBende, ICIWuungu, KeeMbuwe"[rlmw have uuh

62¢, G40 270,

* For comparison, outside of Zone F, all have [t], except E60, some G40, some EJ30
have [r]; some E60 [d); E611 [h]: some Gd1 [c] (Nurse (1979).

* The word *-tindzk- *push’ may be a wrong indicator, since in KeeMbuwe, it is the
only irregular one, suggesting borrowing than internal sound change. In this case, it displays

(continued...)
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30, EJ, G50, G60)

(d) [V/[] KimunaSukuma, JinaK1tya, KiDakama (These have only [f]: (G22, E74h, (;23]
(e) [R/t] yInyaMunyiganyi

(0 [c/] KiiRangi

In Zone F, KIKIImbu (F24) and KiniLaamba (F31) continue to show that they are stable
phonologically, while the rest show divergence from Proto Bantu. The others like K1Sukuma
and KINyamweezi indicate double reflexes: the inherited form and a mutated one. Where
two reflexes co-exist, one or the other is likely to be the native. regular sound change in that
language, while the other may be from a different source. This difference of source is
interpreted in Chapter 5. 1ICIWuUgu, KiBende and KiLoongo display the double reflex
pattern of the majority of Zone F languages with [t/s] indicating external influence over their

phonological processes.

3.1.2.9 Reflexes of *t/_u [+superclose]

(a) [t] KinILaamba, K1K1imbu, 1ICtWuungu, KeeMbuwe

(b) [t/s] SiSiloombo, K1Sukuma, K1Dakama, KINyanyeembe, K1Konoongo, KiBende
(c) [s] SiYoombe [ (723 24 31 34, EJ17, G65]

(d) [s/c] KiLoongo

(e) [R] GIRwana/GiAhi

(f) [R/t] yInyaMunyinanyi

(g) [c] KiiRangi[G22, E74b, £J20 ET11-4]

(h) [/t/s] SiGalagaanza

The evidence of PB */_u suggests that SiSuumbwa and KiBende have BS, although they

“(...continued)
the phonological stability in this phoneme like KIK1tmbu and KiniLaamba. as indicated in
*tu
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have traces of some non-spirantizing *t. KIKiimbu (F24), and KinrLaamba (F31), KIRImi
(F32) do not show any traces of BS while the rest display a mixed picture like in PB *p. A
feature to note in Zone F is the absence of [f] as a reflex of *t which is found in KiChaga
(E60), Sabaki (G40/E70), Ruvu (G30), much of Lacustrine (EJ), Kilombero (G50) and
Southern Highlands (G60). It is one argument for the validity of Zone F, although as negative
evidence it is not as strong as presence of a feature. One of the most interesting case here is
that of KiiRangi with its reflex /c/. For many years, if not decades or centuries, it was
adjacent to non-Bantu languages like Maasai and Sandawe but seems to have received no
influence from them. Instead, KiiRangi shares some features with Bantu languages which are

geographically distant, today". It is not clear whether such similarity is chance or genetic.

3.1.2.10 Reflexes of *d/_ V|-superclose]

(a) [1] All, except KiRmi, KiiRangi, KeeMbuwe
(b) [Vr] KiiRangi, KeeMbuwe
(c) [@/V/r] KIRImi

3.1.2.11 Reflexes of *d/_ if+superclose|

(a) [1] K1nLaamba, GIRwana/GiAhi, KIK1tmbu

(b) [ ¥ inanyi, KiiRangi, KeeMbuwe [£60]

(c) [z] ICIWuOngU [E74h, G40 £70, (30, some EJ, DI60, G50)

(d) [s] KiBende [G/2, some [2]30, EJ25, G52, some G60]

(e) [2/1] SiSiloombo/SiYoombe, KiLoopgo, GinaNtuzu, KINyamweezi
(f) [j1] KimunaSukuma/JinaK1tya [With [j] only: (;22, G40/ET0]

" KiiRapgi has [c] which is also found in neighbouring KiPare (G22) and Saghala
(E74b). and in Rutara (EJ20/EJ 1 1-4)
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3.1.2.12 Reflexes of *d/_u[+superclose]

(a) [I] KintLaamba, K1IKrimbu

(b) Vd/r] KeeMbuwe

() [r/d] KiiRangi

(d) [v]SiSi iYoombe, SiG:

(e) [/1] KiLoongo, GrnaNtzu, K 1Dakama/KIK; [These have [=]
only: (:23 23 31 34, parts of £/20]

(f) [2//d] KimunaSukuma/JinaK1tya

(2) [71] KiBende

(h) [@/Vr] KIR1mi

(i) [V] CCTWatngn { G40 £70, (30, EJ15-7, DJ6O, G30f

One of the significant features of *d/_u reflexes is the isogloss joining SiSuumbwa and
SiGalagaanza, both of which have [v/I]. On the other hand, KiBende also shares some
significant features with SiSuumbwa, although the major difference is in its devoicing of the
labio-dental [v], and hence the reflex becomes [£/], a fact observed by Nurse (1988:58). This

sharing of ph ical features between Si: and SiG is not found in this

context only. Further phonological contexts might cast light on the assumption that
SiGalagaanza may be closer to SiSuumbwa linguistically than it is to KINyamuweezi. although

one can also argue that it is close proximity that makes SiGalagaanza share features with

The *d/_u [+sup ] context also the notion that as individual
varieties, KIKimbu, KintLaamba and KIRImi are solid entities. while KrSukuma.
K1Nyamweezi and SiSuumbwa each have each some internal coherence. If they have any
unity, then itis riddled with unresolved anomalies as displayed by the reflexes. 1C1Wuungu.
KiiRangi and KeeMbuwe seem autonomous in their own right, each displaying occasionally

unique features not found in the rest of Zone F members. as with the unique case of
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IC1IWoUngo with [v] as the reflex of *d.

Evidence for BS is solid in KiBende and 1CIWuungu,while its absence clear in
KintLaamba, KiRimi, K1K1imbu, KeeMbuwe and KiiRangi. The situation is mixed in

SiSuumbwa. KINyamweezi and K1Sukuma with double reflexes, indicative of interference.

3.1.2.13. *K/_V [-superclose]

(a) [K] All, except KIR1mi, KIKIImbu

(b) [k (x)] GIRwana, yInyaMunyinanyi

(c) [x (k)] GiAhi, KIK1zmbu

The sound *k shares some features with non-high vowels in that the [-high] or [-superclose]
feature of the vowels does not have a conflict with the [+back] feature of /k/ which makes /k/
low. It may be this similar feature specification which makes the distribution of /k/ relatively

uniform in all of Zone F, except for KIRImi and KIKitmbu, with [x] as an allophonic

occurring in istri with [k]. In KIRimi and K1K1mbo [x]
occurs only before vowels with the [+back, -high] features, that is /a/ and /o/, and not the
front and high ones like /e/, /1, /i/ or /u/ because they modify the [+back] feature of /k/ by
pulling the place of articulation away from regular velar position. Thus, [x] is only phonetic

rather than phonological.

118



3.1.2.14. *k/_i [+superclose]

(a) [k] KintLaamba, GIRwana, yInyaMunyiganyi, KIK1zmbu-North

(b) [x] GiAhi?

(¢) [f] KiLoongo

(d) [c] KtmunaSukuma

(e) [f (k)] SiSiloombo, SiYoombe

(f) [f/k] KiDakama, KiNyanyeembe, SiGalagaanza

(g) [c/k] GmnaNtuzu, JinaKtya, KIK11mbo South, KiiRangi

(h) [f/s] KiBende

(i) [f/] iIC1WoOngD

(i) [k/y] KeeMbuwe

The [k] reflex is expected in KintLaamba, KIRImi, KIK1rmbo, KiiRangi and KeeMbuwe as
non-spirantizing varieties. But in KIRImi, two varieties meet the expectation, while GiAhi
has [x]'. This can be regarded as an allophone of [k], as pointed out above for the low
vowels. Here, it has been generalized to the [+high] context as well. In addition, the fricative
[x] may be due to the palatalizing effect of *i. Likewise, KIKIImbu South has an alternation
[c/k]. The [c] is also a likely palatal effect of the verb itself for "die” *-ki-, rather than
spirantization. As well, it may be a transfer from linguistic neighbours like K1Sukuma whose
speakers have immigrated into the Rukwa area in large numbers since the early 1970s. Their
numerical strength might have had an immediate impact on KIK11mbo-South. As a strongly

conservative variety, KIKIImbu’s innovation might be a recent and limited one in words like

[ca] “die’ <*-ki-"

Such an innovation causing double reflexes is mainly idiolectal due to

"' The reliability of [x] as a sole reflex of *k in this phonetic environment is not solid
in GiAhi since the set of words for comparison in *k/_i [+superclose] were 7 in all, 2 of which
were questionable, 3 were not filled, while | appeared to be borrowed.

"* Such an environment can be best described as kiV ~ ciV - cV as a first step in
(continued...)
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contact rather than dialectal.

The double reflex phenomenon is explained further in 3.1.3. in discussions about K1Sukuma,

K1l i and Sit where the is more As a rule of
thumb, where one of the reflexes in a suspected Bantu Spirantization case includes a stop,
then Bantu Spirantization is doubtful. Ofthe spirantizing varieties in Zone F. only KiLoongo,
KiBende and ICIWuUngu display a true fricativization without traces of stops in the *K/_i

[+superclose] environment. The rest show only traces of Bantu Spirantization, which

suggests a contact situation resulting in a transfer of some features.

On the other hand, *K/_i [+superclose] shows the most variation of double reflexes where
[k] alternates with another sound, a fricative or another stop. the [c]. This is a strong
argument for limited Bantu Spirantization in Zone F, since, as Nurse (1979:462) shows,
spirantizing languages have [s] as a regular reflex before *i. Only KiBende has [s]. KiBende
can thus be regarded as a spirantizing language, with a five vowel system. On the other hand,
both Schadeberg (1995:83) and Guthrie (1967-1971:47)" regard KiTongwe, another name
for KiBende/KiTongwe'* as 7V. Schadeberg (1995:83) shows that although KiTopgwe
"*(...continued)
palatalization before consonants, i.e. kiC as it becomes a regular process (where V and C are
any vowels and consonants respectively).
YComparative Banu. 1971. Part [, Vol. 2.

" Kapepwa K. Taambila (p.c.15th April 2000), a speaker of KiBende/KiTopgwe and
(continued...)
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(Fil) is 7V it has full BS, a position which supports our data on superclose vowels.

However, our data do not only show clear BS, but also show a clearly 5V variety.

3.1.2.15. *K/_u [+superclose]

(a) [k] KimunaSukuma, GtnaNtuzu, KinILaamba, GIRwana, y1nyaMunyinanyi, KIK1imbo-
South, KeeMbuwe

(b) [£] SiSuumbwa, SiGalagaanza, KiBende

(c) [k (D] JinaK11ya, KiDakama, KiNyanyeembe

(d) [k/f]"* KiKonoongo, K1K1tmbu-North, IC1Wuongo, KiiRangi

(e) [x/(D)] GiAhi

Apart from the varieties with alternations, it is only SiSuumbwa and KiBende which display

a i Bantu Spirantization system. SiGal: behaves like these two, most

probably as an areal influence, since such an affiliation to both KiBende and SiSuumbwa does
not end at phonological level alone, but is illustrated by the vocabulary as well. Predictably
*k = [k] is found in KinILaamba, KeeMbuwe, and parts of KIK11mbu and KiRimi, and

KrSukuma.

'(...continued)

professor of history at the University of Dar Es Salaam, says that the distinction between
KiBende and KiTopgwe is not linguistic. It is only geographical since the KiBende speakers
reside along the Lake Tanganyika shores while the so-called KiTopgwe speakers live in the
mountains. The language is one. With the advent of “tribal” labels for the linguistic
communities of Africa, the division only hclped create !wu xdenulles which were formerly
one entity. Such an argument is not an by invoking Taambila’s
knowledge of history. It is fairly plausible, since in some literature there are such cases of
pseudo-languages and dialects. For instance, KiKonoongo is regarded as a language apart
from KiNyamweezi, just as many dialects and some languages like KiLoongo are not even
mentioned, mainly because there is no information about them.

' An occurrence of [k/f] shows almost equal frequency of distribution, hence a
reversed order [f/k] refers to the same equation of the form: ‘if a and b have the same values,
then the sequences @b and b/a are equal’. Order is therefore not important in such a case.
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Clear indications of BS include 1C1Wuungu and KiBende. SiSuumbwa also shows some
consistency, despite the interference with non-spirantizing elements. KiSukuma and
K1Nyamweezi continue to show the double reflex mixture of spirantizing and non-spirantizing
forms and others which do not. KiiRangi also shows double reflexes indicating interference.

On the other hand, KntLaamba, KIK1imbo, K1Rimi and KeeMbuwe do not show BS.

3.1.2.16. *g/_V [-superclose]

(a) [g] SiSuumbwa, K1Sukuma, KINyamweezi, KinrLaamba, KIK1imbt

(b) [y] KiBende, KIRImi

(c) [¢/@] 1IC1WuTngy

(d) [@/v] KeeMbuwe, KiiRangi

Prominent features with the retlexes of *g are the alterations [v] and [@] in KeeMbuwe and
KiiRangi, and [¢] and [[@] in ICIWoungu. This is explored further in 3.1.4.1 below.
Otherwise, the other varieties display regular occurrences before [-superclose] vowels. This

Ab is an important i Y cue, since it is only they

feature in KiiRangi and K
which display such a pattern. It is one feature among several which suggests they descended
from a common ancestor or had contact. On the other hand, [Y] as a voiced counterpart of
[x] seems to result from the non-superclose vowel environment where the [+back] teature
causes a friction in the velum, deleting the [+stop] feature of the *g. This seems a phonetic
rather than a phonological reflex, since it was possible to substitute [g] for [y] without any

loss of meaning in KiBende and KIRImi.
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3.1.2.17. %y i [+superclose]

(a) [g] KiLoongo, K1Sukuma, KiDakama, KiKonoongo, K1nILaamba. KIK1rmbu
(b) [y] KrRrmi

(¢) [2] Sisil bo, SiYoombe, K1l , ICIV ]

(d) [s] KiBende

Due to limited data with *¢/_i [+superclose], SiGalagaanza, KeeMbuwe and KiiRangi are not

represented. The other members display a consistent pattern of either favouring Bantu

not. SiSi and SiY isolated from KiLoongo in that the
later has [g] while they show [z], like KiNyanyeembe and IC1Wuungu. While ICtWuongy

isaregular Bantu ization candidate, Ki b be due to areal influence from

SiSiloombo/SiYoombe and not from KiBende since KiBende has [s] and devoices spirants
regularly (Nurse 1988:59). Within Zone F, the pattems displayed here are good typological
clues. Some affiliation is indeed displayed, and if ICIWUUDgO is removed as geographically

distant, the four remaining ones suggest some areal-based distribution.

North Nyanza (EJ30), Western Highlands (DJ60) and Rutara (EJ10) have [2] too. hence
pointing to SiSuumbwa as either a member or has been influenced heavily by them as

neighbours.

3.1.2.18. *g/_u [+superclose]

(a) [¢] GrnaNtuzu, JinaK1tya, KiKonoongo, KiniLaamba, K1Kimbu
(b) [v] SiSiloombo, SiYoombe, SiGalagaanza, ICIWGUpgU

(c) [f] KiBende

(d) [@] K1Rmi, KeeMbuwe

() [V/g] KiNyanyeembe



(f) [@V] KiiRangi
(g) (2] KiLoongo

The conclusions reached here may not be as valid as required since only two words were
found in the *¢/_u [+superclose] environment, *-jogu "elephant’ and *-gund- ‘be high (rot)
(of meat)’. Some varieties like KISukuma and KiDakama do not use *-jogu for “elephant’.
and so only one word remained. The informants in KimunaSukuma and KiDakama did not
respond to the word for “be high’, and so both slots became empty for these two varieties.
For those who answered, however. the responses were consistent with the expected patterns
observed in other cases of *g. For instance, KiBende [f], SiSiloombo [v], SiYoombe [v] and
1C1Wuungw (v] showed consistent Bantu Spirantization, while SiGalagaanza [v] followed
SiSiloombo and SiYoombe. On the other hand, KiLoongo [z] became more like Rutara, and
unlike SiSiloombo/SiYoombe with [v], which was more like Westem Highlands like KiRundi,

GiHa and KiHangaaza (DJ60), which are immediate neighbours of SiSuumbwa to its west

A conspicuous case of double reflexes was displayed by KiNyanyeembe [v/g], showing that

Bantu Spirantization is not well-establi as indicated in 3.2./.7./4. In fact, the

SiSuumbwa influence may be posited here, whereby [v] is from SiSuumbwa, and [g] from
KiNyamweezi. KiiRangi’s [@/v] alternation points to the same feature of absent or weak
Bantu Spirantization since the default seems to be [@] rather than [v]. Section 3.2. illustrates

in some detail such cases of alternation and the type of words in which such processes occur.
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Despite insufficient data, BS is indicated clearly in KiBende, SiSuumbwa and ICIWoUngU.
The rest show none. KIRimi, KeeMbuwe and KiiRangi show loss of PB *g in the superclose

vowel environment, although no solid conclusions can be drawn because of limited data.

3.1.2.19. %/_V [-superclose]
(a) [s] All, except KintLaamba-Central, KintHaanzu, KIRtmi

(b) [h] KiRrmi, KinrHaanzu
() [s/f] Kxntfaamba-Central

One important generalization which can be drawn from PB*c/_V [-superclose] is the status
of KinrHaanzu, a dialect of KinILaamba, in relation to KIRImi. They both have [h] as the
reflex of PB *c with non-high vowels. There are several cases where KintHaanzu is more
similar to KIRImi than it is to KinILaamba. This may have something to do with historical
genetic affiliation since it is only KiniLaamba and KIRImi which do not have a regular

alternation pattern [s] in non-high environments of PB *c, like the rest of Zone F.

On the other hand. it is difficult to explain the alternation in KInILaamba-Central [s/[]". It
may be a generational question, or simply unknown rules at the moment leading to
inconsistent alternations, as in ICIWUUDgU where some younger informants had different

qualities of sounds from the elders, who showed more conservative vowel productions

' This case is similar 10 the four Seuta langvages (G23, G24, G31 and G34), where
the three have /s/, while one, G23 (KiShambala), has /f/ (Nurse, p.c. May 2000)

125



(Labroussi (1999:360-361)).

3.1.2.20. *c/ i [+superclose]

(a) [s] All, excepr GmaNruzu, JinaK1rya, KiDakama, KiNyanyeembe, Kinatshoola,
KintHaanzu

(b) [J] KimunaSukuma, JinaK1ya, KiDakama, Kinaushoola

(c) [h] KintHaanzu
(d) [s ()] GInaNtuzu, KiNyanyeembe

3.1.2.21. *¢/_u [+superclose]

(a) [s] All, except Kinaushoola, KintHaanzu, KIRImi

(b) [h] Krn1Haanzu, KIRImi

(c) [J] K1naushoola

Evidence for BS in the PB *c environment is not clear, first because ot the limited data. and
secondly, because of the overall distribution of the reflexes which favours /s/ generally
before all vowels. This indicates that *c was not inherited from Proto Bantu by the Zone F
languages because it is not attested in the group. Rather, /s/ is inherited from an
intermediate. common proto language which is not Proto Bantu. The examples of
KimunaSukuma, JinaK1ya. KiDakama, Kinaushoola show /J/ before superclose vowels.
These are cases of probable recent palatalization, as a contrast to the [-superclose] vowel
influence. However, the importance of palatalization seems marginal, since KInaushoola, for
example, shows traces of /[/ in all phonetic contexts. KISukuma has /s/ before PB *u,
indicating a mixed situation with a likely non-BS status. A partial numerical distribution of

the reflexes of PB *c is shown in 3.2./. /. /4 below when discussing SSN.

126



3.1.2.22. %[V [-superclose|

(a) [j] K1R1mi, KIKIImbU, KiiRapgi, KeeMbuwe

(b) [2] KiLoongo, K1Sukuma, KINyamweezi, KIntHaanzu, ICIWUUng0
(c) [i/z] Ktnaushoola, KiniLaamba-Central

(d) [2/zy] SiSiloombo, SiYoombe

(e) [s/sy] KiBende

The striking feature here is the isolation of KiBende by spirant devoicing as noted above.

This feature is not shared by any other Zone F language.

3.0.2.23. %j/ i [+superclose] and *j/_uf+superclose] [y} (All)
Data were inadequate in these environments. Out of the more than 1000 words used. only
26 contained *j, and out of those, none had *i, and only 2 had *u. Conclusions based on this

sound would therefore be significantly misleading.

31224 E ion and interpretation of Bantu Spirantization in Zone F

The analysis of BS in Zone F can be approached in two ways (a) either as a phonetic or
phonological process whereby articulatory and perceptual factors play a role in sound change
(b) contact situation where one variety transfers features to another variety. During the
process of adopting and adapting the new features, the phonetic/phonological processes
interact simultaneously with the contact situation or any other factor(s) as one complex

whole. The ion of the results of i i is done only for the sake of

analysis since the two, contact and phonological change, can and do occur simultaneously.
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3.1.2.24.1.Phonetic Ph ! ion and interp of Bantu §
in Zone F.

The feature yeometry approach can be used to account for BS. Feature geometry treats

Bantu Spirantization as a Consonant/Consonant (C/C) interaction where the superclose

vowels are phonologically specified for the [+consonantal] feature which then spreads over

other neighbouring segments in a patterned way and completely replaces the CPlace features

of preceding staps (Zall 1995:539). The process is largely governed by the phonotactics of
alanguage.  She states:

.the narrow stricture of the superclosed (sic) segments is directly responsible for

these properties of mutation as well - in particular, that the superclosed segments have

CPlace rather than VPlace features, in line with their narrow stricture, and thus are

classified phonologically as [+consonantal]...Once Bantu mutation is properly

asani ion between | segments, it is no longer surprising
that the set of triggers has never broadened to include the other vowels.

O k—s
10)k—f
k i {9
Cplace CPlace k u
. Cplace CPlace
Dorsal Coronal D;mal Labial

-Continuant +Continuant ~Continuant +Continuant



(nd-z
]
CPlace

Coronal

-Continuant

Represented graphically in (9), the /k/ loses its

[+dorsal] features by being deleted by the CPlace
i

CPlace feature of the superclose *i which spreads its
- [+coronal] and [+continuant] features. and changes
K/ to /s/, as in SiSuumbwa /flyoonsi/ < *-yoki

+Continuant

“smoke’, or as in KiBende /-sisi/ < *-kidi- "soot". In

KiBende, two prominent processes in the language occur in that word, BS which transtorms

*k into /s/ and spirant devoicing which changes *di > /zi/ into *di > /si/.

(12)d ~d

d
CPlace

Coronal

-Continuant

The BS rule is powerful enough to account for the

CPl;ce changes observed in spirantizing languages. For
Coronal instance, with *u, the change of *k > f can be
explained as the spreading of the [+Labial] and

+Continuant " o
[+Consonantal] features of the *u to the *k. The two

features then delete the CPlace node of the *k, resulting in /f/ as an assimilatory process. Tlis

can be represented as in (10). above.

On the other hand, such a rule assumes that the process will apply without exception in a

given language like K1Sukuma. For instance, what is the interpretation of the in cases where

there are double reflexes of *-dudi *whistling” where KimunaSukuma has /shiluji/, JinaKirya

/noli/ and SiGalagaanza has /muluzi/, respectively? The rule does not explain such
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exceptions. However, one way of defending the feature geometry rule as a relevant and
plausible explanation is the fact that in each language the rule applies differently in terms of
which features are specified or not before the superclose vowels. The selective rule
application also specifies which features are replaced in the adjacent stop, as illustrated in
(1) asin KINyamweezi -gazi ‘blood’ < *-gadi ‘blood’; in (12), as in K1Sukuma -dito “heavy’

< *-dito “heavy’; in (13) as in JinaK11ya -biti *hyena’ < *-piti *hyena’

Due to these individual language differences, some phonotactic rules may apply in each case,

either allowing or blocking some of the operations of the expected rule and its results.

On closer ination, the

is not good enough for violating the BS
rule, since, as in examples (12) and (13), any exception to the feature geometry account is
likely to be a result of a vowel other than the superclose. Any violation or compliance with
BS can also be due to a word borrowed into a language which has no BS. resulting in some
words being affected by BS while others do not
i change

t i

CPlace CPlace

Coronal  Coronal The enigma of double reflexes in some of the Zone F

languages like SiSuumbwa, KiSukuma.

for

-Continuant +Continuant K iand ICIWu o),

by the feature geometry account when borrowed words or sounds are involved. As noted in
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3.1.1, Tables 3.1 and 3.2 above on 7 vs 5 vowel systems, there is dominance of 7V and 5V
in F25 and F34 respectively without definite BS. On the one hand, F34 did not undergo BS,
although it shows a 5V system, as illustrated in 3.1.1 regarding vowel systems in Zone F""
The state of affairs where there is a reduction of vowels in descendant languages like
KeeMbuwe and KiBende can be interpreted in two ways, among others. First, it can be a
result of true BS, and secondly it may be due to vowel reduction not related to BS. The
behaviour of KeeMbuwe and KiBende can shed some light in the patterns of double reflexes
in SiSuumbwa, K1Sukuma, KiNyamweezi and ICIWuURgu. At the beginning of Chapter
3 on vowel quality frequencies, F25 showed that it is a 7V language without any doubt,
although other studies have also found that speaker variation was pronounced. with some
speakers showing 7V, while others, especially from the young generation, had 5V (Labroussi

1999). One explanation given by Labroussi (1999) is BS in progress.

However, ongoing BS in F25 is an unlikely explanation because the mechanism does not
suggest that it is internally motivated or adapted through adoption by borrowing. The major

factor is likely bilingualism of the speakers, who are made conscious of using two codes

" However, Dempwolff (1912:15) records 9 vowels for KeeMbuswe rather than 5. as
in3.1.1 above. As a reminder, these 9 are i (y),i(y), €. € a, 0,9, u (W), u. In
addition, Guthrie (1967-71) does not give any vowel details for either KiiRangi (F33) or
KeeMbuwe (F34), although he records 7 vowels for KiTopgwe ((F11), from his Tongwe
Group which includes KiBende (F12)). These 7 are the regular vowels found in 7V Bantu
languages like K1Sukuma or KIK11mbu, from Proto Bantu*}, i, e, a, o, u, y, the first and last
being the superclose. These superclose vowels show clear BS even in KiTongwe (Guthrie
(1971:47, vol.2)
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and/or two phonological systems, F25 and KiSwahili, the national language. 1f the process

were internal to the language, there would be no wit ions for the

/if and /u/ being only i specified for [ +conti ].  This can be

accounted for by the F25-Kiswahili bilingual situation the younger generation are exposed to,

compared to their elders, who are likely to be less bilingual. Because of bilingualism, a much

more plausible account is imitation without any prog to
Imitation borrowing occurs when the linguistic rules of the loan words from the source

language are not learnt properly by the recipient language speakers. and therefore

p is not perfect. Ad: i ing in speakers occurs when assimilation into
the recipient language follows the rules of the source language. resulting in a perfect blend
of loan words so that the origin of the word in the source or recipient language is blurred
(Coetsem (1988:7)). By imitation or adaptation, it is possible to store in language a faithtul
transmission of loan words and culture in general as non-material artefacts of a speech

community. By their behaviour, these loans can then be distinguished from inherited

vocabulary or other phonological processes like BS.

When there are double reflexes therefore, a language is either BS, or it is not. Ifit is not,

then it has been heavily influenced by a BS language. This semblance of BS in a language is

a result of a natural process of assimilation helped by by ing due to

proximity to or being dominated by a full BS language. In the case of ICIWUUngU, such a

dominant language is likely to be KiSwahili, which is a national language and a medium of



instruction in all schools. With the policy of universal education in the 1970s and 1980s in
Tanzania, all youny speakers in all speech communities in the whole country who had the
chance of going to school were exposed to the prestigious BS language. KiSwahili. These
included ICIWuBDgU's neighbours like M11, M25, and M3 | which show traces of BS, but
with 7V, a pattern obtaining in F21 and F22 as well. In addition. all Zone G languages have
BS'™. This indicates that the pressure of KiSwahili, a Zone G language, is enormous,
although its influence is only recent, especially when young informants give data. Other BS

languages exert their influence in other contexts, as in DJ60 or EJ10/20/30 on their

neighbours. Since BS occursin the same the languages atfected are all Bantu,
then it is easy to borrow such words when the source language is perceived to be of higher

status at that time. But since there is no internal motivation to maintain the

towards full adaptation, the 7V also remains as a separate system. This becomes consonant
with the F21, F22 and F25 situation where the languages appear to have undergone partial
BS because of retaining some words without BS, and having a 7V system, although in fact
this is only imitation which is not internalized by and generalized into the system. For
instance, M32 (CiNdali) shows patterns of heavy interference by other languages like
KiSwahili, resulting in partial BS but full-fledged 5V, although its nearest relative, M31,
displays the same partial BS but with full 7V Labroussi (1999) offers a good explanation of

this inconsistency for the Corridor languages and which is relevant to Zone F generally. In

' In fact, Nurse estimates that all Zone G languages have had BS for 1000-2000
years, long before KiSwahili influence (p.c. 13" February 2001)
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both of the Zone M30 cases, it is likely but not proved by any study, that only imitation
borrowing occurs rather than BS adaptation. As Labroussi (1999:374) aptly points out, 7 >
5 occurs independently of BS, although on the other hand, BS is necessarily followed by 5V.
In other words, F34 has 7 > 5 as an independent vowel reduction process not associated with

BS, whereas F10 and F23 have 5V because of BS.

On the other end of the spectrum F24, F31 and F32 have neither 7 > 5. BS nor any
significant loan words with BS from their neighbours, indicating that, apart from being distant
from F23. and to some extent from F10, they did not share any immediate historical path 10

make such influences possible.

For its part, KeeMbuwe (F34) has no BS, but shows strongly that it has 5V, as revealed in
Tables 3.1. and 3.2. Such vowel reduction may be due to heavy recent borrowing, probably
from Iraqw or KiSwahili. rather than internal change, since there are few [1] and [0]
remnants which reveal some underlying 7V heritage". F34 is a language surrounded by non-
Bantu languages which are 5V. Borrowing heavily from them is expected. facilitating the

adaptation of new features into its own phonological system. KiiRaggi (F33), a close relative

' The rate of change from the 9 or 7 vowels observed by Dempwolff (1912) to 5
vowels in 1999 may be unusually speedy, unless they are phonetic or are due to the impact
ofa dominant language like KiSwabili which has been playing a major role in schools in recent
years. In schools, the crop of young informants is likely to be even more susceptible to
conforming to a language of wider communication in a multilingual context, especially in
speech communities whose speakers number only a few thousands or less.
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of F34, shows neither BS nor 5V although neighbouring languages like CiGogo or Seuta

(and Ruvu in general) are BS and 5V.

This further implies that any traces of BS in Zone F outside F10 and F23 are either
borrowed, or that they are not even BS. Rather, the traces which appear to be BS may in fact
be regular palatalization, which tends to occur whenever a high front vowel is adjacent to a
plosive, as a general assimilatory process of language. BS as a specific assimilatory process
in Bantu does not allow for exceptions if it is present in a language. In KiSukuma and
KiNyamweezi, for instance, some words do sometimes undergo BS, while others do not
Taking off from Labroussi's (1999) analysis and conclusions, the situation in KrSukuma and
KiNyamweezi suggests strongly that there is a mix of two assimilatory processes: Bantu

specitic palatalization (BS) and general palatalization. Thisis the type of mix that occurs

in K1Suk 1 i and other 7V languages. BS as a specific form of

palatalization is associated with strict 7 > 5, while general palatalization does not atfect 7V
systems. These palatalization patterns are described by Labroussi (1999) as partial
spirantization since there are many exceptions, as in the case of CiNdali and Cil}gonde,

among others. Such ization is not Bantu Spirantization™ (BS) because BS is unlikely

to accommodate such exceptions. The cases described by Labroussi are very similar with

* Sometimes, *spirantization’ is used to mean "palatalization’ or “affrication’, and
sometimes restricted to BS only. In the case of Labroussi (1999), she refers specifically to
BS, although the processes in the languages she describes suggest general palatalization. a
process which is supported by the many exceptions in the same contexts.
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the Zone F situation where there are fully-fledged BS with 5V languages like KiBende and

SiSuumbwa. Onthe other hand, there s a group of like K1Sukuma, K

and 1CIWOUnDgu which behave anomalously because of mixing features from different
phonological processes. Labroussi (1999:375) offers an insightful explanation on this
anomalous situation by advancing this idea of structural mixing. She describes the anomaly
as abnormal, indicating that the source may lie in the examination of the sociolinguistic and
historical networks between different linguistic groups. Such networks might have resulted
in “structural mixing’ of two or more languages within one recipient language, as in the case
of F21, F22 and F25. Such a situation of BS with 7V is also found in G65 (KiKinga), M11
(iCiPimbwe), M25 (ifiSafwa), N1 (CiManda), P13 (KiMatumbi). Schadeberg (1995)

analyzes this situation in detail, selecting languages which represent all Bantu zones. See also

Kahigi (1987, 1988, 1995) on the processes of Proto Bantu stop weakening

Zoll's feature geometry approach is powerful and elegant enough to capture what goes on
in Bantu Spirantization. Zoll's approach also supports Labroussi (1999:363-365) who views
BS as the natural effect of tense high vowels on preceding consonants which become

phonological, and then the changes are in i ions, later regularized in

derivations as a permanent change.

Based on the phonetic/phonological approach, BS and its traces in Zone F can be interpreted

in the following ways. First, those languages with traces of BS with 7V retention might be
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considered cases of historical palatalization only as an internal innovation. In this categary
can be grouped varieties of KiSukuma and KiNyamweezi. Secondly, there are those
languages in which the Proto Bantu plosives underwent lenition generally, starting in an
intervacalic environment and then by analogy regularized to all the occurrences. In this group
are languages like K1R1mi and KiiRangi where there was a systematic change of plosives with
7V retention without Bantu Spirantization. Thirdly, in some languages. the plosives changed
into corresponding fricatives without Bantu Spirantization, but then 7V became 5V by
processes other than phonetic, as explained below under contact situations. This is the case
of KeeMbuwe. Fourthly, it is unlikely that a language underwent the regular processes of

with Bantu Spirantizati but then retained the 7V quite firmly, like

1C1Wuungu. Withregard to 7V vs 5V in 1C1Wuongu, Labroussi (1999:375) is quite clear
that it is 7V, although some young speakers have SV. However, such a system of
spirantization with 7V she calls abnormal, a situation found in ICtWuungo and Fipa-Sukuma
as an instance of structural mixing referrred to above (Labroussi: ibid). Fitthly, the change
resulted in Bantu Spirantization and a 5V system, as in the case of SiSuumbwa and KiBende.

And lastly, there are those languages which changed little from Proto Bantu, like KIKIImbu
and KinILaamba, showing neither traces of BS nor SV. These linguistic groupings in Zone
F can be summarized in (14) as one way of classifying these varieties based on Bantu

Spirantization:
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(14) Plosives, 7> 5 and BS in Zone F

Process & % sV Bs PAL™ Other
Languages - lenition
Krkumbo, KrniLaamba + - = > 5
KiRimi, KiiRangi + : 5 . %
1C1Woongo + & +2 5 =
KiSukuma, KiNyamweezi + - - + -
KeeMbuwe - + 3 = +
SiSuumbwa, KiBende - + + - +

Due to contact, the features of these various groupings can diffuse to their neighbours and
cause such phenomena as double reflexes. For instance, words with BS from SiSuumbwa or
KiBende can spread to other languages, while the non-BS languages can also donate those
non-BS words to SiSuumbwa and KiBende. A few such words are found in SiSuumbwa,

as shown in 3.2 below.

3.1.2.24.2 The Contact Model Expl and interp of Bantu Spirantiz in
Zone I
Apart from the purely phonetic and gi ion of Bantu Spirantization, the

process can also be interpreted in sociolinguistic terms. This refers to language contact as
a social dimension of language where people of one language adopt and adapt aspects of
another language into their own. The natural phonetic and phonological environment

becomes only one conditioning factor. After borrowing a few words with BS. the same

* PAL = palatalization, as separate from BS
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phonetic environment begins to behave in two ways, BS and non-BS. Double reflexes result
with time. Multilingualism due to areal contiguity in many of the Bantu languages plays a big
role here where BS can spread even further (Schadeberg 1995:82; Nurse 1999:26). Some
of these languages therefore acquire BS partially, resulting in double reflexes when the
process fails to be adapted, if acquired in full, there is resulting language shift, froma 7V
language to a SV with BS. The mechanism of this causal relationship between BS and 7 >
5 has not yet been fully explored as far [ am aware. But, based on observation, BS is followed
by 7 > 5 generally because of the phonological instability created by BS (Schadeberg
1995:78). This causal connection Labroussi (1999:367) calls phonological enrichment in

which BS introduces new phonemes (fricatives) in a language whereby the vowel system is

restructured by vowel reductionasa ing process. Thi: ion is adequate,

although a systematic study can be undertaken to study the causal relationship in more detail

The contact model approach is preferable since it simultaneously includes both the

phoneti d sociolinguisti jves. Two observati be made of this
sociolinguistic approach: behaviour of loanwords and the capacity of various speech

communities to absorb speakers from other languages.

3.1.2.24.2.1. The Contact Models: Loan words.
Loanwords with BS features, especially in KtNyamweezi and K1Sukuma where Proto Bantu

consonants show two reflexes, are suspected as major sources of apparent BS. The situation
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is similar to that of KiPare (Casu) where extraneous sounds which go against expected
patterns in the langnage are found, creating a messy picture™. A few cases of BS are found
in KIKIImbu North in words like ku-fuma "to go out” < *-pum- "go out’. This word displays
BS, a process which is generally absent in that language. A feasible explanation lies in contact
with neighbouring KINyamweezi which has some Bantu Spirantization, also not native in the
language. It is mainly due to contact with other Bantu Spirantization languages that

KIK1imbu North would have a word with such a form. The prime suspect is likely to be

SiSuumbwa or KiBende because it is synchronically the nearest (although modern language
contiguity says nothing about ancient affiliations and liness between u
Irregularities due to contact are a common occurrence, and in this case, we might ask

ourselves: Is SiSuumbwa a real candidate for influencing K1Sukuma and KiNyamweezi.
which in turn might have influenced K1K1imbu? What about other languages which we do
not know about now because they are at present geographically distant from KiSukuma.
KiNyamweezi or KIKIImbU speech communities? Regularity in language is normal. and any
irregularities as marked features should be explained. For instance, in cases of double
reflexes, should ongoing change be posited? If such a position is suggested, then one word
should allow two different ways of pronunciation to mean the same thing. But that is not the

case in the double reflexes found in KiNyamweezi and KiSukuma. There is de!

tely no
evidence of ongoing change. In southern KiSwabili, for example. #mwivi and mvenfi on the

one hand, and northern KiSwahili mwizi and mnweusi ‘thief and 'black' respectively. on the

* Nurse, personal communication, March 2000
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other, are dialectal and they do not coexist in one dialect. In their conversations, Bryan

revealed to Nurse that in the 1930s mwivi and mwizi were in fact both common in Dar Es

Salaam®
3.1.2.24.2.2 The Contact Models: capacity for absorbing and
In the not so distant past, both K1Sukuma and K i speech ities showed

a tendency to absorb speakers of other languages and swell their numbers (Masele 1997).
That also can have a disturbing/modifying influence on the host languages. If that fact is
acknowledged, then the following questions may have definite answers if the evidence is
collected: Why are some of the reflexes irregular in some varieties while other varieties are
relatively stable? Why do some members of Zone F languages show consistency of pattern

while the others do not?

Demographic changes is one of the best scenarios. According to the preceding sections,
SiSuumbwa underwent Bantu Spirantization. K1Sukuma and KiNyamweezi did not, except
that they borrowed lexical items which had BS. This explains the inconsistent reflexes. For
instance, in the *d reflexes, one would expect only //, but there are /j/ (in K1Sukuma) and
/zy/ (KiNyamweezi) in causatives. This can be said of /k/ with the /f/ and /k/ reflexes. There
is also a mixed situation with regard to *b. Where do these unexpected refiexes come from?

One answer might be the languages coming in contact with the affected languages. Which

* Nurse, p.c. May 2000.
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ones, is a perennial question if the current neighbours are excluded.

3.1.2.24.3. Symthesi

Bantu Spirantization in Zone F

la phonetic and phonological terms, a more than temary division of tongue height allows for
Zoll's proposal for a feature [+ cons] for /i/ and /u/ (i.e. Guthrie's /i/ and /y/). The ternary
characterization of vowels as being only high, mid and low excludes finer vowel heights. at
feast in analysis. A four-part division allows for more fexibility: superclose (*i, *u (or * and
*y), close or close-mid (*I, *), open-mid (*e, *o) and low (*a), as suggested in (15). In
normal circumstances the /i/ and /u/ are underspecified for features [+superclose] and

[+consonantal] where /i/ and /u/ are not high enough to trigger spirantization. In other words.

in languages without BS, the sup specified for [ . although
the division is quartery (four-part). In SiSuumbwa and KiBende the superclose vowels had

the [+cons] feature specified, and they triggered Bantu Spirantization
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(15) Four-part height of Proto Bantu vowels

Front . Bak
Superclose i ) u
Close- Mid 1 ~ o

OpenMd ¢ = ©
Open-Low

BS due to contact applies only in those few loan words with BS, or those regularized due to
the contact environment. The mechanism of why in some languages the [~cons] feature is
present, with the potential of triggering BS, and in others it is not, is a matter for further

investigation.

On the other hand, the contact model also accounts for those double reflexes which Harris
and Lindsay (1995:69) see as an arrested process. Historical progression through various
stages on a particular path is sometimes arrested at some point, with the result that two or
more stages on a particular trajectory are retained within the same phonological system as
stable alternations or distributional variants. Although this explanation is good at first sight,
its major shortcoming is its inability to provide evidence for the arrest of a certain change in
progress and the reasons for that. For instance, in the case of ICTW g, BS operates only

in some words but not in others. The major question remains: why some stages are arrested
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in some words but not in others? This model appears incorrect, since the arrested stages are

most likely loanwords which appear as irregular or double reflexes in a language, as in SSN.

In such occurrences then, no full Bantu Spirantization can be found. The case of KiBende

isi ive: most of the refl plete, which is. ive of non-i from

other languages because of being isolated physically (in the past) from the non-BS languag

Where there are double reflexes, the influence of neighbouring BS varieties causes mixed

forms to appear. This can be said of Si inrelation to KINy i and K1Sukuma,

and to some extent KIK1imbu North. Due to the impact of KtINyamweezi on KIK1imbu
North, the borrowed BS words might have spread even farther, since KINyamweezi was
numerically stronger, and was also until very recently perceived as socially and culturally,

prestigious™.

To summarize, Bantu Spirantization in Zone F can be viewed as a three stage process. The
first stage refers to languages which did not undergo BS. The second stage involved the

adoption of words with Bantu Spirantization. However, the adoption and adaption process

* In many speech communities in Tanzania, and indeed, in those of the whole world,
there may be groups perceived to possess “superior” attributes at a certain point in their
historico-cultural contact with others. Because of that, they command special respect 50
much so that other groups feel relatively inferior to those groups and reject their own assets
and attributes and glorify others’. This was common especially during pre-independence days
when ethnic or “tribal” consciousness was created. The post-independence period, starting
from the mid-1960s with the policies of socialism, levelled out most of the ethnically-based
differences, and respect for everybody was restored, and different sets of attributes not based
on ethnic identity emerged. Examples for certain groups in society being overly privileged
and protected can be multiplied in any culture.
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was not complete since the native words well formed i and it was
not necessary to influence them. Some fricatives replaced stops. This is explored in more

detail in section 3.2 and represented in (16).

(16)BSand 7>5

Stage : Vowel status Consonants “arrive, Example languages
measure’
1 7(incl. 18 ) : stops -pikai-pima  ; All Zone F

n 7 (incl. 1& ) : stops, fricatives : -pikal-prma All Zone F, except F10, F23%

n 5(no 1& u) : stops, fricatives : -fikalpima | F10, F23, G42, with BS

The third stage occurred in languages like SiSuumbwa and KiBende. This stage of BS maps
a one-to-one relation between superclose vowels and Bantu Spirantization. With such a rule,
no exceptions are expected, unless the languages acquire loanwords. As neighbours,
languages like SiSuumbwa (F23) had an impact on languages like KINyamweezi and
K1Sukuma to some varying degrees, while the more distant ones received little or no

influence. This is illustrated in (16).

Asa classificatory tool. Bantu Spirantization only succeeds in isolating SiSuumbwa as a once

powerful and influential language which interacted with and was reciprocally influenced by

* Keembuwe and ICIWuUngO are borderline, with 5V without BS (F34), and 7V
with some BS acquired through borrowing (F25). KiSukuma and KINyamweezi are in this
category too, since they mix features from borrowed items, having 7V, with BS in loans.

*F10 (KiBende), F23 (SiSuumbwa), G42 (KiSwahili)
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KrSukuma and KiNyamweezi. In Zone F, SiSuumbwa and KiBende are the only languages

with true BS with 5V. Based on BS alone, Zone F's unity is questioned.

3.1.3. Dahl's Law

“When two successive syllables [in KINyamweezi] each begin with an aspirate, the first of
these loses its aspiration and becomes voiced™, Meinhof (1932:181), had said, quoting Dahl
(1915) who had observed KiNyamweezi lexemes and after whom the law is named. as in

(7).

(17) -gatr < PB *-katz “in the middle’
-daty < PB *-tatv “three’
-Brta < PB *-pnt- “pass, surpass’
-sagula < PB *-cakud- ‘comb (hair)’ (JinaK11ya)”

The rule can be restated in the form shown in (18).

(18) Original Dahl’s Law: C . qup wicetV —C | vicer)V/ / ——tesop. oicel YC-sop, el

In KiNyamweezi, the rule applies within a single di- or poly-syllabic morpheme. Other

languages innovate the law differently.

* While the original Dahl’s Law in KINyamweezi might have worked by voicing the
first voiceless stop of the first syllable when two such stops are consecutive, its mechanism
is realized differently in different language varieties, as in JinaK11ya.
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Davy and Nurse (1982:157) indicate that the phenomenon shows traces in many languages
of East Africa, and is not found outside the area, based on present evidence (Nurse and

Hinnebusch 1993:215). Davy and Nurse (op. cit) isolate four possibilities of the process,

¢ that, although it is Dahl’s Law, its implementation may depend largely on the

imply
phonotactics of a language. They go on to provide example languages and their dissimilation
patterns, where possible™: (a) petrified in some, leaving only traces in stems (as in E74. ES5,
E56, G22, and EJ30. with traces in one or more of *p, *t, *k); (b) affecting consonants of
prefixes and stems actively; (c) affecting several obstruents (as in ES|. E52. E53 and EJ40).

and (d) affecting only stops. predominantly /k/.

For instance, Dahl’s Law in KinyaRwanda, as a geographically close neighbour to Zone F

K1Sukuma and K i, dissimil the voiceless

of the prefix morphemes by voicing when the first consonant of the following root in a stem

is voiceless, asllustrated in (19) (from Kimenyi 1979:65-71). The consonant may or may not

be a stop. Because the rulein Ki applies only across morp ies rather
than within a single morpheme, the following affixes are examples of such morphemes that
trigger the process: -ku- “infinitive “to”, "you (singular)’; -ka- “diminutive (class 12)’,
“narrative or consecutive tense’; -ki- "*not yet’ aspect’, “class 7 marker: -tu- "we. us’; -ta-

“negative marker’

* For an in-depth analysis and examples, see Bennett (1967). Davy and Nurse
(1982:157-195).
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(19) Dahl’s Law in KinyaRwanda (data from Kimenyi 1979)

ku-Bona "to see” a-ka-gaPo *a small man’ i-ki-gori “maize’
ku-mira “to swallow” a-ka-zu ‘a small house’ tu-ki-rya ‘we eat it’
gu-soma “to read’ a-ga-seka “and then he smiles’ tu-gi-soma “we read it"
gu-kina "to dance a-ga-fima “and then he thanks’ i-gi-sefe "wound"
u-ta-mesa “who doesn’t wash’ tu-bura "we miss’

u-/a-gona “who doesn’t snore’ a-tu-rinda "he protects us’

u-cla-saPa “who doesn't ask’ du-teka “we cook”

u-da-hinga *who doesn’t cultivate’ a-dlu-tuma “he sends us’

In Zone F generally, the data show that Dahl’s Law is active today in KINyamweezi and
K1Sukuma only. In the other languages, it does not exist except in loanwords, in those of
unknown origin or in sporadic processes with a semblance of the law (See Appendix 3). In
extensive cases of borrowing due to contact or ambiguous status of Dahl’s Law as in

iven to account

Kil . KrKonoongo and SiG: a general

for the unexpected skewing of the results. In these three varieties, Dahl’s Law is found in less
than 50% of the sampled items. A figure of at least 78% words with Dahl's Law suggests

that a language variety has active Dahl’s Law, while a count of less than 48% raises some

doubts, sometimes serious, about its linguistic group membership. The results are shown in

Table 3.6

148



Table 3.6. Status of Dahl's Law in Zone F individual varieties

Language variety Total mumber of words
Allused ~DL %DI,__-DL %-DI._

38 4
SiYoombe 41, 5
KiLoongo 340 10!
K 44 38,
GrnaNtuzu 45! 39
JinaK11ya s1t 49
KiDakama 41 32
K 41, 18
_KiKonoongo 44, 21 48 23
SiG 420 12 2 30 7
KiBende 33; 0. 0 33
KnaUshoola 37,0 0 37
KIntLaamba C 330 o 33
KintHaanzu 380 0 38
GRwaana 36,0 0 36 100
Gihi 42, 1 2 41 98
i i 43! I 2 42 98
KIKimbu North 47! 4 9. 43 9l
KIiKnmbu South 43 1 2., 42
1C1Wuungu 41 0 041
KiiRapgi 41 1 2 40
KeeMb 40: 2 S .38

Based on the different numerical patterns of the law displayed by the various language
varieties, some linguistic groups can be suggested. In order to obtain these groupings based
on Dahl’s Law, five steps were followed. First, all words containing a consecutive sequence

of syllables with voiceless stop consonants were identified by examining the Proto Bantu list
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of 1036 items, word by word. The aim was to include all DL words to see how they behaved
in the various varieties. However, a few were not usable for various reasons. For instance,
it was discovered that some were not directly inherited from Proto Bantu, while the others
were formed exclusively by syllables with PB *c instead of those words having at least one
voiceless stop from /p, t, k/. [n many Bantu languages PB *c is realized as /s/. In all language
varieties, except JinaK1lya, /s/ does not trigger Dahl’s Law. Such excluded words. included
*-copa “calabash bottle’ (cf KiSwahili cupa, JinaK1tya nstha "calabash’. juba “bottle’): *-
cace/cact ‘spark’. The second step involved the assembly of a unified list of the cognate
words for each variety. Fifty eight (58) were found usable, constituting 6% of the whole list
Thirdly, the frequencies of either Dahl’s Law or its absence were made, and their totals
computed. Fourthly, the words which were not cognates or where the informant did not
supply a word, were sorted out and excluded from the sample for each variety so that only
words with responses were counted to see Dahl’s Law words. And finally, a percentage for
each language was computed from the final selected words that remained in each variety. The

results of 7uhle 3.6 indicating these groups are summarized in Juble 3.7.
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Table 3.7. Dahl's Law in Zone F and linguistic grouping

lTtems with Dahl's Number (3) and names Language Dahl’s
Lavw, out of 58 varieties Law
words i Status
# Examples

0% -12% i 14 : SiSiloombo, SiYoombe, GIRwana,
GiAhi, Ghinyamunyinanyi, -
KinaUshoola, K1niLaamba,
Kinlhaanzu, Kilrangi, KiKimbu
North, K1K1tmbu South, KiBende,
KeeMbuwe, ICIWUUDEU

29%

9

SiGalagaanza, KiLooggo ’

44 - 48%

v

K1Nyanyeembe, K1Konoongo 2

More than 78% { 4 | KimunaSukuma, GInaNtuzu,
JinaK1tya, K1Dakama, +

As Tuble 3.7 shows, four divisions can be observed in Zone F with regard to Dahl’s Law.
Firstly, out of the 22 varieties, 14 of them show no or very few traces of Dahl's Law. (zero
to 5 out of the 58 words). Most Zone F languages fall into this category. Secondly, two
varieties have Dahl’s Law in 10.and 12 words respectively, out of the 58. Thirdly, two others
show 18 and 21 words with Dahl’s Law respectively. And lastly, 4 dialects have more than

30 words undergoing Dahl’s Law.

From the list, it is apparent that languages or their varieties without Dahl’s Law include the
two varieties of SiSuumbwa, KiBende, KIRImi, KiniLaamba, KIKmmbu, KiiRangi,

1C1Woungy. and KeeMbuwe, while the Dahl’s Law languages are K1Sukuma and some



dialects of KtINyamweezi. For KINyamweezi however, there are reservations with regard
to KiNyanyeembe and KiKonoongo on the one hand, and SiGalagaanza on the other. The
frequencies of Dahl’s Law and non-Dahl’s Law items in these varieties do not give a

canclusive picture. unless other criteria of classification are used. y has 18

words or only 44% out of 41 while KIKonoongo has 21 out of 44, or only 48%. These two
figures show that more than half of the words do not undergo Dahl’s Law as they should
For SiGalagaanza, Dahl's Law words are even less, at 12 only from 42 words, or 29% only.
That figure for SiGalagaanza matches closely with that for KiLoongo. at 10 words out of 34,

or 29%.

While KiNyanyeembe and K1Konoongo may be regarded as heavily influenced by languages
without Dahl’s Law, SiGalagaanza and KiLoongo have close figures suggesting something
more than only influence from another language. This suggests membership in languages
other than those they are purported to belong. In other words, SiGalagaanza may not be a
part of KINyamweezi, just as KiLoongo seems to belong elsewhere than with SiSuumbwa.

This is further explored in 3.2.2 below.

Using Dahl's Law alone, the classification of the Zone F languages emphasizes the following

with regard to Firstly, SiSiloombo and SiY lude KiLoongo,

establishing them as the centre of SiSuumbwa. KiLoongo, while it has some affinities with

SiSuumbwa, creates a class of its own independent of SiSuumbwa, suggesting the possibility



of a separate history punctuated by another period of long contact with SiSuumbwa. Some

possible close affinity with SiGalagaanza is also suggested.

Secondly. the core of KINyamweezi is composed of two dialects: KiNyanyeembe and
KIKonoongo, since KiDakama shows a closer affinity to KiSukuma than to the
KINyamweezi group, while SiGalagaanza displays an affinity to other peripheral languages
This behaviour seems to be the situation of the “centre” and “periphery” of an entity. The
periphery "protects’ the centre from foreign influence by acting as a shell. The periphery is
influenced because of its protective role by absorbing the foreign influences due to its location

at the fringes of the core. This especially applies to languages or varieties which have

o and socially porous borders allowing other linguistic groups to come in easily.
SiGalagaanza borders other languages of Zone DJ and EJ with easy access both ways. while
KiLoongo is surrounded by both EJ and F. The KiSukuma varieties on the other hand are
protected in the east by the swampy Wembere area, by Lake Victoria in the north, and in the
west. in the not recent past by dense forests, and hence their closer affinity in terms ot Dahl’s
Law with 86% for KxmunaSukuma, 87% for GInaNtuzu and 96% for JinaK1tya. Their butfer
to the south, KtDakama, at 78%, has the second highest frequency of Dahl’s Law afier the
KiSukuma varieties. K1Sukuma’s status suggests relatively undisturbed, linguistically
impervious borders, especially in the past. The three varieties of K1Sukuma constitute a core
group of Dahl’s Law, although finer details isolate JinaK1lya as a variety developing along

a separate route from some distance in the past
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Thirdly, the rest of the Zone F languages constitute another negative grouping. But since this
farger grouping is not homogeneous by other criteria, the separate sub-groups in it suggest

independent development, as explored in the conclusion to this chapter.

Since Dahl’'s Law is largely confined to the target languages only of Zone F. namely.

KiSukuma, parts of K. i and Si adiscussion of th ism of this law

is detailed in 3.2.2. below.

Tuble 3.8 Dahl’s Leaw outside KiSukuma, KINyamweezi and SiSuumbwa

Wword Found in i Possible source Explanation
H (lexeme) in source
i-yufa < “kupa ‘bone' | GiAhi i Zone EJ? -gufa®
u-brha < *-pic- ‘hide’ yInyaMunyinanyi ? ?
-visa <*-pic- ‘hide’ KiiRangi, CiGogo? KiDaida? | -visa?
KeeMbuwe
ko-pisa < *-pic- ‘hide'  : KiKimbo North KiNyamweezi < < ko-fisa
KiSukuma
i-dooke <*-tooke KiKimbo, Notth | KiNyamweezi < < i-dooke
‘banana’ and South KiSukuma
-bushu < *-poup- ‘gt | KiKirmbo Noth | KiNyamweezi < < -buohu
(in weight) KimunaSukuma <
SiSuumbwa
i-goba <*-kopa ‘tick’ Kiknmbo Notth — § 2 2
ma-basa <-paca ‘twin' KeeMbuwe ? %

* In Zone EJ languages like oRuHaya, oLuNyankore, RuKerefe and LuGanda, the
reflex of *-kupa "bone" s either -gufiva or -gufa, and some KIRImi speakers are said to have
come from around those areas, like Ukerewe Island in Lake Victoria (Jellicoe 1969:3,
Tanzania Notes and Records)
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For the few frequencies obtained in other varieties, an explanation is given in 7able 3.8. As

can be observed, the words are either loans, or the origin of the reflex is not clear.

3.1.4 Other processes

For classification purposes, the preceding three features, 7 > 5, Bantu Spirantization and
Dahl’s Law are the most important, as a focus for this study. Other phonological processes
like Meinhof"s Law are not central in Zone F as a whole and therefore they are not discussed.
In addition, not enough data are available for their fair treatment. The following processes

are also not signil enough for it ification since they are isolated in a few

individual languages only. However, they deserve some mention because they can shed

crucial light in the finer sub-classification within the zone.

3.1.4.1 Lenition of PB*g

The process of lenition of *g is observed in KIRImi where it becomes /y/. In this language.
all PB stops (except partly /k/), weaken as part of a general process. [n ICIWUURgU,
Keembuwe and KiiRangi, it becomes a fricative or glide like /y/ or /w/" respectively. In
Keembuwe and KiiRangi especially, it is lost altogether in the majority of cases, as illustrated

in (20)

™ fw/ and /y/ may only be spelling devices rather than being phonemic, indicating that
they represent no or zero phoneme /@/.
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20)

Variety &= KiRomi KiiRangi KeeMbiowe CWooggo
Proto-Bantu ¥

*-gongo ‘back’  muyoongo mwoongo moonxo mugoongo
*-dog- ‘bewitch’  -roya, -loya -lowa —lova -lowa

*jogu ‘elephant’ pjou (Njoyu)  Njou Njou Inzovu
*-turga ‘giraffe’  ntr(r)ya ntwilya ntooya ndwiiya
*-teg- ‘settrap’  -Reeya(-tega) -tea -teya -teeya
*-bogo ‘buffalo’  mbo(o)yo mboo mboo Imbogo

In ICIWUUNgED, the mutation of *g to a fiicative appears to be blocked mainly by /o/ or /u/.
Othenwise, it regularly becomes /@ in all three languages, except KIRImi where it is {y]
Because of that exception in ICIWUUngu and KIRImi, different histories are suggested for

KIR1Imi, ICIWoUngU and KeeMbuwe/KiiRangi*. Thi

ight be explained as a diffused
feature or as a feature inherited by the four from a common ancestor. The suggestion of a

common ancestor needs additional support

3.1.4.2. Lenition of *k (*k —x)
This is a phonetic process which occurs mainly in KIKIImbu and KIRImi. The change is
more consistent in KIKIImbU than it is in KIRImi. As a phonetic phenomenon, lenition of

*k to [x] may not be a significant classificatory criterion, although the question is, why not

"' For *g loss in other Bantu languages, especially KiSwahili, sce Nurse and
Hinnebusch (1993)
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in the other languages? Such a shared articulation habit in two related and adjacent speech
communities suggests either a feature inherited from a common ancestor, areal diffusion or

contact with an earlier, perhaps non-Bantu community.

@n
Variety &= KiKumbo KIRimi
Proto Bantu ¢
*-teek- ‘cook’ -teexa -Reexa®
*-kada ‘embers -xala -xa(l)a
*kanga ‘guinea fowl'  -xanga -kanga (xanga)*

3.1.4.3. Split of *d into /V and /r/

All the Zone F languages have *d/*I > /I/ of some form or another, without exception. Again
this shows how the lateral sound is impontant in any sound inventory. For instance, out of
a sample of 317 languages in the UPSID™, almost all had at least one liquid: 95.9% had at
least one, while 72.6% had more than one fiquid (Maddieson 1984:73). 1fall the languages
descended from Proto Bantu have at least a liquid, mainly /I/, the likelihood is that Proto

Bantu had at least one liquid. It is highly doubtful that this sound was not in Proto Bantu. To

** Only GiAhi has this word with /x/ in this context, (although that does not mean that
it is not used in other contexts).

" The two varieties of the three show /k/.

" UPSID is an abbreviation for the UCLA Phonological Segment Inventory
Database.
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have a liquid (/V or //) as a reflex of PB *d is the majority situation in most Bantu languages.

In Zone F. the two liquids, /I and /r/, occurring in one language is limited to the eastern

parts only, in KIRImi, KiiRangi and KeemBuwe.

In these three Ur varieties, the distribution of // and /r/ is sometimes environmentally

conditioned, and at other times, dialectal. Forinstance, yinyaMunyinanyi tends to have more

r’sthan I's, while in KiiRangi and KeemBuwe, the distribution is consi: ly condi by

environment.

(22)*d>1r,0
Variety = KiRmi KiiRangi KeemBuwe.
Proto Bantu ¢
*-gudo “ant-hill g1-yoo, gr-guo+ ky-uoly c-oolo
*-brdr M-WIITT, M-wiziz++ mo-vin mo-vere
*-dum- ‘bite" u-ruma ko-luma o-loma
*deet- ‘bring -eRa, -leeta+ -reta -reeta
*-ded- ‘bring up’ u-rea, o-mat++ kur-era o-rera
*digo ‘burden, load'  m-wilyo+, M-wItyo++, mo-  mu-ruwa? mo-figo

4+
*-dedu ‘chin’ gr-deu ki-dedu ki-dedu
*-did- ‘cry, wail' -WIIra+, o-liat+, Ko-ras++ Ko-rrra biTeTE
*-dango ‘door’ qinyam-waango mu-lyaango mo-reengo
*dool- ‘dream ()’  g-ootea+, 0-oR-ea++, ku-loot-era o-lot-era
-goRea+++

Key:

+in yInyaMunyinanyi only

++in GiAhi only

+++ in GIRwana only
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Olson (1967:23) points out that in KIRImi, the voiced alveolar flap /R/ (from PB *t), is
articulated by one quick flap, and occurs with ali the seven vowels. In KiiRapgi and
KeeMbuwe this flap from PB *d occurs in complementary distribution with /I as explained

below. Two processes can be observed in these alternations:

Firstly, KIRImi differs from KiiRangi and KeeMbuwe in its tendency to lose /I/ when another
alveolar sound is in any of the following four environments of consecutive adjacency. The
picture is also muddled by apparent inter-dialectal borrowing: (a) adjacent to another lateral
syllable, as in *-ded- > -rera > -rea ‘rear a child’; (b) adjacent to a homorganic consonant like
Mt/ asin *-doot- > -otea or -oRea ‘dream’; (c) adjacent /d/ as in *-dedu >-deu ‘chin’; or (d)
when intervocalically where both vowels in the root have the same quality, as in *-godu >

*-guu/yuu ‘ant-hill’

Secondly, the rule of I/r alternation in KeeMbuwe and KiiRangi can be stated in two
environments: /U became /r/ (a) when adjacent to front vowels /e/, /i/, (and /t/ for KiiRangi),
or (b) intervocalically, if and only if one of the vowels flanking /I/ is /e/, /i/ or /U**. The rule

can be represented as in (23). This rule-sharing places KeeMbuwe and KiiRangi in one

' This environment has also been called ‘before tense vowels’ by Nurse (1999:25),
although ‘tense vowels” are difficult to define or isolate clearly (Katamba 1988:48), since the
feature [+tense] is only relevant if the language has vocalic oppositions like [i-1], [y-¥], [u-u],
and it is commonly used in Germanic languages, which have contrasts like English [su:t] *suit”
- [sut] ‘soot” and German [m'tg] ‘rental fee’- [mnta] ‘middle” (Gussenhoven and Jacobs
1998:76-7). KeeMbuwe at least has no such opposition
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historical route of development at some point in the past.

(23) 1= Fi(V[-low, -back]) —V [ -low, -back]

However, to see whether features in KeeMbuwe and KiiRangi, and indeed, in Zone F are
unique, it is important to compare the three major phonological processes with other

languages from other Bantu languages. These processes are BS, DLand 7> 5.

3.1.5. Similarities and differences with other zones
Because of common ancestry, Zone F is expected to be similar to other zones in many
respects. Guthrie (1948) notes this with regard to the difficulty of isolating unique differentia

for each zone

According to Nurse (1999:20-25), the occurrence of processes like Dahl’s Law, Bantu
Spirantization and 7 > 5 strongly suggests a shared historical development from a common,
earlier ancestor. 7uhble 3.9 illustrates how the three processes are distributed across some
sample Bantu languages. In order for a zone to be separate from other zones linguistically,
it must have features unique to it. If there are no unique features to identify the zones
beyond any reasonable doubt, then little is achieved in classifying them into zones in the first

place.
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Table 3.9 BS, 7> 5 and DL in Zone F and other zones

Feature = BS 7>5 Dahl'sLaw | Neither BS, 7 >
Language or 5 nor Dahl's
Zone ¥ Law
i i KinrLaamba,
Zone F KiBende, KiBende, (Part of KiRimi,
KiNyamweezi) | Kinmbo,
IC1Woongo? KeeMbuwe KiiRangi
Ngumba (A), Ngumba (A), KinyaRwanda | Yambasa ()
Yaka (B), Yaka (B), (DJ) Teke (B)
Tetela (C) KinyaRwanda (D) | Grkuyo (E) | Bobangi (C)
Bangubangu (DJ) | KiKurya (EJ) | Mbole (D)
Other Zones | LuGanda (EJ), LuGanda (EJ) KiKinga (G)
KiSwahil® (G), | KiSwabili (G),
KiMbundu (H) KiMbundu (H)
Lwena (K) Lwena (K)
CiLuba (L) Luba (L)
KiPimbwe (M)
CiTumbuka (N) | CiTumbuka (N)
KiMatumbi (P)
Kwanyama (R) Kwanyama (R) | |
Xhosa (S) Xhosa () | |

Compared with other zones, the Zone F members are not unique, since the three features are
not confined to them alone. Dahl's Law, for example, is found across eastern Bantu in other
zones like DJ. EJ, E and G. The crucial point may be in the small details of those processes.
What the processes say is that some eastern Bantu languages might have evolved from a
common ancestor which had Dahl’s Law. Table 3.9 also suggests that many other languages
evolved from other ancestors which did not have DL. In other words, eastern Bantu is not
a linguistic label, but rather a geographical one, containing several languages from different

parents. Other zones therefore help only to highlight much earlier linguistic affiliation, but not

* The information with regard to Bantu Spirantization and 7 > 5 in other zones is
from Schadeberg (1995), while that for Dahl’s Law is from Nurse (1979b, 1993, 1999), Davy
and Nurse (1982). Bennett (1986).
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can therefore be examined within Zone F itself for the

the uni of F. That i

details of the three processes’ role in uniting or subdividing the zone

3.1.6 BS, 7> 5, DL in Zone F: Uniting or dividing criteria?

From Table 3.9, some groups based on individual languages in Zone F can be identified
These groups are significant linguistically in that they either unite the zone if they are
internally unified themselves, or they divide it if their similarities are not immediately genetic.

These groups can be represented in 7able 3.10, 3.11, and graphically in (24),

Table 3.10 BS, 7 > 5 and DL in Zone F: Summary of significant classificatory criteria

Feature 15 Bantu 7>5 Dahl's Law
Language ¥ Spirantization

SiSuumbwa + | + { &
KiSukuma

KiDakama

KiNyamweezi®’

KiBende

KiniLaamba

KiRmmi
KiKimbo
lctWoungo
KiiRangi

KeeMbuwe

¥ Although K1Dakama (F22b) is traditionally part of KINyamweezi, the evidence so
far suggests that core KINyamweezi is composed of F22a, F22d and F22¢
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[e2) ——

" Bamtu
/ Spirantization -

\/ IcIWoUDgy
{ iy e
; SiSuumbwa | Neither DL, BS
y . KiBende s
Dahl’s Law Sl ave: nor 7V > §V
TV>5V K1K1mmbu
. KiniLaamba
KeNiyamweezi? SV KeeMbuwe KIRImi
ukuma } KiiRangi

Combined with the individual scenarios observed across the varieties surveyed so far, Bantu
Spirantization, 7 > 5 and Dahl’s Law converge to have a greater impact of linguistically
segmenting Zone F into some five groups. In Tuble 3. 10, similar groups are similarly shaded
based on broad similarities. The members in these small groups, however, may not belong
together if analyzed further, since, for example, the unity of KIKiimbu. KinrLaamba,
KiR1mi and KiiRangi is based on negative evidence, the absence of BS. 7> 5 and DL. In
other words, the number of groups is not fixed since it depends on the details observed.

Without the details, the resulting five general groups are shown in (24)

The languages enclosed within one circle share one or more of the three named linguistically

diagnostic features. The languages which are not in one circle and do not overlap anywhere



suggest mainly geographically, rather than genetically, derived similarity. For instance, 7>
5 in isolation, without Bantu Spirantization, loses its diagnostic meaning. Vowel reduction
alone as in KeeMbuwe suggests a different process, since the two, BS and 7 > 5 tend to be
strongly interrelated causally. Because of that, KeeMbuwe sharing the 5V feature with
SiSuumbwa and KiBende is not significant linguistically, since SV is not the result of BS
Other features, as noted above, remove ICIWuUng0 from the SiSuumbwa and KiBende
group, since, though ICIWuUngU is reported to have 5V for some speakers, it is mainly a
7V language (Labroussi 1999:375). The groups therefore need some tighter criteria for sub-
grouping so as to base the classification on genetically relevant features only. This fine tuning
results in eight groups as shown in Table 3./1. Where there is more than one member, the

closely related ones and isolates in each sub-group are put in brackets

Table 3.11 BS, 7 > 5, DL: Phonologically-based linguistic groups of Zone F?

| (SiSiloombo, SiYoombe), J (KimunaSukuma, ! (KiiRangi, KeeMbuwe) !

[ (KiLooggo) | GnaNtuzu, JinaKrtya),

| (K1Dakama)

| (K1Konoopgo) | | (GIRwana, GiAhi) ;
| (KiNyanyeembe, (K1K1rmbo, North and i (yInyaMunyinanyi) i
| SiGalagaanza) | south), (KiniLaamba, |

K1natshoola, KinIH: e
| KiBende | naGshools, Kunitheanzy) ICIWOUnEY

With so many sub-groups, the representation in Table 3.1 questions Zone ¥ as a genetically

valid group. Guthrie (1967:5, 6) himself does not claim that zones are based on linguistic

164



criteria or cohesion. He makes it clear that the differentia he identified and which are
summarized in Chapter 2, are not unique for each zone but overlap and are shared by other
zones as well. His classification of the Bantu languages into zones is mainly referential. The

his definition and treatment of units he calls

only major problem with Guthrie’s zones i
zones and groups. He says that while the zones are mainly geographical. based on proximity,
the groups are linguistic (Guthrie 1948). The problem lies in the fact that Guthrie first sought

geographical unity and then looked for common linguistic features.

3.1.7 Unity of Zone F: Synthesis
The linguistic evidence for Zone F cohesion is not robust, since, for instance, Dahl’s Law in

SiSuumbwa or some traces of Bantu Spirantization in K: i are a result

of loans. This appearance of possessing traces of a feature like Dahl’s Law in a langu
brings in the significant role of non-linguistic factors in borrowing and language change,

which are of a sociolinguistic nature.

are i facts since they forcefully impinge on and
determine the route of the linguistic processes. Linguistic change due to contact is not
brought about by purely linguistic factors, but by (mainly) social conditions as well,
(Thomason and Kaufman 1988). For instance, it is rare for two linguistic communities to be
symmetrical in terms of the control of equal power centres like social prestige or economic

advantage. This common asymmetry in prestige due to economic, cultural, technological,
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military, ic or political ad: il ism among the less
prestigious group members, and pronounced borrowing ensues in such situations. This non-
linguistic aspect of borrowing is explored more in 3.2 and in Chapter 5, where historical

interpretations are also given.

3.2. SISUUMBWA-KISUKUMA-KINYAMWEEZI PHONOLOGICAL
DEVELOPMENT

The main di hanges in Si! , K1Sukuma and KiNyamwezi are three: the shift

of 7> 5 because vowels feature promi in BS; Bantu and Dahl’s Law,

as discussed in this section. BS and 7> 5 are discussed together because they are related.
SiSuumbwa, having undergone 7> 5, is SV, while K1Sukuma and KINyamwezi are 7V, the
original Proto Bantu vocalism. Although there are cases where members of the same group
display different phonological inventories, some disparities in vowel quality are a pointer to
some fundamental difference, either because of different paces and sources of innovation.

isolation, or because of contact with different groups at different times and places

On the other hand, BS offers another support for the hypothesis of fundamental difference

between Si KrSukuma and K1Ny i. Briefly, it is mainly SiSuumbwa which

behaves differently from the two, showing BS, while KiSukuma and KiNyamwezi do not
have the process, except in loanwords. BS is therefore explored in some detail below,

followed by DL.



3.2.1. BS and 7 > 5 in SiSuumbwa, KiSukuma and KiNyamwezi

In this section, example words in two target environments are presented, *C/_i and *C/_u,
where *C is any of the eight Proto Bantu consonant phonemes examined in the study. The
*C/_a environment as the unmarked form has been shown in the general section on Zone F.
The tables in each phonetic environment are also supplied with this unmarked form as an
indicator of whether the BS forms from *C/_i and *C/_u are consistently different rom the
products of *C_a. Phonological mutation due to BS is best observed if the *C/_a
environment is also presented because it is most unmarked in Bantu. PB *C/_a shows the

regular reflex of a sound more clearly without the effect of conditioned assimilation.

3.2.1.1 Analysis of Bantu Spirantization in SiSuumbwa, K1Sukuma and KINyamwezi

The following examples illustrate the various sounds from Proto Bantu in the context of both

internal innovation and external contact, as summarized after each data set.

3.2.0.1.1 PB *pi
(25) PB *-pik- ‘arrive’

/-hika/ SiSiloombo, SiYoombe, KiLoongo
/-fika/ KimunaSukuma, K1Dakama
/-sika/ GInaNtuzu, K1Konoongo

I-figa/ JinaK1tya

/-fika/ KiNyanyeembe, SiGalagaanza
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(26) PB *-koopi ‘flat of hand’

/-koofi/ SiSiloombo, SiYoombe, KiLoongo, KiNyanyeembe, KiKonoongo
- KimunaSukuma, GInaNtuzu, JinaK1ya, K1Dakama, SiGalagaanza

(27) PB *-piga ‘hearthstone’

iga/ SiSuumbwa, K1munaSukuma
li-siga/ GInaNtuzu

f1-figal SinaK1iya

Ji-figa/ KINyamweezi

(28) PB *-pic- *hide’

/bisa/ SiSiloombo
I-Bisal Si¥oombe, KiSukuma, KiNyamweezi
- KiLoopgo

(29) *-piv “knife’

Jmu-syo/  KiLoongo
No-[u/ K1Sukuma, K1Dakama
/ki-syu/  KiNyanyeembe
Nu-syu/  KiKonoopgo
- SiSiloombo, SiYoombe, SiGalagaanza

(30) PB *-pin- ‘pinch, scratch’

J-sina/ SiSiloombo, SiYoombe, GInaNtuzu, KIN be, KIK.

SiGalag

/-suna/ KiLoongo
/-fina/ KimunaSukuma, JinaK1tya, KtDakama
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Table 3.12 Reflexes, innovations, extraneous sounds and their possible sources, PB *p’ i

Variety and unmarked form | Sound/innovation (6)* Possible source/comment
Regular | Imegutar
sisilcombo /h/ | h@® | (1), 5(1), b(1) | KiNyamweezi?, KiSwahili
Sivoombe /h/ [ h(2) 1(1). 5(1).B(1) | DL, KiNyamweezi?, KiSwahili
KiLoongo b/ | h(2) (1), s(2) | F21b, F22d?
KimunaSukuma/p/ [ {(3) h(1), B(1) | DL, minor innovation
GnaNtuzu /p/ | s(3) f(1), B(1) | DL, minor innovation, F21a/c?
JinaKnya fpl | f(4) B(1) | Dahl's Law
KiDakama /p/ |  f(3) 1(1), B(1) | Dahl's Law, KiSwahili?
KiNyanyeembe /p/ | s(2) f(3), B(1) | DL, KiSwahili?
KiKonoongo /p/ |  s(3) 1(2). B(1) | DL, KiSwahili?
SiGalagaanza /p/ | s(1) 1(1). [(1). B(1) | DL, SiSuumbwa?, KiSwahili?

Two regular reflexes are evident in this set of languages, summarized in two phonological
processes in Table 3.12 as glottalization in SiSuumbwa: *-pi > /W, and palatalization in
K1Sukuma: *-pi > /f/ and KINyamweezi: *-p > /s/ (See also Table 3.36). The original reflex
of *-pi in K1Sukuma and KiNyamweezi points to /s/, which was retained by GInaNtuzu and
the rest of KINyamweezi, except KiDakama. With the *-pi reflexes, KiDakama joins the two

dialects of KrSukuma as one unit by the further ization of /s/ to /f/.

* The total number of words for each environment. e.g PB *-p_i, is put in brackets
in each table.

" The numbers in brackets after a reflex are total frequencies of a reflex in each dialect
out of the total in the list used.
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Glottalization in SiSuumbwa sheds some important light on the chronology of BS, 7> 5 and
Dahl’s Law in the area. One would have expected the reflexes of PB *pi in SiSuumbwa to
be homorganic spirants to the stops they replace rather than to the glottal fricative /i/. This
suggests that glottalization preceded BS, thus blocking any chance of its occurrence. One

interpretation is that BS was acquired later by SiSuumbwa.

On the other hand, each dialect is characterized by irregular reflexes which are extraneous,

or an operation of other ical rules. For instance the reflex /b/
in SiSuumbwa, like // in the other dialects, is a result of Dahl’s Law, which, once it operates
initially in a sequence, blocks BS. In SiSuumbwa, Dahl’s Law is absent except in a few
words as shown in 3.2.2. For instance, in the word for ‘oil’, PB *makuta, is /matuta/ rather
than /mavuta/ if SiSuumbwa had Dahl’s Law. The status of /B/ in SiSuumbwa is also not
clear, since it seems to be in free variation with /b/, a situation which does not obtain in

K1Sukuma and KINyamweezi

Another extraneous sound in the PB *pi context is /f/. KINyamweezi, including K1Dakama
has a shared innovation of /f/, possibly from borrowing. This is not found in K1Sukuma

generally. The presence of /f/ in /-koofi/ ‘flat of hand’ in SiSuumbwa, KiNyanyeembe and

SiG is a good ion of possible ing, possibly from KiSwahili. For
SiSuumbwa, it is the only /6 out of the six words with *-pi in the examples given above. The

expected reflex in SiSuumbwa would have been /ikoohi/ and in KINyamweezi /-koosi/ into
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£l . Since histori , together with

which the majority of the
the faNyamweezi, were renowned traders and adventurers plying the hinterland as far as
Katanga in the DRC and later the East African coast in the late nineteenth century™, the
source of this word might be along the coast, probably from KiSwahili, /kofi/. The other
members of Zone F which have such a reflex are KeeMbuwe and KiiRangi, which. like
KNyanyeembe and SiGalagaanza are located along the once busy trade routes in ivory and
slaves, within their neighbourhoods and into the DRC and Zambia, and back to the East
African coast (Roberts 1968, Shorter 1968b Kimambo 1993). K1Konoongo in the south and
KrSukuma and K1Dakama in the north were outside the immediate trade route, and the word
is not found, highlighting the importance of contact and some type of dominance in the
transfer of words. This also suggests that the word is quite recent. since the coastal-
hinterland trade was prevalent mainly from the 18" century (Kimambo 1993). On the other
hand, one anomalous word in a language cannot rule out other possibilities on the source of

the /f/ in this environment, as in *pik- in KINyanyeembe and SiGalagaanza. Three

possibilities can be suggested for the source of

(a) since the speakers of SiGalagaanza and KINyanyeembe have been living along a main
trade route. they were also active participants in the long distance trade in their own right
during the same period, and they independently acquired the sound from the coast;

(b) it s the influence of some BS language like SiSuumbwa whose speakers popularized the

" Kahigi (1988:5)
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word through trade;

() it is an internal i ion in Ki SiG

The last explanation is not strong enough since some plosives apart from /p/ do not change

to spirants in the same envi as shown below, ing an external source.

Another case of borrowing is KtmunaSukuma /i as a reflex of *pi as in ihiga < PB *-piga
“hearthstone’, which islikely to have been acquired from SiSuumbwa. In the PB *pi

context, // is not found in the other dialects of both KiSukuma and KiNyamweezi

The of /f/ in G and SIG may be a case of inter-dialectal
borrowing, possibly from JinaK1tya or KimunaSukuma. In the PB *pi context, the regular

reflex is /s/ for both, since /f/ or /J/ are questionable in both

In the K1Sukuma/K1Nyamweezi expected reflex, only GInaNtuzu and JinaK11ya behave as

expected, with /s/ and /J/ respectively.

From the above, two things can be said. First, glottalization in SiSuumbwa started before BS.
This is indicated by the reflex of PB *pi being /h/ rather than /f/ or any other fricative
Secondly, speakers of languages are not static in space and time, but they interact with

different speech environments and speakers of other languages. This has the impact of
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introducing new sounds in their languages. This is revealed by both the regular and irregular

reflexes of Proto Bantu sounds even within related dialects.

3.2.1.1.2 PB *pu
(31) PB *-pud- ‘blow on, blow up’
/-fuula/  SiSiloombo, KSukuma, KrDakama
/-puula/  KINyanyeembe
/-fulnrzya/ KiKonoongo

- SiYoombe, KiLoongo, SiGalagaanza
(32) PB *-pukud- ‘dig up, dig out’
/-fukuoula/  SiSiloombo, KINyamweezi
/-sukuula/ GInaNtuzu
/-fuguula/ JinaKirya

- SiYoombe, KiLoongo, KimunaSukuma
(33) PB *-pudo *foam’

/-fulo/ Si , KiSukuma, KINy

(34) PB *-deepu ‘long’

/n-dithu/ KimunaSukuma

/n-d1pu, nipu/ GinaNtuzu

/ -lthu/ JinaK1rya

/ -liibw/ K1Dakama, K1Konoongo

/n-diibu/  KiNyanyeembe
. SiGalagaanza, SiSuumbwa
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(35) PB *-pum- “go out’

/-fama/ SiYoombe, JinaK1lya, K1l
- siSiloombo, KiLoongo, K G

(36) PB *-pum- ‘produce, put forth, display’

/-fumya/ SiYoombe, KINyamweezi
/-funya/ KimunaSukuma, JinaKirya
/-sunya/ GInaNtuzu

-~ siSiloombo, KiLoopgo

Table 3.13 Reflexes, innovations, exiraneous sounds and their possible sources, PB *pu

Variety and unmarked form |  Sound/innovation (6)

Regular | Irregular

Possible source/comment

SiSiloombo /h/ 1(3) o

Sivoombe /v | 1(3) -

KiLoongo /v | (1) -

Insufficient data?*'

KimunaSukuma /p/ | 1(3) h(1) SiSuumbwa?
GrnaNtuzu /p/ s(2) p(1)?742, (1) KrSukuma dialects, internal
Jinakuya /p/ | 1(5) h(1) | KimunaSukuma < SiSuumbwa?
KiDakama /p/ |  (4) h(1) SiSuumbwa?
KiNyanyeembe /p/ |  1(4) p(1)?, h(1) SiSuumbwa?
KiKonoongo /p/ |  1(5) n(1) SiSuumbwa?

SiGalagaanza /p/ (4) -

“ Only one word out of six was flled, so the adequacy of the reflex as representative

can be questioned

*2 /pl as a retention from Proto Bantu suggests a regular feature, while the BS forms
suggest markedness although they are the majority and seem more regular.
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In the majority of languages, PB *pu yields /f/ as a regular change (see Nurse 1979). Most
languages surrounding KINyamweezi and K1Sukuma have /f/. For example, within Zone F,
KiniLaamba and KIK11mbu retain /p/, unless they have borrowed heavily like KIKIimbu
North. KiRrmi, KeeMbuwe and KiiRangi have /f/ as a regular reflex of PB *p regardless of
phonetic context. SiSuumbwa displays /f/ without exception. For the rest of the SSN

dialects, each indicates more than one reflex.

An interesting feature of double reflexes is displayed in the KiNyamweezi and K1Sukuma
dialects. Al except SiGalagaanza have double reflexes, mainly regular /6/ and /b/. Within the

SSN group, only Si has consi ization, that is, with /h/, especially in the

[-superclose] position. Languages outside Zone F with /l/ in the [-superclose] environment
include E60. some ES0, EJ10/20 and G30. In the PB *pu context, only G60 has /h/ (Nurse
1979:458). IfK1Sukuma and KINyamweezi did not glottalize, then the source of /l/ in the
PB *pu context can be G60 which has /h/. Otherwise, the source may be EJ10/20 and

SiSuumbwa (F23), as nearest neighl (: ing that such neij i is ancient)

This may explain the presence of irregular reflexes like /h/ and /f/ as a result of mixing
vocabulary stock from different languages (Labroussi 1999, Batibo 2000). For instance, the
following JinaK1tya words (which were not included in the list used in the thesis), indicate
that there are cases which do not become spirants. These words may not be confined to

JinaK11ya alone, although this was not checked. The majority are not in Proto Bantu either.
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G7)
‘gw-Ipuuna ‘rise very early in the morning’
Bu-puuna ‘type of wild, creeping, seasonal plant, its leaves resembling those of
sweet potatoes, with brightly coloured flowers’

gu-pula  ‘to elope (for a man, as a verb (1))’ < PB *-pud- ‘blow (with mouth)’
gU-puuga ‘to chase away troublesome beings like insects, chickens, or children’
gU-puluguna 'to try to wriggle free from a very confining place, usually by small

animals and insects, like a tick in the inner ear’
I-pu/ma-pu ‘stomach of ruminous animals like cows, resembling a towel’ < PB *-pu
*stomach’

All these words have superclose vowels in them, but they do not undergo spirantization. This
existence of BS and non-BS forms in the same environment in JinaK11ya or in K1Sukuma and
KiNyamweezi in general suggests two things. It may either mean minor local innovation or
borrowing. Local innovation implies that the /f/ from PB *pu is a result of a process which
isnot BS, but rather it is due to another assimilatory process like palatalization, which results

in /s/ in GInaNtuzu and /f/ in the other dialects.

On the other hand. borrowing cannot be discounted either, since the spirants may be a result
of loan words which had spirants, and were added to the non-spirantizing stock found in the
language. Because of borrowing without adapting the system of the source language, the

native forms continue to be used with the loans, resulting in inconsistent reflexes. The loan

hypothesis is more consistent, since internal innovation implies regular change across the
board in a phonetic context. In this interpretation, any form with a spirant in K1Sukuma and
KINyamweezi can be viewed as a loan which might have triggered palatalization in some

words, appearing like BS, while retaining the old non-BS forms in other words
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Another sub-type of borrowing is the case where all forms with /pu/ are borrowed. This
depends on the following scenario: there is regular change in KSukuma or KiNyamweezi of
the form PB *pu — /fu/, and then when later words were borrowed with /pu/, they were not

affected by the weakening process to /fu/.

If the loan hypothesis is correct, then both borrowing and minor innovation explain the
occurrence of the double or ternary reflexes in KiSukuma and KiNyamweezi. For instance
the presence of /h/ and BS in SiSuumbwa makes it a good source of influence over K1Sukuma
and KiNyamweezi. Another way of looking at it is that some SiSuumbwa speakers were

absorbed into the K1 i speech ities in the past and brought their

words with them. Some also remained independent, though lived adjacently, and interacted
with KiSukuma/KINyamweezi speakers, while maintaining their linguistic and cultural
identity generally. In turn, this shows that SiSuumbwa culture might have been very
influential in the area for a considerable period of time for such widespread loans to occur
so pervasively. However, the powerful and higher status of SiSuumbwa of the past has not

been documented

Another interesting point to note for the PB *pu reflexes is the length of the vowels in the
roots of PB and some daughter languages. For instance, Proto Bantu has a short /u/, in
*pud- ‘blow up’ while the majority of the reflexes have the long /uu/. except KiKonnongo

which has /-fultsya/ “blow up’. Two hypotheses can be advanced to explain this
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phenomenon of vowel lengthening,. Firstly, it might be a rule in SSN which states that
penultimate syllables tend to lengthen their vowels in some verbs. This can be illustrated by

JinaK1tya whose data s readily available

(8)
-faala < PB *-pud- ‘blow’
-faolitla “blow, especially by mouth, in order to soothe’
-fula *drink water and be satisfied’
la “wash clothes’
“snatch, as the wind would do’
-pulila *snatch for (someone)”

(39)

-fugdla < PB *-pukod- ‘dig up’

~fugdla *snatch from the grip of someone, by force’
bkl “harvest maize’

of -ifgbla “refuse because of anger, disgust’

From (38) and (39), it seems true that in JinaK1tya, vowel length is first and foremost
phonological. secondly, it is used to differentiate between shades of meaning between related
concepts. In (38) for example, the reflex of *p is both /f/ and /p/ as a semantic strategy.
Thirdly. vowel length is also influenced lastly by phonetic context. Hence, penultimate
position may be true in some dialects, although not only that in JinaK1tya. because -fuuliila
“blow in order to soothe’ and -pulila *snatch for (someone)’ violate that rule. In Table 3./2,
GINantuzu and KiNyanyeembe have /p/ as retlexes of PB *p, indicating that the /p/ is a
retention from PB. This would then suggest that all the other reflexes, /f/ and /. are

actually loans. or innovations triggered by loans. This is especially true of /f/.
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3.2.1.1.3 PB *-bi
(40) PB *-bin- *dance’

{-Bina/ K1Dakama, K1Sukuma
- Si K

be, KtKonoongo, SiG

(41) PB *-bi ‘excrement, dung’

/maamvi/ SiSiloombo , SiYoombe

/mazi/  KiLoongo

/maafi/  KiSukuma

/maafi/  KiDakama

/maavi/  KiNyanyeembe, KiKonoongo, SiGalagaanza

(42) PB *-bido "spread, smear’

/-Bila/ K1Sukuma, KiDakama, KiNyanyeembe, KKonoongo,
- SiSuumbwa, SiGalagaanza

(43) PB *-bimb- *swell’

J-viimba/ SiSiloombo, SiYoombe
J-ziimba/ KiLoongo
/-iimba/ K1Sukuma, KINyamweezi

(44) PB *-yibi ‘thief”

/mwiivi/ SiSiloombo, SiYoombe
Jmwiipi/ KiLoopgo. KIKonoongo
/ywiii/ KimunaSukuma, KiDakama
/uBi/  GrnaNtuzu

/ywifi/  JinaKirya

/mwifi/  KiNyanyeembe

/mwiizi/ SiGalagaanza
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(45) PB *-bita ‘war’
/Bita/ SiSiloombo
Wial  SiGalagaanza

- SiYoombe, KiLoongo, KiSukuma, K1Dakama, KiNyanyeembe, KiKonoongo
The reflexes for each of these languages are KiSukuma /B/, KiNyamweezi /B/ and
SiSuumbwa /v/. In SiSuumbwa, the data suggest removing KiLoongo (F23c), leaving only

SiSiloombo (F23a) and SiYoombe (F23b). KiLoongo has consistent /2/ as a reflex of PB *bi.

Table 3.14 Reflexes, innovations, extraneous sounds and their possible sources, PB *b/_i

Variety and unmarked form Sound/Innovation (6) Possible source/ comment
Regular |  Irregular
SiSitoomba (M | w3) S F21,F22
Sivoombe /| v(3) & =
KiLoongo /f/ | 2(2) B(1) F21,F22
KimunaSukuma /B | ((4) Jm ?
GinaNtuzu /B/ B(4) J () *
JinaKurya /B/ B(a) J() 2
KiDakama /' 4y K1) F23 and devoice?
KiNyanyeembe /i |  B(3) V(1) F23
KiKonoongo /f/ B(3) v(1) F23
SiGalagaanza /Y |  p(1) 2(1), 1) F23

The possible influence of SiSuumbwa is revealed in the irregular innovation to /vif as a reflex

of *biin K1l KIK and SiGal K1Dakama has /fi/, devoicing /vi/
Ki1Sukuma also has an irregular /[/, suggesting a second innovation, in addition to the regular
1P/ reflex. This supports the hypothesis of loanwords from a BS language suggested above
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which triggered palatalization before superclose vowels”

KiLoongo is consistent in being different from SiSiloombo and SiYoombe, although both
have an irregular /B/ reflex, suggesting the same source, possibly F21 and F22. In addition,
/mwiizi/ in SiGalaaganza seems a borrowed word, probably from KiSwahili. This borrowing
is also manifested in example (46) in SiSiloombo and SiGalagaanza. The word for ‘war’ in
the area is not PB *-bita. The extraneous sound /B/ in SiSiloombo in this slot suggests
borrowing too, since the expected form would be /vita/ rather than /Bita/. SiGalagaanza's
reflex /vita/, although identical to the KiSwahili form, might have been acquired through

and ized to fit the Si forms

3.2.1.1.4 PB *-bu
(46) PB *-bu ‘ashes’

/mavu/ SiSiloombo. SiYoombe, SiGalagaanza
/mazu/ KiLoopgo
/mapu/ KiSukuma, K1Dakama
/mawu/ K1Konoongo
- KiNyanyeembe

(47) PB *-bunj- ‘break, snap’

/-vuna/ SiSiloombo, SiYoombe, SiGalagaanza
- KiLooggo, K1Sukuma, KiDakama, KiNyanyeembe, K1Konoongo

*KiBende, which has a devoicing rule. has // without exception from /v/ in this PB
*bi context (See Nurse 1988:58. also noted above)
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(48) PB *-buda ‘rain’

/ mvula/ SiSil SiYoombe, K SiG:
feenzuta/ KiLoongo
/mbula/  KiSukuma, K1Dakama, K1Konoongo

Table 3.15 Reflexes, innovations, extraneous sounds and their possible sources, PB *bu

Variety and unmarked form |  Sound/innovation | Possible source/ comment
()

Regular | Irregufar

sisiloombo /B/ |  v(3) . d
Sivoombe /B/ | v(3) = B

KiLoongo /B/ | 2(2) = -
KimunaSukuma /B/ | B@)* & u
GrnaNtuzu /B/ B - -
JinaKmya /B/ | B(2) i -
KiDakama /8/ |  B(2) . -

KiNyanyeembe /B/ - v(1) F23
KiKonoongo /8/ |  B(1) w(1)® Phonetic strategy
SiGalagaanza /p/ - v(3)* F23

Although only three words were found in the PB *bu context. their value is priceless in

showing consistent regularity. SiSuumbwa (F23a, b) have /v/. KiLoongo /2. and K1Sukuma

*“ When PB *b is intervocalic, it regularly changes 1o /B/. a process which might have
helped later to have /B/ and /b/ as separate phonemes. When *b is prenasalized or is
underlyingly /b/ as opposed to phonemic /B/, then it remains /b/, as in JinaK1rya /mabo/
/mosquitoes’ in contrast to /mafi/ ashes’, /maBi/ ‘grey (colour)’ or /maaBd/ *forests’

* The change may be a phonetic strategy for /0.

# Although no /b/ or /B/ is shown in the three words used, /v/ is still irregular
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and KiNyamweezi /p/.

The disadvantage of having only a few words is also revealed in the data by SiGalagaanza.
Although its regular reflex in that context is /f/, the influence of a BS language is telling, All
the examples show /v/ consistently. KrKonoongo shows less influence from a BS language,
and the reflex of pre-nasalized PB *bu is /b/. By inference, a bilabial fricative regular reflex

ied in all the K1Nyamweezi dialects by this KIKonoongo example.

Another important aspect in the data is the role of pre-nasalized forms. The form for ‘rain’
PB *mbuda or *mbula, belongs to *b/N _, which is not a purely *bu context. However, it
is revealing in the way the /b/ is consistent even in this pre-nasal context. SiSuumbwa (F23a,
b) shows a consistent /v/ reflex, while KiLoongo is also consistent in displaying /2/
K1Nyanyeembe and SiGalagaanza also show a consistent /v/, suggesting the likely former
influence of SiSuumbwa in linguistic terms. The only drawback in KINyanyeembe is that only

one word was filled, whereas all three are present in SiGalagaanza

3.2.1.1.5PB *-ii
(49) PB *-kiti ‘darkness’

[giiti/ SiYoombe, K1Sukuma, KtDakama, KiNyanyeembe, KiKonoongo
- SiSiloombo, KiLoongo, SiGalagaanza
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(50) PB *-tingird- ‘be sleepy, doze’

/-tiindila/ SiYoombe, Kil.oogge
/-tiindrla/ K1Sukuma, K1Dakama

/-tiindrrla/ KNy . K1K
/-tiindiila/ SiGalagaanza
- SiSiloombo

(51) PB *-tina ‘base of tree trunk’

a/ K k G , KINy:
a/ JinaKrtya
- SiSuumbwa

(52) PB *-tinga ‘long hair, of animals’

/Bu-tiipga/ GinaNtuzu
Iwi-tiipga/ JinaK1tya
KiDakama -
Ju-siinga/ KiNyanyeembe
/u-siipga/  K1Konoongo
No-siigga/ SiGalagaanza
- SiSuumbwa, K1imunaSukuma

(53) PB *-piti *hyena’

/m-fisi/  SiSiloombo, Si¥oombe, SiGalagaanza
Jem-pisi/ KiLoongo
/m-biti/ KiSukuma, KrDakama, KiNyanyeembe, K1Konoongo

(54) PB *-koti ‘nape’

/Bu-kosi/ ~ SiSiloombo
/Bu-kosi/  KimunaSukuma, SiGalagaanza
/Bu-gosi/  GinaNtuzu
Ju-kosi/  K1Konoongo
- SiYoombe, KiLoongo, JinaK1rya, KiDakama, KiNyanyeembe
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(55) PB *-tiku ‘night”

/Bu-jiko/  KimunaSukuma, JinaKIIya
v/ GinaNtuzu, K1Dakama, K1Konoongo
/u-ziko/  KiNyanyeembe
/Bu-fukw/  SiGalagaanza
- SiSuumbwa

(56) PB *-tindik- ‘push’

I-siindika/ SiYoombe, KiLooggo
indtka/ KImunaSukuma, JinaKIlya, K1Dakama
/-siindtka/ GInaNtuzu,
iindtka/ K be, SiG
- KiKonoongo, SiSiloombo

(57) PB *-tiku ‘rainy season’

/ki-diku/  KimunaSukuma, K1Dakama, KINyanyeembe, KIKonoongo
/gi-dikv/  GrnaNtuzu
fji-dikv/  JinaK1tya
Isi-diku/  SiGalagaanza
- SiSuumbwa

(58) PB *-timu ‘spear’

Ji-sumu/SiSiloombo, SiYoombe, SiGalagaanza
i-cumu/ KiLoongo

fi-cimw/  K1Sukuma, K1Dakama

imu/  KiNyanyeembe

imu/  KiKonoongo

(59) PB *-tim- ‘strike with a spear’

/-cima/ KrSukuma, K1Dakama
/-kima/  K1Konoopgo
- i K be, SiG
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In F23, the PB *ti reflex is /si/ while in F21 and F22, it is /ti/. All three (SiSuumbwa,
Ki1Sukuma and K1Nyamweezi) have irregular reflexes, reflecting external sources which also
suggest some externally driven innovation. Words with spirants for PB *ti, are not as

frequent as those from PB *pi or *pu.

Table 3.16 Reflexes, innovations, extraneous sounds and their possible sources, PB *ti

Variety and unmarked form Sound/innovation(11)
Regular Irregular source/comment
sisiloombo 1t/ | s(3) - -
SiYoombe 1/ | s(3) 1(2) F21, F22
KiLoongo 1/ |  s(2) 1(1), c(1) F21
KimunaSukuma / | 1(3)” a(1), j(1).J1). s(2), c(2) F23
GrnaNtuzu i/ | 1(5) 2(1). 5(2), c(2) F23
Jinakya v/ | 1(5) d(1), j(1), J(1), ¢(2) F23
KiDakama 1 |  t(4) d(1), z(1), (1), ¢(2) F23
KiNyanyeembe i/ | 1(4) d(1), z(1). s(1), k(1) F23, internal
KiKonoongo / | 1(5) (1), 5(1). k(1) F23, internal
SiGalagaanza It/ 1(2) d(1). (1), s(5) F23

As to the sources of the irregular sound changes, the major one is through borrowing. These
are revealed by the regular patterns which are displayed against violations of those

expectations. For instance,

/ *darkness’ in SiYoombe suggests borrowing, since the

a The presence of the reflex /d/ for PB *t in KiSukuma. and to some extent
K the original sound /t/ which is voiced by Dahl’s Law,
asin *-tiku > /-diko/ * rainy season’. This can be compared to second syllable position /t/ in
*-Kiti > /-giiti/ “darkness’, *-piti > /-biti/ "hyena’
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regular reflex observed is /s/, while /t/ is regular in KISukuma and KiNyamweezi. Another
observation in the same word is the operation of Dahl’s Law in SiYoombe. SiSuumbwa’s
Dahl’s Law status is synchronically minimal generally, as indicated in 3.1 above, suggesting
that the word is a loan. Such external influence or later entry into the language can also be
observed with regard to KINyamweezi and GinaNtuzu's cases of /s/ and KimunaSukuma
and finaK1lya's /[/. They are cases of palatalization which are only few. occurring in some
words like *-tind1k- “push’. KiLoongo's continued dissimilarity with SiSuumbwa in general

with the /2/ reflex emphasizes a probable different historical origin.

Borrowing from KiSwahili is also suggested in PB *-koti ‘nape’ in the reflexes in F21 and
F22 other than /t/. The word refers to collars of shirts rather than “nape’. The expected form
in K1Sukuma would be [Bugoti], without any weakening of *t. It is quite unlikely to be
[Bukodi] or [Bugosi]. since, by Dahl’s Law, it is only the first voiceless segment of the stem
which is normally dissimilated in order to simplify the pronunciation when two voiceless
plosive consonant sounds are adjacent. Al words borrowed into K1Sukuma are normally
subject to Dahl’s Law, modified depending on the operation of the law in each dialect™. The
transition from [Bukoti] to [Bukedi] or [Bukosi] does not simplify pronunciation since voice

is followed by two voiceless segments as in the original with /t/, a situation which is normally

* Borrowed words from KiSwahili illustrating DL in JinaK1tya: tatizo — datiizo
“problem’; kupe — gupe "tick’; kutu — gutu “rust’; katibu — gatifiu < Arabic [ka:tib]
“writer, secretary, clerk’; katani — gatani < Arabic [katta:n] "sisal, flax’; mapato —* mabato
*income, receipts”
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avoided. In addition GInaNtuzu does not voice a stop when the following segment is /s/.

For JinaKitya, for instance ‘nape’ is phuuni [08ni] < -kG6ni. But one might also argue that
this word comes from PB *-koti by a route so complicated, it may be unlikely to be the

source®

Another suspicious case is from PB *tiku "night” in both KrSukuma and KiNyamweezi.
SiGalagaanza has /Bufuku/, like KiBende's /bufuku/. In Kisukuma and KINyamwezi, the
form seems suspect because it violates the expected rules for *t in that environment. The

expected form would be /fudiku/ by Dahi’s Law, unless that was by the pr

of /-diku/ *rainy season’ and it had to be spirantized to /z/ and /j/ like a reflex of /d/. But that
semantic explanation is not adequate since ‘rainy season’ *bu-tiks (Class 14 -bu) and “night’
*k1-tiko (Class 7 kv/ki/) do not belong in the same noun class in all varieties. A noun class
as a category is a sufficient distinguisher. Otherwise there is no motivation for /z/ and /j/ as
reflexes of *t. Another explanation for this may be that, the proper word deriving those
forms is actually not PB *-tiku, but rather PB *-cikt “day of 24 hours’. This is also not

accurate because, in JinaK1tya the expected form would then be /-figt/ rather than /-jiku/.

“ *nkoti Proto Bantu ‘nape’
nkodi By Dahl's Law
nkoni Prefix nasality spread
ghoni Loss of /K/ occlusion
ghooni vowel lengthening before nasal
ghovni Vowel raising (height anticipatory assimilation)
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There are also some likely idiosyncratic innovations, or cases when the origin of words is not

known. For instance, the word /isumu/ is suspect in Si! , just asitis in SiG

unless the tinal /u/ just spreads to the /i/ by deleting the feature [+front] in /i/ in anticipatory
assimilation. But this is not a productive process. The word might also come from PB *-
tumo “spear’or PB *-tumo ‘spear’ instead of PB *-timu “spear”. Even in K1Sukuma and
K1iNyamweezi, the word is suspect because the reflex of *t as /c/ is not regular, although it

is in KiiRangi. The expected reflex is /t/ as it occurs in KIKonoongo.

Apart from these few exception PB *ti offers quite regular reflexes, despite the small sample
in some languages. For example, the words in Sisuumbwa are limited to only a few out of
the eleven in the sample. Only three words are recorded for SiSiloombo, four for SiYoombe
and five for KiLoongo, compared to a minimum of nine and a maximum of all eleven in the
K1Sukuma and KtNyamweezi group. This is a general difficulty in the data where not all

words appear in all languages

3.2.1.1.6 PB *-m
(60) PB *-tung- “pack (luggage)’

/-tuungrla/  KimunaSukuma
/-tuupga/  GInaNtuzu, KiDakama, KiNyanyeembe, SiGalagaanza
/-tuunganya/ JinaK1rya
/-tuuggaania/ K1Konoongo
- SiSuumbwa
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(61) PB *-tumbt “stool’

/i-suumbl/ KimunaSukuma, GInaNtuzu, K1Dakama, KINyanyeembe, K1Konoongo
/1-suumby/ JinaKrtya
/i-foumbl/  SiGalagaanza

- SiSuumbwa

(62) PB *-tum- ‘sew’

/-suma/ SiYoombe, KiLooggo, K JinaK11ya, Ki
- S G , K1Dakama, KIK SiG

Although the data in this set were severely limited, the pattern is similar to the situation where
there are ample data, as in 3.2././.5 with PB *ti. The reflexes for PB *tu are /s/ for both
SiSuumbwa and Kil.ooygo on the one hand, and /t/ for KiSukuma and KiNyamweezi. The
extraneous sound /s/ in KiSukuma and KiNyamweezi can be presumed to be from

SiSuumbwa, although other sources cannot be ruled out.

For instance, the reflex of PB *tu in *-tumbt “staal’ (62), is /s/ in all dialects represented,
except SiGalagaanza, which has /f/. InZone F, itis yInyaMunyiganyi and Keembuwe only
which have a reflex of /t/, while GIAhi and GIRwana have /R/. The rest have a difterent
lexeme altogether. except North KiKiimbu, which has unexpected /k1suumbt/ for a non-
spirantizing language, while KiiRangi has /icuumby. This hints at an external source since
a stable language like KIK1ImbU is not expected to have such a form, unless it has borrowed

it from other languages quite recently.



Table 3.17 Reflexes, innovations, extraneous sounds and their possible sources, PB *tu

Variety and ion (3) Possible
unmarked form

Regular | Imegular

SiSiloombo // -0 - -

Sivoombe 1/ | s(1) - =

KiLoongo 1/ | s(1) - «

KrmunaSukuma /t/ 1) s(1) F23?
GmnaNtuzu &/ (1) s(1) F23?
JinaKmya /t/ (1) s(2) F23?
KiDakama 1/ (1) s(1) F23?
KiNyanyeembe /t/ (1) s(2) F23?
KiKonoongo /t/ 1(1) s(1) F23?
SiGalagaanza It/ (1) (1) F23?

For K1Sukuma and K1Nyamweezi, a reflex with /s/ instead of /t/ seems extraneous. since the
reflex should be /t/ according to the majority of the reflexes, which have been taken as more
regular. A similar word is that for “flour’, PB *-tu. The word also suggests an external
source not far in the past, since it is fusu or Pufu in K1Sukuma. The history of the word
implies that cultivating cereals like millet and maize and extracting flour from them might
have come somewhat later, perhaps brought into the area by migrants whose languages were
already spirantizing. The histories of both KiSukuma and SiSuumbwa speakers have
legendary exploits of hunting, indicating that even SiSuumbwa might have got the word from

another farming community speaking a different Bantu language relatively recently. It is

* Data were limited in this word: only three words were relevant for the PB *-tu
environment, and out of these, all were absent in SiSiloombo. Only SiGalagaanza had /f/
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especially important to note here that, when dealing with *t > /s/ in the word for “sew’, PB
*-tum-, Kahigi (1988:250) suggests that the word might have entered SiSuumbwa from
Ki1Sukuma, because he found it extraneous, just as it is in KISukuma. However, he does not

question BS. On the other hand, Kahigi (ibid:228) says unreservedly that K1Sukuma does

not generally spirantize, as exemplified in 3.2./.2

Since -suma “sew’ is assumed to be a recent borrowing into both languages, then this can
also point to other source languages outside Zone F, and indeed. outside Tanzania. in the
DRC or Zambia and beyond. For instance, K1Holoholo (D28) of the DRC has some features

which are quite similar to many K1Sukuma ones®'. This weakens the assumption that any BS-

like change in K1Sukuma or K1l i is ily a result of ing from a nearby

language or dialect. The nearest choice is only a synchronic convenience. For the past. any
source is possible, given the mobility of people and the potential for language contact and

borrowing/lending® words.

The irregularity of /s/ in K1Sukuma can be illustrated from the following JinaK1zya words in

(63), since /t/ exists widely before [u]. Some of these words are in Guthrie's Proto Bantu list,

*' The K1Holoholo features were pointed out to me by Nurse when he said some of
the tense/aspects looked quite similar to those of K1Sukuma from Coupez (1955)

* The terms *borrowing’ or ‘loan’, though established, are not precise.
implies lending, and both words suggest aloan which is normally refunded or returned. Such
a situation does ot apply in language, just as ‘transfer” is not as precise because it implies a
one-way conduit. Words like “adoption’ (imperfect assimilation) and “adaption” (total
assimilation) are preferable.
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while the majority are not, suggesting that they were omitted. or they are KiSukuma

, which can be i ions or

(63)
~tulumeenha ‘slide, normally away from the
(bed) headrest during sleep’

-tuundaga “urinate’(PB *-tund- ‘urinate’)

I-tuunji “urinary bladder’ (-tond- “urinate’)
-tuga “catch in the act’
pwiituunga “zombie’

-tuuma “extend something, usually buttocks
in order to block somebody”

ntuumba/mituumba *(round) container,
usually of calabash, especially for storing
medicine’

-tuna ‘kneel, or bend the knees to senior
people, not necessarily old, usually as a sign
of deference, by women’

-tunvla “lean forward and raise the buttocks
while exposing them”

Ituumbaglja ‘muscle tightener for taming an
unruly cow or ox’

lo-tuumbr/nuumbi “division of maize, millet,
sugar cane, etc stalks’

I-tuundulu “evergreen tropical shrub of
the mimosoideac subfamily’

-tuja *kneel’ (cf tuja "pass and feed
domestic animals in a farm, accidentally
or deliberately’)

-tuuPa “get hungry’
-tuungo < nhuungo “civet cat’ PB
mitugo® ‘cattle, domestic animals’

-tula “drive cows from one place to
another’

Iu-dutu/n-dutu “erect breasts of
adolescents and young, unmarried
women’

~dutuma *grow and become luxuriously
greener than previously’

-tuumula puncture (PB *-tuub-
pierce’?)

1-dutuP1ja ‘light darkness due to heavy
clouds’

ji-tuundulu “abdomen of grasshoppers’

An interesting word is ‘become blunt’, PB *-tuup-, which in JinaK11ya is -duuha, although

2 Although this word is widespread in east Affican Bantu languages, it is not found
in Guthrie’s nor Meeussen’s reconstructions of Proto Bantu.
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because of the limited amount and type of words in our data, it was not included. The path

of change of this word might have been the following:

(64)
PB *-tuup- > -duupa > -duuha or -duub-tla “become blunt’

- DL = Glott

This word is significant in telling us that Dahl’s Law* in K1Sukuma occurred first. and then
glottalization followed later. Contact with a source for glottalization like SiSuumbwa is later
since an earlier contact would result in *p becoming /h/, thus blocking most of Dahl’s Law

in those words inherited from Proto Bantu.

From the above discussion, the regular reflexes suggested in Table 3. 15 have validity, namely.

SiSuumbwa /s/, K1Sukuma and KiNyamweezi /t/.

3.2.1.1.7 PB *di
(65) PB *-gadi “blood’
/ma-gazi/ SiSiloombo, SiYoombe

/mu-gazi/ KiNyamweezi
- KiLoongo, KiSukuma

* The chronology of four phonological processes in SSN is put together in the
conclusion to this chapter (section 3.3). These processes are glottalization (Glott). Bantu
Spirantization (BS), 7 > 5 and Dahl’s Law (DL).
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(66) PB *-cudi “broth’

/n-suji/ KimunaSukuma, JinaK1tya

/n-suzi/ GinaNtuzu

/mu-suzi/ K1Dakama, KINyanyeembe, K1Konoongo
) SiGalagaanza, SiSuumbwa

(67) PB *-joudi "day after tomorrow”

/ma-zouli/ SiSiloombo, SiYoombe, K1Sukuma, KiNyamweezi
fi-zweeli/? KiLoongo

(68) PB *-budi "goat’

/m-buzi/  SiSiloombo, SiYoombe

Jem-buzi/ KiLoongo

/m-buli/ KrSukuma, KIDakama, KrKonoopgo
/m-buzi/ KiNyanyeembe, SiGalagaanza

(69) PB *-di “string’

/bu-zi/ SiSiloombo
/Bu-zi/ SiYoombe, KiLoogo
/Bu-ji/ KimunaSukuma, GInaNtuzu
Ju-zi/  KiDakama, KINyanyeembe, SiGalagaanza
/Bu-zi/ KiKonoongo
- JinaK1rya

(70) PB *-yedi “‘moon’
fkw-eezi/ SiSuumbwa
fyw-eeil KimunaSukuma, JinaKtya

yw-eezi/ GInaNtuzu, KtDakama
/mw-eezi/ KINyanyeembe, K1Konoongo, SiGalagaanza
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(71) PB *-codi “tears’

/mii-sozi/ ~SiSil G , KiDakama, KIK,
/miin-sozi/ SiYoombe, SiGalagaanza
/shii-soji/ KimunaSukuma
fji-isoji/  JinaKrtya
= KiLoongo, KINyanyeembe

(72) PB *-dito ‘weight’

/-dito/ K1Sukuma
- SiSuumbwa. KiNyamweezi

(73) PB *-dudi “whistling’

KimunaSukuma/shi-1uji, nji/

/muli/ GinaNtuzu, JinaK1rya

/mu-luli/ K1Dakama

/mu-lounzi/ KiNyanyeembe

/mu-luzi/  KrKonoongo, SiGalagaanza
- SiSuumbwa

(74) PB *-kadi *wife’

/mu-kazi/  SiYoombe, KiLoongo
- iSil KrSukuma, K1l

Three patterns of regular reflexes are revealed in this PB *di environment, making three
groups out of the three language groups. The decision to classify them as regular or irregular
is based first and foremost on frequency of phoneme occurrence. These regular reflexes are
SiSuumbwa /z/; KiNyamweezi /z, I/; and KxSukuma /1, z(j)/ (or ( GInaNtuzu /z/ on the one

hand, and KimunaSukuma and JinaKitya /j/, on the other)
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Table 3.18 Reflexcs, innovations, extrancous sounds and their possible sources, B *di

Variety and |  Sound/innovation (10) Possible source/comment
pmarked Regular | Irregular
SiSiloombo /1/ z2(5)% 1(1) | KiSukuma/KiNyamweezi?
SiYoombe I/ 2(6) 1(1) | KiSukuma/KiNyamweezi?
KiLoongo // z(4) 1(1) | KiSukuma/KiNyamweezi?
KimunaSukuma i/ | j (5)2,1(2) d (1)? | intemal innovation?
GmaNwzu// | z(3)2.1(3) d (1)? | intemal innovation?
JinaKirya I/ 32, 1(3) d ()? | intemal innovation?
KiDakama /v | z(5)2,1(3) - | siSuumbwa?
KiNyanyeembe i/ |z (6)2.1(1) - | sisuumbwa?
KiKonoongo iV | z(6)2,1(2) - | sisuumbwa?
SiGalagaanza /V |z (6)2.1(1) - | sisuumbwa?

KiNyamweezi and K1Sukuma have similar regular reflexes, except for the irregular forms
which separate them. The irregular reflexes are SiSuumbwa /I/ and K1Sukuma /d/

KiNyamweezi, including K1Dakama. does not show any irregular forms.

Within the regular reflex list, there is one problem. The regular reflexes for both K1Sukuma
and K1Nyamweezi are two, // and //. Their derivation is based on the frequency principle,
that the more frequently a sound occurs, the more likely it belonged to the proto language
In this case, both // and /1/ have an almost equal frequency of occurrence, indicating that they

have equal chances of being the regular proto sounds of the proto languages in question.

** Total number of cases out of 10 words used, out of which some have no responses
for reasons such as the presence of a different lexeme.
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However, it is unlikely that the proto sound had two phones in the proto language, each with
a status of an independent phoneme. And that is the problem whici has been pointed out in

3.0 above.

The presence of /j/ or /2/ as a retlex of /d/ then becomes a process of palatalization rather
than Bantu Spirantization, as observed above. Hence, these reflexes are based on a mixture

of two sounds, /d/ and /I/, as illustrated below.

Although only one word was available where the reflex for PB *d was also /d/, as in /-dito/
*heavy” in K1Sukuma, an important insight can be gained. The example seems to illustrate
the fact that, without external influence, K1Sukuma and KiNyamweezi's reflexes for /d/ may
remain /d/ or change to // regularly in certain contexts, if a Proto Bantu *| and *d are posited
as separate phonemes. There are many cases in synchronic JinaK1tya with /di/ suggesting the
scenario suggested above: they may be examples of the inherited forms from Proto Bantu or
innovation by invention or borrowing. However a more plausible explanation is that the
words are from some intermediate ancestors, reflecting the reflexes of the protoforms of the
immediate ancestor language, Proto K1Sukuma. Such synchronic lexemes with /d/ indicate
a diachronic path, even if /d/ has been lost by many languages. Borrowing is an unlikely

explanation, since /-dito/ for example, is not attested in the immediate vicinity languages*

* Lack of attested examples is not necessarily a sufficient argument. although as a
provisional hypothesis, it is useful.
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Some of the words with /di/ and /Ii/ respectively in JinaK11ya include the following:

3s)

-diigho [diifjo] “sheep’s accumulated dung, especially in sheep house’
~diifim1la ‘rumble deeply, creating a low deafening din, mainly of big drums’
-diima “hold, catch’

-diindifuka ‘become shallow’

-Budidiga, -diidi *person who is arrogant in a foolish way”

-didoha "become heavy’ < PB *-dito ‘heavy’

-diimu “hard, of physical objects’

-gulumaadi "tortoise”

-Saanuudi “male, proper name’

-diba accidentally poke into somebody’s eye’ (cf PB *-dib- shut (eyes))”

(76)

-Baliga ‘throw a long stick, aiming to hit something’
-Biliinga *collect into a heap, heap’
-lilimuka *(of many birds) take off at once, noisily, flying in all directions’
~dugali “tarantula’
-liinda *guard’
ha (liipa] “climb’
iga ‘leave one’s straight path during a walk, journey, travel; duck’
be “cucumbers’
li “wild animals which eat and destroy crops’
<jilim1la ‘internally feel vibrations because of tremors caused by extreme cold’

From the above contrast between /d/ and / in JinaK1zya, and by extension. in K1Sukuma, it

is plausible to posit that /-dito/ is an inherited form from Proto Bantu. It is not from DL,

since there is no attested form to suggest that it is from PB *-tito, just as /-dakama/ “south’

is well formed as an inherited form without DL in a dialect like K1Dakama *southern speech”

It is not from *takama. The lexeme {takama} seems to occur only because of likely back-

formation. From the list of PB *di words above, the irregular forms based on the *d, *I
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assumption display the following patterns in each language, suggesting their lack of native

phonotactics.

The case for i ion by ions or ing is supported by a few words like

gulumaadi ‘tortoise” < Barbaig gumald “tortoise’. Since such loans trom Nilotic members are
not widespread except in restricted areas like animal husbandry, it is unlikely that Barbaig is

the source of /di/.

The word for “day after tomorrow’, PB *-jundi, reveals some discrepancies in SiSuumbwa.
With /i as a reflex. it is a regular, inherited form in K1Sukuma and KINyamweezi. In
SiSuumbwa, the expected reflex is /ma-zuuzi/, instead of /ma-zouli/. This form with /I/

shows two problems. First, the phonetic /00/ is marked in SiSuumbwa, indicating a possible

loan, probably from K1Sukuma or KNy i. Secondly, in Si . it s the only //
out of the total 10 in the sample, as shown in Table 3.18, and it is not well-formed within the
SiSuumbwa phonological system, especially vocalic, which is presumably 5V. The /o/
suggests a 7V language like KiSukuma. The phonetic realization of the word violates two
important SiSuumbwa rules, 5V-violation, which shows up here as 7V; and *d > I/__i.

instead of *d >2/_i

Another word is PB *.di “string’. The word might have entered SSN probably by way of

trade to and from the coast, since it resembles the KiSwabhili form /uzi/. The reflex is also
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suspect in both K1Sukuma and KiNyamweezi, since one would expect /Buli/ or /Budi/ rather

than /Buzi/ or /uzy.

With PB *yedi ‘moon’, SiSuumbwa suggests a different historical path indicated by the
ditferent prefix, a non-nasal kw-" instead of the mu- in K1Sukuma and KiNyamweezi. The
word can be explained as a dissimilation strategy. K1Sukuma and KiNyamweezi used the
choice of 2/j as a strategy to avoid the homophone /gweeli/ (K1Sukuma) and /mweeli/

(KINyamweezi) “west’. There are several cases where this strategy is used, exemplified by

JinaK1rya. This strategy involves either " i syllable

vowel lengthening, tonal change, or other process that is employed to avoid homophony and

polysemy as PB *-dim- and PB *-tutom-, shown in (77) and (78)

an

PB 617 *-dim- “become extinguished’
PB 618 *-dim(id)- "get lost

~jimd ‘become extinguished, faint’ (of fire or life of animate entity)

-jimiild ‘gt lost (become extinguished physically or metaphorically, in the mind)
ima  “close one’s eyes’

-limalima “twinkle, as if in the process of disappearing or being extinguished; fade’

It is unlikely that /-jima/ < PB 617 *-dim- ‘become extinguished’ and /-jim1rla/ < PB 618 *-

¥ The prefix kw-eezi is used in Western Highlands (DJ60), parts of’ Rutara (EJ10/20)
and Suguti (EJ25).
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dim(xd)- “get lost’ are two independent lexemes, since *-dim(Id)- appears to be only an
extension of or derivation from *-dim-, both having the reference of *disappearing’. Although
the original *d does not feature, the various strategies of derivation indicate that. the
evolution of *d to /l/, // or /j/ is an internal innovation unrelated to BS, although with
external influence from BS languages, the process was accommodated in loan words, though

not productively in other lexemes.

(78) PB 1854 *-t3tdm- "boil up, boil over’

-didama “boil over, bubble’

-dutima “become bigger, greener and more luxurious (of leaves)” (Dahl's Law)

-lalima flow noisily (of rivers)’

-haluma *sprout luxuriously after being trimmed (of sweet potato leaves and similar creeping
vegetation)”

-duulima “accelerate even faster, as ifto hit a target (of stones and other throwable material)®
-hiulima ‘move swiftly in a flowing motion like an eagle’

Most of the words in (78) seem to have been derived from one lexeme with a sense of
accelerating from an initial point of slower motion to a faster rate. The original Proto Bantu

form is *-t3tdm-, so the /-tutuma/ form in JinaKilya is not inherited from PB, since [-

dutuma) as a DL form may be a recent adoption from a BS language which has lost /u/

(superclose) and /o/ (high) distinction. The word was then adapted in the language by

following ical adj like DL, a dissimilation rule of ive voiceless

syllables containing plosives.

The word for *wife’ PB *-kadi is found in SiSuumbwa , (74) above, but not in KiSukuma
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and KiNyamweezi. However, the word for ‘wife’ or “woman’ found in K1Sukuma and
KiNyamweezi, /-ki(1)ma/, is also found in SiSiloombo, as /mukIIma/ with the same
phonological shape, instead of being /mukiima/. Such a form makes it suspicious. Its value,
however, lies in uniting SSN's lexemes until their linguistic memberships are mixed and
confused. This mixture leads to the view that, KiSukuma, KINyamweezi and SiSuumbwa
share an immediate node in the hierarchy of genetic affiliation. This inter-mixing of each
others’ vocabulary may be one of the triggers of and reason for the entry of /z/ or /j/ as a
reflex of *d and *!in K1Sukuma and KINyamweezi. This makes the distinction between *d
and *| reflexes difficult to isolate in cases where such a distinction is absent™. Comparing the
words with *d or *| in other languages makes things a bit clearer. For instance, while it is not
clear whether Proto K1Sukuma had /d/ or /I/ in PB *yedi ‘moon’ because of inter-dialectal
mixing, languages like KIK1tmbu, a Zone F sister language which has changed little from

Proto Bantu, has /mweeli/, while KiiRangi and KeeMbuwe have /muweeri/

A revised picture for regular sound change in PB *di, with the irregular reflexes in brackets
can thus be: SiSuumbwa /2/ (/I/), KINyamweezi /I/ (//); K1Sukuma /I, d/ (j/z). Such a division
between /d/ and /I/ words suggests one thing: /I/ and /d/ are both inherited phonemes. The
reconstruction of Meinhof's PB *| and Guthrie's PB *d do not constitute an either/or

situation. Rather, it is *| and *d, with some languages treating them as allophones in

* There are some minor problems with *| and *d in Indo-European too where a name
like Odysseus is also Ulysseus (John Hewson, p.c.)
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complementary distribution, while in others like KISukuma, they are separate phonemes, a
situation analogous to that of voiceless nasals. In some languages/dialects like K1Sukuma
and K1Dakama, the voiceless nasals are both phonemic and allophonic, whether appearing
as morphologized forms in some words, and hence phonemic, or in homorganic contexts as

allophonic realizations of stops after nasal prefixes.

3.2.1.1.8 PB *du
(79) -dedu "beard”

/n-dezu/ K1Sukuma, KrDakama, K1Nyanyeembe, KiKonoongo
/ka-levu/ SiGalagaanza
- SiSiloombo, SiYoombe, KiLoongo

(80) -dugt- "blow bellows’

/-vuguta/  SiSiloombo, SiYoombe
/-zuguta/ KiLoongo
/-fukuta/ K1Nyanyeembe
/-tuguta/  K1Konoongo
/-vukuta/  SiGalagaanza
- KrmunaSukuma, GinaNtuzu, JinaK1tya, K1Dakama

(81) -dedu chin”

/ci-lezu/ KiLoongo

/fi-lezu/ KimunaSukuma

/gx-lezu/ GinaNtuzu

fji-lezu/ JinaK1tya

/k1-lezu/ KiDakama

/ki-lezu/ KiNyanyeembe, K1Konoongo

/ka-levu/ SiGalagaanza (cf kasaku in F23a,b, class marker 12 ka- instead of Class 7 kI-)
- SiSiloombo, SiYoombe
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(82) -dug- “cook’

/-zuga/ K1Sukuma, K1Dakama
- sisiloombo, SiYoombe, KiLoongo, K KiKonoongo, SiG

(83) -dub- “fish, vt*

/-zufa/ K1iSukuma, K1Dakama, KiNyanyeembe, KIKonoongo
- SiSiloombo. SiYoombe, KiLoopgo, SiGalagaanza

(84) ~du/-dui/-dut “knee’

Isi-vi/  SiSiloombo
Isi-vwi/ SiYoombe
Jei-zwi/ KiLoongo
fi-zwi/  KimunaSukuma, GInaNtuzu, K1Dakama
/1-zwi/  JinaK1lya
- KIl K1Konoongo, SiG:

(85) -dugud- “open, vt

/-lugula/ K1Sukuma, K1Dakama, KINyanyeembe , K1Konoongo
- SiSiloombo, SiYoombe, KiLooggo, SiGalagaanza

(86) -gudube “pig’

1uB

JinaK1ya, K1l i, K G

L) P iSi
- SiYoombe, KiLoongo,

(87) -dut- “pull’

/-duta/ KimunaSukuma, JinaK1tya
/-luta/  KiDakama
- SiSiloombo, SiYoombe, KiLoongo, GInaNtuzu, KINyanyeembe, K1Konoongo.
SiGalagaanza



(88) -badu “rib’
Nu-Bavw/ SiSiloombo, SiYoombe, SiGalagaanza
Nu-Bazu/ KiLoongo
Nu-Pazw/ KiSukuma, KiDakama, KINyanyeembe, K1Konoongo
(89) -gudu “strength, power, effort”
/p-guzu/ SiSiloombo, SiYoombe, KiSukuma, KiDakama, KiNyanyeembe, KrKonoongo
- KiLoongo, SiGalagaanza
From Table 3.19, the regular reflexes are the following: SiSuumbwa /v/; K1Sukuma/d. I/: and
KiNyamweezi /I/. The results for KiSukuma and KiNyamweezi however, seem
contradictory, since in both cases, the majority are regularly /z/, except for SiGalagaanza,

whose regular reflex is /v/, like SiSuumbwa (F23a,b).

Table 3.19 Reflexes, imovations, extraneous sounds and their possible sources, B *du

Variety and jon (1) | Possible
snmaediom Regular | Irregular
SiSiloombo /1/ v@d) | 1), z01) Loan F21/F22, F42?
SiYoombe /I/ v(3) 2(1) F21/F22
KiLoongo // 2(4) = -
KimunaSukuma // (1), d(1) 2(7) | recent internal innovation
GrnaNtuzu /i 1(1) 2(7) | recent intemal innovation
dinaKutya 1/ 1(2). d(1) 2(7) | recent internal innovation
KiDakama I/ 1(3) 2(7) | recent intemal innovation
KiNyanyeembe /i/ 12) | 25).71) | recentintemal innovation
KiKonoongo /I/ 2) 2(5), (1) recent internal innovation
SiGalagaanza /I v@)? i(1)2 | M from G42, iv/ from F23?




The reasoning around this apparent contradiction is the same as for PB *-di above, especially
with regard to -dito ‘heavy’ and -duta ‘pull’. These words are bath d-t ar [-t, suggesting
Dahl’s Law. In fact, Dahl’s Law did not apply to them to yield /-dito/ or /-duta/ because /-
dito/ and /-duta/ were already well-formed. These words are also not attested in languages
without DL. For instance, KiSwahili has /-zito/ by BS: PB *d —z/__*i. Since KiSwahili does

not undergo DL, the original sound is *d rather than *t

To begin with, irregular SiSuumbwa’s /I/ occurs in g-guluBe “pig’ < PB *-gudube 'pig’. a
likely loan from KiSwahili, just asit is in KiSukuma and KiINyamweezi. Another likely loan
is p-guzu “strength’ found in F21/F22. In F23a and F23b, it violates the regular change to
v/, showing that it is not native. Kahigi (1988:267-8) also lends support to this notion of

regular /v/.

An argument for pervasive appearance of regular reflexes as /z/ in KiSukuma and

K1Nyamweezi is the strategy of hy and polysemy avoi i above. This
strategy seems to have been encouraged especially by borrowed BS features from loan words
which proved useful in distinguishing meanings. ~Such a strategy is illustrated from the
JinaK11ya example again where the presence of /d/ and /I is not in doubt. The phoneme /z/
appears mainly when it is necessary to disambiguate homophonous words, especially when
those words are in the same lexical class. For instance, in (90), the two words/-dumé/ as a

verb to ‘declare open enmity or opposition with someone’ and as an adjective, “big, huge,
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large’ are left alone without any modification because the chances of being ambiguous are
reduced. They cannot co-occur in the same slot. When they are both verbs. as in /-diusa/
“dig deeply’ cf /luusa/ “kick’, the /d/ is dissimilated in the second word. There arefew
exceptions like /-lima/ *leave abruptly with a great noise, like birds and cattle’. and /-luma/
“roar like a bull or thunder’ < PB *-dum- "roar, rumble’, which are identical in everything,
except meaning. The strategy of using a fricative instead of a stop is demonstrated in /-

duama/ - fail’ and /-zima/ *give a low, pleasant din, like that of a K1Sukuma single-stringed

guitar, ndono (KiSwahili zeze) used in Buzoli (also known as Buyovir) dance’

(90)

/-dumé/ declare open enmity o opposition with someone’
/-dama/ “big, huge, large’

/-duuma/ *fail” cf /-ziuma/ “give a low, pleasant din, like that of a KrSukunia single-stringed
guitar, ndono’

/-dubula/ "uproot’ (See Batibo 1992b:65) cf -zuPula “fish out from water’ < PB *- dub-
“fish™

/-dudima/ “swell’ /-lalama/ ‘roar, like a waterfall, or a big, boiling pot full of food”
/-diis/ dig deeply (a hole or metaphorically, pain)’ cf /luuisa/ “kick,

/-diit(y)a/ “make string, especially from cotton’ cf /-laitd/ “throw something, especially at
someone or something’.

/-duta/ “pull” < PB *-dut- "pull’ (no opposition, so word remains like PB)

©n
/-lama/ ‘leave abruptly with great a noise, like birds and cattle’

/-luma/ “roar, rumble like thunder, or a bull’< PB *-dim- ‘roar, rumble’
/-lum@ ‘bite’ < PB *-dGm- ‘bite’, cf/-zimd/ “curse’ < PB *-dum- "curse’

The irregular /z/ in KSukuma and KiNyamweezi therefore is encouraged by many factors.

including the internal motivation of dissimilating sounds in order to di i ing, and
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also palatalization. Loan words with BS encourage these internal processes even further, by

larizing most in that eavi by analogy, even when there is 1o semantic

motivation. This can be illustrated by causatives in F21 and F22 (KiSukuma and
KiNyamweezi) which use | = z or | = /_ (i). Maybe, in F21/F22, PB *| — I. but then,
words from F23 (SiSuumbwa) arrived with PB *| — z/j. The F21/F22 speakers recognized
the connection between z/j and | as reflexes of PB *I, so they started to exploit it in pairs of
words and in morphological derivations where it maybe joined with incipient palatalization

Only KiLoongo remains consistent with the /z/ reflexes, without borrowing /v/ from

, as SiG likely does. SiG: imes gives the imp: that
it belongs to SiSuumbwa with its /v/ reflexes of PB *-du, although the relatively consistent

7V system discounts that possibility.

3.2.1.1.9 -*ci
(92) PB *-cid- “cease, be finished’

/-fila/ KImunaSukuma, JinaK11ya, K1Dakama
/-sila/ GInaNtuzu
- i K: be, K1K. SiG:

(93) PB *-ciku “day’

Au-siku/ SiSiloombo, SiYoombe
Nu-fiko/ KimunaSukuma, K1Dakama
v/ G K , KIK

No-figo/ JinaKitya
In-sikv/  SiGalagaanza
- KiLoongo
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(94) PB *-cipga “long, straight hair, like those of animals or Europeans’
! gl

Io

iinga/ KiNyanyeembe

ua/ KiKonoongo

No-siinga/ SiGalagaanza

- SiSuumbwa, KiSukuma, KrDakama

(95) PB *-koci “husband’

/p-gooshi/  KrmunaSukuma, JinaK1rya
/g-goosi/  GInaNtuzu
/mu-goosha/ KiDakama
/mu-gooshi / KINyanyeembe
/mu-goosi / KiKonoongo
5 SiSuumbwa, SiGalagaanza

(96) PB *-cing- "rub’

/-[iing-/ JinaK11ya

K: G , K

The regular reflex of PB *ci in the majority of dialects is /si/, except for three dialects:

KrmunaSukuma, JinaK11ya and K1Dakama which go one step further by palatalizing /s/ to

/fi/. Among this group of three, two, KImunaSukuma and JinaK1lya are consistent in a

similar way with regard to the most frequent reflex of PB *di which is /j/, instead of the

majority, including GInaNtuzu, /2/, which is similar to the SiSuumbwa and KiNyamweezi

reflexes, as compared in Table 3.21.



Table 3.20 Reflexes, innovations, extrancous sounds and their possible sources, B *ci

Variety and () Possible
nmarked form |7 g ular Iregular

sisiloombo s/ | s (1) B B
SiYoombe /s/ | s(1) 3 %
KiLoongo /s/ - : R
KimunaSukuma /s/ | [(3) - s
GrnaNtuzu /s/ | s(3) - B
Jinaknya /s/ | f4) - R
KiDakama /s/ | [(3) - R

KiNyanyeembe /s/ s(2) J(y F21
KiKonoongo /s/ | s(3) - .
SiGalagaanza s/ | s(2) - -

From Table 3.21, KimunaSukuma and JinaK1lya are palatal dialects, as is KiDakama to

some extent in this context: PB *ci —/si/ —/[i/.

Table 3.21. Similarity of most frequent reflexes in SSN from PB *di and PB *ci

Language/Dialect Most frequent reflex of PB *di Most frequent reflex of PB *ci
F21b, F22, F23 z s
F21a, F21c, F22b® i I

* K1Dakama (F22b) looks more like K1munaSukuma (F21a) and JinaKrtya (F21c)
in the context of PB *ci only, indicating some pervasive influence. which can be areal or
genetic. The picture in the reflexes of PB *di is like the rest F22 generally, being /z/, instead

of /j/.

211



The irregular reflexes may have their origin from an outside dialect, as is the case of /f/ in
KiNyanyeembe which is a likely inter-dialectal loan from F21a or F2Ic. The most difficult
type of loan to detect is one which is well-formed, as if it is inherited directly from PB. For

instance, /-siinga/ long hair'. is confined to KINyamweezi only, excluding K1Dakama.

It is unlikely to be a native KINyamweezi word, especially when it is missing in K1Dakama,
KrSukuma and SiSuumbwa. In addition, its prefix /0-/ or /u-/ is suspicious, since its class
marker is supposed to be /u-/ (singular) or /Bu-/ (plural or mass). and the loss of [B] is
marked in KINyamweezi. lts likely source may be KiSwahili /u-singa/ “long hair’. On the
other hand, the word suggests that K1Dakama is a possible member of K1Sukuma rather than
KiNyamweezi. This is true with regard to the division of socio-political entities during the

colonial period in Tanzania®'

“ The “tribal’ boundaries which were also regarded as "linguistic’, often coincided
with administrative borders like provinces, districts and wards, so that it was common to
regard certain "tribes’ as occupying certain locations as if speech communities were as rigid
and as relatively unchanging as physical features like mountains and valleys. For instance,
many maps show that Tabora and Shinyanga Regions are occupied by the KINyamweezi and
K1Sukuma speakers respectively, divided by the seasonal Manoonga River. But Manoonga
River or any physical boundary anywhere in the world cannot be regarded strictly as a
language boundary because of its porousness, as indicated by the common shared features
between K1Sukuma and K1Dakama, the later being grouped as KINyamweezi. Because such
labels carry immense socio-cultural and legal complications like ethnic identity and political
territoriality, changing such perceptions is very difficult given the short period of 40 years
since flag independence in 1961.
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3.2.1.1.10 PB *-cu
(97) PB *-cuk *pour’
/-fuka/ SiSiloombo
/-fuuka/ SiGalagaanza
- SiYoombe, KiLoongo, K1Sukuma, K1Dakama, KiNyanyeembe, KrKonoongo
(98) PB *-cub "urinate’

/-supaala/ SiSiloombo. SiYoombe, K: JinaKtya, K:
- KiLoongo, GinaNtuzu

The limited data in this word only emphasizes the affinity between SiGalagaanza and

SiSuumbwa, on the one hand, and the relatively regular reflex /s/ on the other. However, the

form in SiG: may imply ing important, that the source of the
word, and hence the phoneme, is external. It may be the lengthening found in K1Sukuma, as

a semantic strategy. indicating that the word itselfis a loan from a BS language

The almost uniform reflex of /-suBaala/ “urinate’ < PB *-cub- "urinate’ across the three
languages is interesting in relation to SiSuumbwa. 1f that one word above is any indication,
then, the expected morpheme would be -fubaala, rather than -supaala, since /s/ is extraneous
in SiSuumbwa in this context. Kahigi (1988:197) suggests that /f/ (and /v/) may be from
Proto SiSuumbwa, because they cannot be traced back to any other segment since derived
/fl is from PB *pu, or some PB *tu and PB *ku. It can also be a loan trom Cushitic -fug- to

drain out” (Ehret, p.c.). What this means is that, /f/ may be a loan from other languages. All
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inall, it would be unwise to draw conclusions based on two words. This also applies to PB

*ju, with one word, and PB *ji with none.

3.2.1.1.11 PB *ki
(99) PB*ki- ‘die’

I-ca/ K1Sukuma
- SiSuumbwa, KiNyamweezi

(100) PB *-kind ‘overcome’

/-kiinda/  SiSiloombo, SiYoombe, GinaNtuzu, JinaK1tya, KiDakama, KINyanyeembe,
KiKonoongo
(/-tiinda/) KimunaSukuma
/-kiinda, -siinda/ SiGalagaanza
- KiLooggo

(101) PB *-yoki ‘smoke’

Nyoonsi/ SiSiloombo, SiYoombe, SiGalagaanza
/lyoochi/ K1Sukuma, KrDakama
/lyopki/ KiNyanyeembe
Nyoki/  K1iKonoongo
- KiLoopgo

(102) PB *-kidi ‘soot”

/ma-kili/ JinaK1tya, KINyamweezi
= i K GinaNi

The regular reflexes are SiSuumbwa /s/, K1Sukuma /k/, and KiNyamweezi /k/. The irregular

reflexes in Si suggest ing from neij possibly from KiSukuma or
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KiNyamweezi. On the other hand, KiSukuma gets its irregular reflexes by regular

palatalization as an assimilatory process from the /il to a vowel (or semi 1),

as with /a/ in PB *-kia —-cia —ci ‘die’. This assimilatory behaviour in K1Sukuma suggests
that, onits own, *i does not palatalize when it is followed by [-superclose] vowels, illustrated

in (103).

Table 3.22 Reflexcs, innovations, extraneous sounds and their possible sources, PB *ki

Variety and Sound/innovation (4) Possible source/comment
e fo Regular | Irregular
Sisiloombo /k/ | /si(1) IK/(1) F21/F22?
SiYoombe /k/ | Isi(1) IK(1) F21/F22?
KiLoongo /k/ - - -
KimunaSukuma /k/ | /k/(0) 1c/(2) interal innovation?
GmaNtuzu /k/ | /(1) 16/(2) intemal innovation?
Jinaknya i/ | K@) 1c/(2) intemal innovation?
KiDakama /k/ | /(2) 1c/(1) internal innovation?

KiNyanyeembe /k/ |  /(3) z 5
KiKonoongo /k/ | /k/(3) . -
SiGalagaanza i/ | @) | si@ F237

Such a process is not BS. More examples are shown in (103) and (104), from JinaK11ya. (In

JinaK1tya, the prefix {ki-} is regularly changed to {ji-}, regardless of phonetic context, as

“ £SiG is shown by displaying both /ki/ and /si/ in PB *-kind-
‘overcome’ /-kiinda, -siinda/, indicating an existence of two phonological systems because of
having two lexical sources.
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in the name of the dialect itself: JinaK1tya < GrnaK1tya < KinaKi1rya)

(103)

ki-alo  — caalo “village, country, land’ < PB *-yado *land’
ki-enge —* ceenge “lamp’

ki-yoga — cuuga “hoof’

ki-apjo — caapjo "nest’, < -anza < PB *-yapja ‘spread something (vt)"
ki-yoBe —* coofe “funnel’

(104)

-kingilima "at dawn’

-kilima “erect poles on the sides of a house as walls” makilimo (noun) “screening poles at
sides of house used as wall”

ndagila “press something, like soil or grain to make it fit space properly”

iliifa *smear, rub’

Nyaangaki * proper name, male’

SiSuumbwa does not spirantize when a loan is suggested, as in /-kiinda/ “overcome’
K1Nyamieezi is generally consistent by its regular /k/ reflexes, except SiGalagaanza which
suggests great external influence, possibly by loans. Even the name of the language itself
shows this in the prefix, which is changed from {ki} to {si}. The likely source of this

influence is SiSuumbwa due to their synchronic proximity.

Another significant word which suggests the powerful former influence of SiSuumbwa on its
neighbours is /ma-kili/ *soot’ < PB *-kidi ‘soot’, even if useful by negative evidence only.
The word is not in SiSuumbwa usage. Significantly, the reflex /makili/ is retained even in

varieties like SiGalagaanza and KiNyanyeembe which display a flair for replacing the
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K1Ny. i forms witha S lexeme wheniti lable in Si! The word

for “soot’ inthe 3 Si varieties it/ for SiSi iita/ for SiY oombe
and /maviila/ for KiLoongo. What this suggests is that, when a word was found in
SiSuumbwa, it easily replaced a similar lexeme in SiGalagaanza. Ifa word was not replaced

in SiGalagaanza. then it was likely that that word was not in SiSuumbwa.

In KtmunaSukuma. /-tiinda/ "overcome’ suggests a regressive assimilatory gesture of the
coronal /d/ which spreads its place feature to /K/, thus deleting it. It is not a productive

process, since it occurs only in a few words.

A comparison can be made between PB *d/l, *c and *k reflexes in F21/F22b. The irregular

reflexes show a pattern which indicates regular palatalization, shown in (105):

3.2.0.1.12 PB *-ku

(106) PB *-poku "blind (person)”

/mu-hofi/ SiSuumbwa, K1Dakama, K1Konoongo
/m-oku/  KimunaSukuma, GInaNtuzu
/m-bokw/ JinaKtya

/m-pofu/ KiNyanyeembe, SiGalagaanza
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(107) PB *-kupa “bone’

fi-gufwa/ SiSuumbwa
ha/ KimunaSukuma
, KiDakama, K1 KIK

(108) PB *-kuba “chest’

Jsi-fupa/ SiSiloombo. SiYoombe, SiGalagaanza
/ci-fuPa/ KiLoongo

ffikua/ KimunaSukuma

/g1-kuPa/ GrnaNtuzu

fji-kuPa/ JinaK1rya

/k1-kuPa/ K1Dakama, KiNyanyeembe
/ki-kuPa/ KiKonooggo

(109) PB *-kundo "knot’

fi-guundo/ SiYoombe, KiDakama, KimunaSukuma, KiNyanyeembe
/i-fuundo/ KiLoongo, SiGalagaanza
/1-guundo/ GnaNtuzu, JinaK1iya

- SiSiloombo, K1Konoongo

(110) PB *-kuta oil’
/ma-futa/ SiSil SiYoombe, K1 SiGal;

/ma-zuta/ KiLoongo
fma-guta/ KiSukuma, KiDakama, KiKonoongo

(111) PB *-kun(d)vd- "uncover’

/-fuundukula/ SiSitoombo
/-fuundukola/ SiYoombe
/-kuundula/ KimunaSukuma, JinaK1lya, K1Dakama
/-kunvla/  GInaNtuzu
K KIK:

y 3
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/-vundukula/ SiGalagaanza
- KiLooggo

Table 3.23 Reflexes, innovations, extrancous sounds and their possible sources, PB *ku

Variety and Sound/innovation (6) Possible
unmeked om0, [ o ar trregular
Sisiloombo /K/ | /11 (4) 19/ (1) F21/F222 (OL)
Sivoombe /k/ | /f/(4) 19/2) F21/F22? (DL)
KiLoongo /k/ |  //(3) 121(1), 1g/(1) F21/F22? (DL)
KimunaSukuma /K/ | /k/(3) 19/(3) DL
GrnaNtuzu /k/ 1K/(3) 19/(3) DL
Jinakuya i/ | /@3) 19/(3) oL
KiDakama /k/ 7ki(3) 1g/(3) DL
KiNyanyeembe /K/ | /k/(2) 10(2), 19/(2) F23?
KiKonoongo /k/ (2) 1f1(1). (1), 1g/(2) DL, F23?
SiGalagaanza /k/ | /ki(0) (), it F237

From Tahle 3.23, the reflexes are F23 /f/; F2land F22 /k/. This environment is one clear
indication that Krsukuma does not spirantize, unless a loan word is involved. When there is
an irregular form, it is a voiced counterpart of /ku/, the /gu/, which is a result of Dahl’s Law

(DL). ltis this form which makes /ma-zuta/ in KiLoongo, from PB *-kuta "oil'*.

On the other hand, KINyamweezi sometimes shows the effects of Dahl's Law. The absence

of the process in a word like PB *-poku, which is realized as /-pofu/ or /-hofuy/. suggests two

“*PB *gu > zu is treated in more detail while dealing with PB *euin 3.2.1.1.14
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things. First, the two forms suggest a loan word from a language without Dahl's Law, which
makes the form unlike that in KISukuma. Secondly, DL may not be part of KiNyamweezi®'

In this case, the word for "blind" in KINyamweezi has two phonological features which are
extraneous: absence of Dahl’s Law as in SiSuumbwa, and spirantization of /k/ in front of *u
to /f/, which is also a regular SiSuumbwa feature (Nurse 1979b:462. Kahigi 1988:257). The
presence of /f/ in KINyamweezi suggests SiSuumbwa’s influence which is observed even in

KiK1imbu, possibly through KINyamweezi, where the word is /mpotiy/

Another interesting word is PB *-kupa ‘bone’. Two processes are interesting in this word:
SiSuumbwa shows extraneous Dahl’s Law which seems to have operated first and blocked
any regular spirantization to /f/ when /k/ became voiced. Neighbouring SiGalagaanza.
regularizes /k/ before *u to /f/ under presumably SiSuumbwa influence, but retains /p/ instead
of changing it to // as in the other varieties. The *p > h process (glottalization) is regular in
SiSuumbwa, and it might have been blocked in the word, since it might be a loan from
elsewhere where PB *pa > fa. SiGalagaanza might have obtained the morpheme !{ifupa;
*bone’ from elsewhere too, possibly from KiSwahili /mfupa/. Such a form is found neither

in KINy i nor in Si b For both SiG: and Si the word

seems 1o be a loan. However, not every word with DL in SiSuumbwa (F23a/b) and
KiLoongo (F23c) is automatically a loan, since most J languages have traces of DL. as in PB.

“ A discussion of DL is found in section 3.2.2. Mention here is made because of the
contrast between F21 and F22 in the way they show their irregular reflexes.
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*-kut- "be satiated’ — /-gut-/ or PB *-kuta “oil’ — /mazuta/, /majuta/. /mavuta/.

In PB *-kuba/ “chest’, only SiGalagaanza has a form which is identical to that of SiSuumbwa,
/si-fufa/. But as pointed out above, the SiGalagaanza vowel system is 7V, and this makes

any genetic affiliation suspect, despite the similarity. In addition, the data show a one-way

influence, Si ffecting SiG; more, indicating that, either some SiGalagaanza
speakers have SiSuumbwa origins, or the SiSuumbwa influence on SiGalagaanza is simply

more far-reaching.

Some of the irregularities in the reflexes are not clear. For instance, it is difficult to know

why in SSN it is *k — g, in PB *-kundo — /-gundo/ ‘knot’, except in KiLoongo and

SiGalagaanza (-fuundo). It appears heless to be an SSN i) i With these
caveats, it is clear enough that SiYoombe’s form is a likely loan from KiSukuma or

KiNyamweezi, while SiGalagaanza's /-fuundo/ form suggests a SiSuumbwa origin.

320113 PB *gi
(112) PB *-dogi ‘magic’,'sorcerer’,  “witchcraft

/Mu-lozi/, /mu-lozi/, /Bu-lozi/ SiSiloombo, SiYoombe
/Bu-logi/, /mu-logi/, /Bu-logi/ KiLoongo

/Bu-logi/,  /nogi/, /Po-logi/ KrSukuma

/Bu-logi/, /mu-logi/, /Po-logi/ KiDakama

fu-lozi/, /mu-lozi/, /wo-lozi/ KINyanyeembe
/mu-logi/, /u-logi/ K1Konoongo
/mu-lozi/, /Bu-lozi/ SiGalagaanza
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Although only one word was available here, the regular reflex of KiSukuma and
KNyamiweezi remains /¢, supporting earlier pattems. This reflex includes KiLoongo, which
departs from its usual BS forms, implying a loan from K1Sukuma or other non-BS languages.
SiSuumbwa’s F23a and F23b are consistently regular with /z/* Only SiGalagaanza and
KiNyanyeembe show an affinity with SiSuumbwa, the former being identical with
SiSuumbwa, while the ambiguity of SiGalagaanza’s linguistic membership shows in /Bulogi/

“magic’

3.2.0.0.14 PB *-gu
(113) PB *-jogu “elephant’

/n-zovu/ SiSil SiYoombe, K1! SiG
Jen-zozw/ KiLoongo
In-zoPu/ K1Konoongo

- Ki1Sukuma, KiDakama

(114) PB *-gund- “be high (of meat), rot’

/-vuunda/  SiSiloombo, SiYoombe

/-zuunda/ KiLoongo

/-guunda/ GInaNtuzu, JinaK11ya, K1 . KIK
- KimunaSukuma, KiDakama, SlG’dlasaanza

Like the examples with PB *-gi above, the reflexes of PB *-gu show the clear divide between

SiSuumbwa on the one hand, and K1Sukuma and KtNyamweezi on the other, despite the lack

* The case of regular voiceless JinaK11ya prefixes voicing is unique in F21/F22, as in
the name of the dialect itself: k1 — g1 — gi — ji
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of sufficient data. SiSuumbwa (F23a, b) shows PB *gu > A/, KiLoongo /zu/ and

KiSuk i fgu. This ion of regular reflexes fits the general pattern

of BS in F23 shown in other phonemes, or the lack thereof in F21/F22.

Tuble 3.24 Reflexes, innovations, extraneous sounds and their possible sources, PB *gu

Variety and unmarked ion (2) Possitle
form
Regular | Imegular
Sisiloombo /g | wiI2) - -
SiYoombe g/ | ivi2) - «

KiLoongo /g/ |  /2/(2) - =

KimunaSukuma /g/ | /g/(0) - B

GaNtuzu /g/ | 1g/(1) - -
Jinaknya /g/ | igi(1) - -
KiDakama /g/ |  /g/(0) = %

KiNyanyeembe /g/ |  /g/(1) (1) F23
KiKonoongo /g/ | /g/((1) 1BI(1) F23?
SiGalagaanza ig/ | _Ig/(0) (1) F23

Kahigi (1988) gives data which support the above regular patterns, as shown in (115):



is)

PB and gloss SiSuumbwa K Sukuma
*.gubo *hippopotamus’  -vupu -gupo
*-gido “taboo’ —zilo -gilo
*-bido ‘soot” ~viila -Bilo
*-takun- *chew’ -tafuna -dakuna

From the general patterns observed above, the following groups can be regarded as related,

orareally. The i i status of SiG: is indicated by two

entries in both the Si: and Kil

groups, il in (116).
SiSiloombo, SiYoombe and KiLoongo are core BS dialects in SSN. forming a group of their
own. However, KiLoongo departs from SiSiloombo and SiYoombe in a consistent way
making it a different entity. The BS features in the rest of SSN appear to be from
SiSiloombo, SiYoombe and KiLoongo as nearest neighbours, and therefore as likely sources,

rather than as a given fact.

(116)
KiNyanyeembe SiSiloombo KrmunaSukuma
KiKonoongo SiYoombe KiLoongo GrnaNtuzu
i -7 - i JinaKitya
KiDakama

In addition, the data continue to support the contention that SiGalagaanza may either be part

of SiSuumbuwa, or is part of K i, but s heavily i by Si because
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of the irregularity of PB *gu > /vu/, instead of KINyamweezi’s PB *gu > /gu/. A similar
question can be asked: does KiLoongo really belong with SiSuumbwa if it is so consistently
different? Or, how many maximal differences can be allowed to qualify two or more varieties
to belong to one genetic linguistic group? These questions are attempted in section 3.2.1.2
by tabulating the general reflexes of SSN in the Ca, Ci and Cu environments, where C is any

of the 8 target stops dealt with above.

3.2.1.2. BS in SiSuumbwa, KrSukuma and KiNyamweezi: Summary.

The tables below examine the reflexes in the various SSN dialects. What is noted is that, the
greater frequency of reflexes does not automatically suggest regular change in language.
Compared to majority counts, regular changes may be minority cases for many reasons.
These regular reflexes can be recovered only by comparing the data in the other phonemes.
In some cases, the native reflexes are lost, and without careful examination in other

environments, inaccurate conclusions may be drawn.

Where a process like Dahl’s Law is in operation, a reflex of a phoneme like PB *p being /B/
or /b/ in SSN is counted as /pl, since this change is regular and predictable, presupposing a
dissimilated /p/. Hence the /a/ or /ba/ proves the active presence of /p/ in that context at the
same time. This applies to the PB *Ci and *Cu contexts as well in other phonemes where DL

isrelevant. In addition, most of the tables are self- y because of the iptions in

one table applying to the others as well. The aim is to display patterns which have already
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been discussed in the previous section in specific examples of PB reflexes in context. Due to
limited cases per phoneme per environment, the tables have included all irvegular and
idiosyncratic instances. A rigorous sifting was not done from the beginning, although higher

frequencies indicate probable regular reflexes, highlighting the dubiousness of the irregular

occurrences.

Table 3.25 Bantu Sp ion in i KSukuma and K. »
Environment = PB *pa PB *pi PB *pu
Dialect 1 (60 cases) (6 cases) (9 cases)
SiSiloombo h(16), p(9), f12) [ h(2), p(1). 1) | f3)
SiYoombe h(20), p(9), £2) | h(2). p(1), (1) | £03)
KiLoongo h(20), p(6), (1) | h(3),s(1), f(1) [ 1), h(l)
KimunaSukuma | h(19), p(9) J(2).h(2). p(1) | 3, h(1)
GnaNtuzu h(16), p(11) s(2), p(1), J(1) | 3), s(1), p(1)
JinaK1zya h(19), p(15) 1G). p(1) f(6), h(1)
KrDakama h(16), p(9) J(2), p(1), 1) | f(4), h(1)
KiNyanyeembe | h(12), p(12) £3), p(1). s(1) | ft4), h1), p(1)
K1Konoongo h(12), p(13) Q). p(1), 1) | £5), h(L), sCly
SiGalagaanza | h(13), p(15) f(3), p(1) (4)

An important aspect to note in 7able 3.25 is the absence of homorganic fricatives in some of
SiSuumbwa'’s reflexes in superclose contexts if it is claimed that the language has BS. For
instance, some PB *pi change to /hi/. A plausible explanation here is the effect of chronology

in phonological processes. Glottalization seems to have occurred before BS in SiSuumbwa,
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resulting in blocking BS due to the bleeding effect of glottalization®. Those words with /t/
might have been borrowed later. In K1Sukuma and K1Nyamweezi the picture is that of mixed
reflexes, just as it is in SiSuumbwa, reflecting a possible multiplicity of vocabulary sources

(Batibo 2000:25).

Table 3.26 Bantu Spiranti: in SiS) K1Sukuma and K PB *h

Environment = PB *bha PB *bi PB *hu
Dialect ! (52 cases) (7 cases) (2 cases)
SiSiloombo B(13).b(8) [ v(3). B(1) v(2)
SiYoombe B21),b(3) | v(3) v(2)
KiLoongo B(19) 2(2), B(1) (1)
KimunaSukuma | B(25) B(S), J(1) B(1)
GinaNtuzu B(23) B(s). J(1) B(1)
JinaK1tya BG31),b(2) | B, J(1) B(1)
KiDakama p4) e, f11) B(»
KiNyanyeembe | B(25), b(1) | B(3), v(1) -
K1Konoopgo B(26) BG3). v(1) w(l)

SiG B(27) v(2), B(1). z(1) | v(2)

Because PB *b is not affected by glottalization, the difference between /Ca/ on the one hand.

and /Ci/ and /Cu/ on the other is apparent in Si andto in SiG
Any double reflex suggests interference from other phonological systems. Like the reflexes

in PB *p, the reflexes of *b as /b/ or /B/ can be treated as a realization of the same quality,

% See Batibo (2000:24-25) for a discussion of glottalization in SSN.
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and the count is made accordingly. Ambiguous reflexes of PB *b include /w/ and /y/ which
can be interpreted as phonological strategies of PB *b (weakening /B/ or loss /@/), rather
than being different phonemes. In this context therefore, /b/ and /B/ are treated separately,
especially because in JinaKitya they are phonemic, whereas the /B/ in PB *p is often

determined by phonetic context, and therefore a diachronic reflex of PB *p.

Table 3.27 Bantu Sp in Si K1Sukuma and KNy =i PB %
Environment = | PB *ta PB *ti PB *tu
Dialect ! (65 cases) | (16 cases) (16 cases)
SiSiloombo 1(25) s(5), (1) s(1),u(1)
SiYoombe %(29) 5(6), t3) s(2)
KiLoongo t(23) s(3), t(3) s(1), e(1)
KimunaSukuma | 1(26) (7)., J(2), c(2) t(6). 5(3)
GrnaNtuzu 1(22) 1(8), s(4) 9), s(1)
JinaK1rya t(33) 1(8), J(2), c(2), s(1) | 09), s(3)
KiDakama t(26) «5), [(4), c(2) 1(5), s(3)
KiNyanyeembe | t(27) 1(7), 5(5) 1(5), s3)
KiKonoongo 1(26) 7). s(5) 16), t(3)
SiGalagaanza t(36) s(6), t(4) t(4), s(2), f(1)
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Table 3.28 Bantu Spi ion in SiSt KzSukuma and KNy, ezi PB *d

Environment = | PB *da PB *di PB *du
Dialect ! ( 171cases) (35 cases) (20 cases)
SiSiloombo 1(75), t(1) 2(12), 12) v3),12), 2(2)
SiYoombe 1(75) 2(11), 12) v3). 2(2), I(1)
KiLoongo 1(63), t(1) Z(11),12) 2(3). (1)
KimunaSukuma | I(86) j(10, 1(6), d(1) 2(7), 3). d(1)
GrnaNtuzu 1(84) 2(6), K6), j(2). d(1) [z (8), 1(2)
JinaKrrya 1(123) 1(12), j(8), d(1) 2(11),1(4), d(1)
K1Dakama 1(78), d(1) 2(10), I(5) 2(8), I(5)
KINyanyeembe [ [(71), d(1), t(1) | 2(10), I(3) 2(5), I(4)
KiKonoongo [ 1(90), d(1), t(1) | z(10), I(4) 2(6), I(4)
SiGalagaanza | 1(79), d(1), t(1) | 2(14), I(3) v(4), 163)

Table 3.29 Bantu Spiranti in Si K1Sukuma and K. PB %
Environment = | PB ca* PB *ci PB *cu
Dialect ! (35 cases) (9 cases) (8 cases)
SiSiloombo s (9 c(l) | s4) s(1), f(1)
SiYoombe s(10), c(1) | s(3) s(1)

KiLoongo s (8) - -
KimunaSukuma | s(16), c(1) | [(4), j(1) s(1)
GmaNtuzu s(12) sG). J@) ) |-
JinaK1tya s21), (1) | [(5), j(1) s(1)
KiDakama s(12), ¢(1) | [4), 2(1) s(1)
KiNyanyeembe [ s(11) 1), s2), (1) | s(1)
KiKonoongo | s(11) s(4), z(1) s(1)
SiGalagaanza [ s(9). c(1) | s(3) s(1), (1)
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Table 3.30 Bantu Spirantization in SiSuumbwa, K Sukuma and KNyamwezi PB *j

Environment = | PB %/ PB * PB *u
Dialect | (24 cases {0 cases) (0 cases)
SiSiloombo 2(10) - =
SiYoombe z (9

KiLoongo z (1)

KimunaSukuma | z (9), ly(1), j(1) 8 =
GInaNtuzu z (8), Iy(2)

JinaK1zya Z(11), ly(3), i(1)

K1Dakama 2(8),j(1) - -

KiNyanyeembe | z(8), ly(1)
KrKonoongo 2(9), ly(2)
SiGalagaanza | 2(9), Iy(2)

Table 3.31 Bantu Spirantization in SiSuumbwa, K 1Sukuma and K iNyamwezi PB *k

Environment = | PB *ka PB *ki PB *kn
Dialect ! (94 cases) | (5cases) | ( Licases)
SiSiloombo k(1) s(). k(1) | f3). k(1)
SiYoombe k(44), h(1) | s(1), k(1) f(3), k(2)
KiLoongo k(41), h(1) | s(1) f03), k3)
KimunaSukuma | k(39) @), k(1) | K@)
GmaNtuzu k(39) ), k@) |k
JinaK1zya k(60) kG3).c() | k(D
KiDakama k(38) k(@2).c(1) | k(). (1)
KiNyanyeembe | k(41) k3) k(3), f(2)
KiKonoongo | k(46) kG) k(). f(2)
SiGalagaanza | k(50) k(2), s@)* | f(5)

“ In SiGalagaanza, PB *-kind- ‘overcome’ is both /-kinda/ and /-sinda/
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Table 3.32 Bantu Spiranti: in SiSi . K1Sukuma and KINy =i PB *g

Environment = | PB * PB*i PB *u
Dialect ! (43 cases) | (1 or 3 cases?) | (2 cases)
SiSiloombo (17 2(3)7 w2)
SiYoombe #(18) 2(3) v(2)
KiLoongo 8(15) e «2)
KimunaSukuma | g(26) 23) %
GInaNtuzu £(19) £3) )
JinaK1tya gG1) 2(3) o)
K1Dakama g(16) ¥G) =
KINyanyeembe | ¢(22 e)) g(1), v(1)

K1Konoongo #(23) 803) (1), B(1)

SiGalagaanza 2(21) 2(2), g(1) v(l)

The above tables include all the eligible cases, and they confirm the divisions of SSN reached
in (116). While KiLoongo continues to be unique within F23, especially by having /2/ where

F23a,b have /v/, SiG: displays a diffe within F22 by ing F23 in many

reflexes. But as Kahigi (op.cit) points out, frequency of occurrence on its own is not a

f genetic cohesion. The double reflexes in this group especially make even the small

amount of data count. Although sometimes absent or even contradictory in some cases, as
in the case of SiGalagaanza displaying more BS examples than non-BS, these bits of data fit
the general pattern as part of the bigger picture. One of the major reason of such extraneous

similarity is contact, facilitated by other factors in which speech communities of those

" The words used here were ‘magic’, *witchcraft’ and “witch’, which in Proto Bantu
are expressed by one concept, *-dogi. It may be taken as one word or three depending on
whether form or content is central. For the sake of SiGalagaanza. three words are preferable
for capturing the double reflexes.
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languages operate, such as the sociolinguistic. On the other hand, BS is only one measure
Dahl’s Law in SSN may present yet another picture before the combined effect of 7 > 5, BS

and DL are assessed.

3.2.2. Dahl's Law in K1Sukuma, KiNyamweezi and SiSuumbwa

As pointed out above, in the general section, Dahl’s Law is a dissimilatory process in some
eastern Bantu languages whereby a sequence of two voiceless obstruents, usually stops, in
consecutive syllables in a word, voices the first. The process is active only in K1Sukuma and
KiNyamweezi, while in SiSuumbwa it does not occur except in loanwords or in residual
words, as is the case of DJ and EJ languages with whom SiSuumbwa possesses a close

relationship.

3.2.2.1. Dahl’s Law in KSukuma

The process of Dahl’s Law in KimunaSukuma follows the classic pattern of voicing the first
of two consecutive voiceless stop segments. While JinaK11ya behaves classically to a point,
it dissimilates differently when other non-stop voiceless segments are involved, mainly
fricatives like /s/ and /[/. On the other hand, GInaNtuzu behaves sometimes like

KrimunaSukuma, and at other times like JinaK1tya, as shown in (117) and (118) for

K G and JinaK11ya i while all three show their individual

differences as well:
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i

KpmumaSukuma ~ GmaNmzn  JinaK1ya  Proto Banim

ki-diku gi-diko ikg < *-tiku ‘rainy season’
ma-dete, ma-dete ma-dete < *-tete ‘reeds’
ku-frta gu-Prta gu-Brta < *-pt- “pass’

pu-jiko Po-ziko Pu-jiko < *-tiko “night’ ?

Ko-geeha  gG-geeha  gO-geeha < *-keep- “diminish, grow less’

The examplesin (117) display the classic dissimilation of Dahl’s Law. The only difference
is the regular infinitive *ku- change to /gu-/ in GInaNtuzu and JinaK1lya on the one hand.
and the /j/ vs //, or /[/ and /s/ on the other, displayed by KimunaSukuma and JinaK11ya
together, and GInaNtuzu alone, shown also in (118).

(118)

KpmunaSukuma  GmaNtuzu  JinaKrya — Proto Bantu

ku-fika gu-sika gO-figa <*-pik- “arrive’
lo-fiku lu-siko lu-figu  <*-tikv “day’
ku-seka  gU-seka  gU-sega < *-cek- ‘laugh’
ku-gesa 8U-gesa gu-gesa < *-kec- “harvest, reap’
sato sato sado < *-cato "python’
i-saka i-saka Tsaga < *-caka ‘thicket, bush’

233



1.1 Dahl’s Law in K bnuSukuma

In KimunaSukuma, the process does not need much comment since it has the default
mechanism of voicing the first of the two consecutive voiceless stops. If the first syllable
contains no stop, then DL becomes unnecessary. Out of the 44 words shown in Table 3.6,
only 6 or 14% do not undergo Dahl's Law. These words are indicated in (119), and they
have one thing in common: the initial syllable is a fricative synchronically. while only one
voiceless stop consonant occupies the second syllable slot. The phoneme /h/ in haano “place”
<*-panty, also shows its true membership, since it is this phoneme only which does not
undergo Dahl’s Law even in JinaK11ya, as shown in (119) below, indicating that it does not

have stop qualities necessitating dissimilation:

(119)  ko-fika ‘arrive’ < *-pik- ; l0-fiku < *-tiku “day: ku-seka < *-cek- ‘laugh’: haanu
“place’ <*-pantu; sato ‘python’ < *-cato; i-saka "thicket, bush’ < *-caka.
While KrimunaSukuma shows the unmarked form of Dahl's Law, JinaKtya is located on the
extreme end of the law’s spectrum. The scenario in KimunaSukuma in which DL does not
operate when a fricative is syllable-initial indicates that the change of *p — f.hand *c = s
is a total deletion of the CPlace and manner features of *p and *c respectively. The resulting
fricatives found synchronically in KimunaSukuma are treated as new phonemes rather than
stop derivatives when they occupy the first syllable slot. Another, more plausible and simpler

indicates that K requires an initial stop only in order to trigger DL.

When a stop is root-initial, the synchronic fricatives in second syllable position trigger DL,
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as shown in (120). When /s/ or /f/ are initial, as in (119), then no DL occurs because there

is no target /p, t, k/ as default triggers.

(120)
/-gesa/ < PB *-kec- “harvest’
/-guusa/ < PB *-kuc- "rub’

azn

/-Bisa/ (Lenition) < *-bisa (DL) < PB *-pic ‘hide’
/-Basa/ (Lenition) < *-basa (DL) < PB *paca ‘twin’

When (119) only is used, the words seem to indicate that when Dahl’s Law started the /f/ and

/s/ were already i asil inkj If Dahl’s Law had

applied much earlier, the fricatives would not show up in those words, and regular DL would
operate. For instance, PB *-caka would be /i-jaga/ in KimunaSukuma rather than /i-saka/.
The earlier occurrence of palatalization or *b and *c lenition is not convincing, since it is
contradicted when (120) and (121) are compared with (119). A better explanation is that
the words failing to undergo DL like those in (119) are affected by the bleeding effect of a
preceding process like palatalization. When the dialects diverged, DL began to operate
differently. This difference of DL operation suggests a long period of separation between
KimunaSukuma and JinaK11ya for the two to treat the same words differently with regard

to Dahl's Law.

In (121), chronology indicates that Dahl's Law started, and then PB *c and *b lenition
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followed as a regular reflex: PB *p — b — B. The process is not *p — B because /b/ remains
unaccounted far. Because of this chronology, it is important to distinguish the operation of
Dahl’s Law and lenition in /-Bisa/ and /-Basa/. The // is from /b/ rather than directly from

1ol

3.2.2.1.2 Dahl’s Law in JinaK1tya

Ofthe 51 words, 49 undergo Dahl’s Law in JinaK11ya. Because of this high number of cases
undergoing the process, there are two thingsto note. Firstly, JinaK11ya dissimilates classically
like KImunaSukuma. But in JinaK1lya, if one of the voiceless segments is not a stop, then
the stop is voiced, regardless of its second position. Secondly, JinaK11ya also consistently

voices all prefixes with voiceless stops as a morphologized feature, like the infinitive marker

ku-

(122)
na to ko pep a + na do go bep a
15 neg 2s mislead sufx 1s neg 2s mislead sufx.
vt naa kop a - do di  naa gop a
1 neg pres borow  sufx 1p neg pres borrow  sufx
pa ta laa laal a - pa da laa laal a
3 neg futfar  sleep sufx 3p neg futfar  sleep sufx

natokopepa -+ nadugobepa 'l will not mislead you'
totinaakopa -+ dodinaagopa ‘We have not borrowed'
patalaalaala -+ Padalaalaala ‘They will never sleep’
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Other morphemes which have been morphologized are the second person tu- which becomes
du- and negative marker -ta- or -tI-, which become -da- or -di-as permanent features. This

point is illustrated well with the examples in (118) and (122)

The exceptions to Dahl’s Law in JinaK1lya are two out of 51 words, the percentage of
occurrence of Dahl's Law being 96%. These two exceptional waords are:

(123)

haano ‘place’ < *-pantt

sugha ‘calabash’ < *-cupa

These two words raise one question: why only these two out of 512 The answer strongly

suggests a semantic strategy where words are dissimil honologically to

avoid polysemy

(124)
PB *cGpa ‘jar, calabash bottle’

jOba “bottle” < KiSwahili cupa ‘bottle’
soha ‘calabash’

-stiba ‘worry, hesitate’

-joba “walk or run in rain, soaked in water’
-sbita * dip a bolus of food in (meat) soup’
PB *-pant0 ‘place’

haano "place’

Paanu “people’
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The dissimilated words can be minimal pairs except for one element. in this case, the change
of a stop to /h/. Other devices are used, including tonal distinction and borrowing. Speech
context is also used where the strategies are exhausted and two words remain identical. The
words in (124, 126) are all extant in JinaK1lya, indicating that the semantic strategy is aided
greatly by borrowing. In this sense, glottalization offers a rich source of new vocabulary.
These words are not purely minimal pairs, but they suggest the parallel presence of /h/ and
Ipf or /b/ as an indication of interference from another phonological system. Although /h/ is
a fricative, like /s/ or /f/, it does not trigger DL even in JinaK1ya. This explains why there
is no DL in PB *pantt *place’. In JinaK1tya, the word for “place’, haanu, is also halefe.

DL applying to PB *pantt would have given /bantu/ where Baanu “place’ would be
homophonous with Baano ‘people’. Where there is homophony, there is almost always a

way of avoiding it, including the failure of a law like DL to operate, or borrowing,

3.2.2.1.3 Dahl’s Law in GmaNwuzu

G pi iddle position in that it behaves like K. insome respects

and like JinaK1lya in others, while a third patter is established by its own unique features.
It undergoes the process by 39 out of 45 words, or 87%, while KImunaSukuma is 86% or
38 out of 44 words. This places them on the same node for Dahl’s Law, since even the 6
divergent words in GInaNtuzu are exactly the same as in (119) above. For instance,
GrnaNtuzu's Dahl’s Law does not respond to fricative sounds like /s/, as in /isaka/ “thicket,

bush’, which is like KimunaSukuma /isaka/. On the other hand, GrnaNtuzu has generally
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morphologized the infinitive marker ku- to gu- like JinaK1lya as illustrated in (122). Can this
have been a borrawed feature from Southern Nilotic, where in that language group, *k > ¢
(Ehret 1971:100)? This strengthens the notion of centre and periphery since in this case the

populations speaking JinaKilya and KimunaSukuma are bigger than those speaking

GrnaNtuzu. These big ions create around

p larger protective peri or

shells®™ which hat the i y intact during contact with other varieties,

including inter-dialectal contact

Using the linguistic tree metaphor for the three dialects of K1Sukuma, JinaK1tya would be
farthest from the root of proto KiSukuma, because of the more far-reaching changes of

Dahl’s Law from the version of the law that affects /p, t, k/ only. GinaNtuzu would follow

as 2 more conservative version, while K is the most ive of the three.

3.2.2.2. Dahl’s Law in KINyamweezi
In KiNyamweezi the rule is described as an almost exceptionless root structure condition in
which, when two adjacent syllables ina stem both start with a voiceless plosive. the first one

becomes voiced (Maganga and Schadeberg 1992:23). The syllable structure of a root with

two adjacent voiceless is not found ically in K i because of

this root structure condition. When either two of the following are in adjacent syliables. the

* This metaphor of ‘shells’ protecting the inner centre was brought to my attention
and illustrated by Nurse as an appropriate inference (p.c)
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first must be voiced: /p, t, k. f, h, mh (m), nh (n). gh (§)/ where either one occupies C, or

C,, with the following structure: C,V(V)Cy(V).

A few exceptions to this condition are the following, which are attributed to inter-dialectal

borrowing (Maganga and Schadeberg (ibid:24):

(125)

_heha “winnow’ vs -beha “smoke (tobacco) (genuine exception)

-hofu “blind"  vs -boku ‘blind’ (K1Sukuma)

teetele “indeed’ vs teletele (original form of teetele)

mpaka until’  vs mpaka ‘until’ (KiSwahili)

The second and fourth examples -hofu ‘blind” and mpaka "until’ clearly suggest borrowed
words from languages without Dahl’s Law. The third, teetele "indeed" indicates that one /t/
was lost, although the syllable was not, and therefore Dahl’s Law does not apply because the

root structure is well-formed.

Of these, -heha ‘winnow’ and -beha ‘smok b " are more il g The

suggests the possibility of a lexical technique of semantic distinction so as to avoid

homophony, as observed for KrSukuma. This JinaK1lya case illustrates the technique



(126)
PB *-pep- ‘blow, winnow’

-bépa “seduce and mislead a close friend/or follower, by deception (blow mentally)’
-béha *smoke (tobacco, medicinal leaves, marijuana, etc)’

-héha “winnow’ (would expect -beha < PB *-pep-)

-héeha *(of the sun). be on the western horizon and be less burning, with gentle breezes”

peeha* (the word does not occur, and therefore -héha is regular)

PB *-pod- “cool down, get cured’

-poli “cool, be calm’

-hola “be peaceful, without disease or war’

If these cases of homophony avoidance are taken into account, it becomes true that
KiNyamweezi (in fact this refers to KiDakama only), like KiSukuma. especially

KrmunaSukuma, makes no exceptions to classical Dahl’s Law where it occurs.

On another note, the KINyamweezi referred to by Maganga and Schadeberg (1992) is the

K1Dakama variety which agrees with that analysis. The other varieties, notably SiGalagaanza,

KIK and K display more jons than ities, as shown in
Table 3.6 above. These dominant exceptions can be interpreted as internal linguistic
dynamics, or external loans. The questions to be asked include: (a) Did SiGalagaanza,

K1Konoongo and K1Nyanyeembe once have DL, but replaced many words with DL by loans

which did not have DL? {b) Were SiG KiK and K. once
without DL but borrowed many words with it? The first explanation is possible, but uniikely
because there is no motivation, while the second is more plausible.
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3.2.2.2.1 Dahl’s Law in K Dakama

Dahl’s Law in KiDakama is very similar to that in KImunasukuma because both follow

essentially the same rules of classical Dahl’s Law, unless they are interfered with by loans.

dial i i
pe or

A few examples illustrate this in (127):
a27)

KiDakama ~ KomwnaSukuma  Gloss

ku-daha kuo-daha ‘draw water’ < *-tapa
i-datu i-datu  “three’ < *-tatg
lv-fiko lo-fiko  “day’ < *-tiko
i-saka i-saka ‘thicket, bush’ < *-caka
i-dako i-dako “buttock’ < *-tako
mu-hofu moku “blind person’ < *-poku
mu-gaate p-gaatl ‘bread’ < *-kaate

Of the 44 Dahl’s Law sample words, only 21 or 48% undergo the process in K1Konoopgo.

and 18 words or 44% in KiNyanyeembe. The majority of the words at 52% and 56%
respectively do not undergo Dahl’s Law. As dialects of a language which are “expected to
have” Dahl’s Law, such a low percentage of expected behaviour and a conversely high
percentage of irregular features represents a marked situation. For a full list of these
exceptional words, see Appencix 6. Examples of words which do not undergo Dahl’s Law,

include the following common predictable ones. They are also compared with those from
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Kl and SiG:

i group, and then with

SiSiloombo, from SiSuumbwa. KiSukuma and K1Dakama follow the classical pattern:

(128)
Gloss Konoongo ~ Nyanyeembe  Galagaanza  Siloombo  Proto Bantu
‘three’ idato, itato  i-datg iato i-satu®® < *tato
‘be satiated" -ikota -ikota -ikata -ikuta < *-yikot-
‘abscess, boil  i-pute % o i-hute <*pute
*headpad’ frkata = n-gata n-kata < *kata
“chicken’ n-koko n-koko n-koko n-koko < *-koko
‘shiver' kotetema  ko-tetema kotetema - <*-tetrm-
The pi in(128 that, KIK d K1 had a different historical

development from that of K1Dakama, a variety grouped in KINyamweezi. The K1Konoongo
and K1iNyanyeembe picture is actually very similar to that of SiSiloombo, although where they
differ, the difference is significant too. For instance, the words for ‘three’ and ‘abscess, boil’,
which are /i-satu/ and /i-hute/ in SiSiloombo suggest that KtKonoongo might not have been
in contact with SiSiloombo, since its reflexes are /itatw, idatv/ and /ipute/ respectively. In
other words, the interpretation of the data from KiKonoongo and KiNyanyeembe may be

viewed in terms of an independent development.

“ This word may be from PB *-cat0 rather than from PB *tatu, and therefore they
are not cognate.
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The existence of two forms for ‘three’ in KKonoongo also suggests that Dahl's Law and
non-Dahl’s Law phonetic realizations may be in free variation so that intra-informant
variations might make such a phenomenon more noticeable ifinformant samples were larger.
Internally, it might be a case of innovation by strengthening the once voiced stops, although
the motivation may be difficult to establish. Otherwise, the weak presence of DL indicates
that K1Konoongo and KiNyanyeembe have borrowed massively from languages without
Dahl’s Law surrounding them like KiKrimbu, KiBende, 1CtWuungs and possibly

SiSuumbwa.

Such an ambivalent status in KiK and K may also be explained in

terms of sociolinguistic factors (Thomason and Kaufman 1988). These speech communities

might have been KIK1imbu speakers in the past but were absorbed by F22 and adopted

KiNyamweezi. Although this is a plausible scenario, it needs some more evidence to validate
it. For instance, Brock (1968:58) talks of the naming tradition of languages which is only a
recent phenomenon. Modern Bantu languages became frozen and petrified when they began
to be named, located and confined in prescribed spaces. For instance. the histories of
K1K11mbu and KintLaamba by Shorter (1968a), and Kidamala (1961) respectively say that
the speakers came from different places. Some KiK1tmbu speakers came from Usuumbwa
(SiSuumbwa country) and Usagara in Morogoro. This is a great possibility since the

movements in the past were much easier and more regular because they were not restricted

by political boundaries or ethnicity. Such ethnic or political boundaries were not important
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enough to restrict movements and mixing with speakers of different languages or dialects.
What we try to capture now is only a fraction of what was happening only a short while ago
with that volatile situation of free-mixing speech communities. The origins of the various
Bantu clans, groups, and peoples are only recalled when they are recent enough to be fresh
inthe communities’ collective memory from their mast recent journeys, events and their great
people. Such narratives are normally presented as if there were no great people or history

before them.

3.2.2.2.3 Dahl’s Law in SiGalagaanza

As (128) and Tuble 3.6 show, SiGalagaanza has more exceptions than regular Dahl’s Law
forms. Out of 42 words, only 12 or 29% undergo Dahl’s Law. This number of exceptions
is the same as in KiL.oongo, which has 29% of its sample undergoing the process. Due to
geographical proximity and probable linguistic closeness, KiLoongo was assumed to belong
to SiSuumbwa in this study. a language which has no Dahl’s Law. The reason for assigning

KiLoongo to SiSuumbwa was partly because it was not yet classified.

The arguments for more exceptions here are similar to those advanced for KrKonoongo and
K1Nyanyeembe, but the difference may be the numbers. SiGalagaanza behaves more like a
language without Dahl’s Law, as if those few words were acquired only through borrowing

from mainly DL languages like KiDakama or K1Sukuma.
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On the other hand, if the 71% non-Dahl’s Law words are interpreted as possibly acquired by
contact. then it can be explained as the intensive model of contact-induced borrowing
(Thomason and Kaufman (1988:50). In this kind of borrowing, intensive contact with
bilingualism is expected among the speakers of the borrowing language or variety. extended
over a long period of time. Here, there is heavy lexical borrowing and moderate to heavy
structural borrowing as well. [f the candidate for that donation is SiSuumbwa., KiBende or
another language, an examination of that language is essential, although the structural part

of borrowing is outside the scope of this work. In Chapter 4, there are some indications that

SiGalag shares a few signi bulary items with both Si: and KiBende.
And since they are all Bantu languages, a phonological process such as Dahl’s Law could be
applied to lexical loans. Dahl’s Law used as a classification tool results in the dialects of

K1Sukuma and KiNyamweezi grouped as in (129).
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(129)

SiG — K KxSukuma
N A
G ~ Dakama ~Sukuma ~Ntuzu ~ Kitya

3.2.2.3 Dahl’s Law in SiSuumbwa

As the data in 7able 3.6 show, Dahl’s Law in SiSuumbwa is distributed as follows: 10 words
out of 58 in KiLoongo; SiSiloombo 4; and SiYoombe 5 words. The fewer number of words
undergoing the process raises questions of how can such a skewed exception be explained in

a language which had supposedly undergone Dahl’s Law.

On closer examination, the words undergoing Dahl’s Law are limited to a set of loanwords
which can be counted and accounted for. Most are from either K1Sukuma or KINyamweezi,
while two are from Zone EJ. All DJ and EJ languages have at least a few items with DL, for
example ‘oil’ is either /majuta/, /mazuta/ (EJ) or /mavuta/ (DJ). So, these few items in
SiSuumbwa and KiLoongo are inherited from DJ/EJ.  Since genetic affiliation is either

present or absent, SiSuumbwa belongs within SSN or it does not.
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Table 3.33 Dahl’s Law in SiSuumbwa

Word Found in Possible source  Explanatory notes and
expected lexeme in brackets
-gufwa <-kupa 'bone’  SiSiloombo  KiSukuma, -guha (why not -kuha?)
SiYoombe  KitNyamweezi -gui(w)a (Zone EJ. e.g.
KiLoongo Zone EJ? RuKerefe, Runyalhaqglro)
-zuta <kuta ‘ol KiLoongo Zone EJ -juta (kuta)
-syaabo, -saabo, - Sisiloombo  JinaKiya the only variety which
saapo <*-capo SiYoombe dissimilates non-initial stops,
‘calabash’ instead of being -saho
giti < *-kiti ‘darkness’ ~ Sivoombe  KiSukuma, giiti (kiti)
KiNyamweezi
een-kogoto < *-koko  KiLoongo ? Itis doubtful if this word is
‘crust’ cognate with *-koko
qauka < *-kaoka SiSiloambo  KxSuksma, GOOKS (kuuku)
‘grandfather’ KitNyamweezi
quuku SiYoombe,  KrSukuma, guuk (kuuku)
KiLoongo KitNyamweezi
engata™ <*-kata KiLoongo KiSukuma ngata (nkata)
‘headpad’
-bisa, -Bisa < *-pic- SiSiloombo,  KrSukuma, -pisa (-fisa/hisa)
“hide’ SiYoombe  KiNyamweezi
ku-gesa < “-kec- 'reap’  KiLoongo KimunaSukuma  kugesa (kukesa)
madete < *-tete ‘reed’  KiLoongo KiSukuma, madete (matete)
KiNyamweezi
mugeho KiLoongo KrSukuma -Beho, mbeho (mpeho)
~gufu <*-kupr ‘short’  KiLoongo KiSukuma, ~guhx (-kuhi)
KiNyamweezi

™ Muzale (1998:93-4) mentions that Dahl’s Law in Rutara is not productive, because
it occurs in a few words only. [t is informative to note that he also mentions two words
engata ‘headpad’ and -gufi/-gufu ‘short’ as examples of the few traces of this Law. These
words appear only in KiLoongo.
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Because the facts of SiSuumbwa suggest strongly that it has disproportionately few cases of
Dahl's Law in the same words, it is also implied that it does not share any immediate ancestry
with all the K1Sukuma varieties and K1Dakama. From this, Dahl’s Law is essentially a

process that affects all K1Sukuma dialects plus KIDakama. The evidence suggests it has

(130)

SiSuumbwa KiLoongo SiGalagaanza KiNyamweezi K!Sukl_una

F23a F23b F23c F22d F22a F22eF22bF2laF2lb  F2lc

diffused via loanwords into adjacent languages. Graphically, a family tree for these three
languages would show branches which are not joined by a common stem, as in (130). In

other words, such a tree has hanging branches without any roots.

3.2.3 Other processes in SiSuumbwa, K1Sukuma and KiNyamweezi
One prominent process distinguishing these languages is the appearance and evolution of
vaiceless nasals. In KiSukuma'', and K1Dakama this process entails a mechanism whereby

some ized voiceless stop lose their place features, leaving only their

voicelessness, resulting in voiceless nasals which spread to become homorganic with the lost

™ In KiSukuma, particularly in JinaK11ya, the nature of voiceless nasals is not
explored fully, since it is not immediately relevant. A survey of some initial voiceless nasals
and their description in JinaK1lya is attempted in Masele (1996).
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stop, as in Tahle 3.34 below from KimunaSukuma, JinaKirya, Ginantuzu and K1Dakama

examples, compared with K1

KIK,

and SiG

As the table suggests, the voiceless nasals are found only in four varieties, KimunaSukuma,

JinaKr1ya, GInantuzu and KiDakama. As a significant process for this group for diagnostic

purposes, voiceless nasals reconfigure the group into the same three divisions, but with

adjusted membership. Combined with other features, such a reconfiguration suggests

linguistic validity.

Table 3.34 Voiceless nasals and linguistic sub-grouping in SiSuumbwa,

K1Sukuma and

KiNyamweezi
Proto Bantu = *N-pamba *N-toiga *mu-Ntu “N-kanga
Variety ¥ ‘provision’ ‘giraffe’ ‘person’ ‘quinea fowl’
sisiloombo mpaamba ntwiiga muuntu nkaanga
SiYoombe mpaamba ntwiiga muuntu nkaanga
KiLoongo mpaamba entwiiga muuntu enkaanga
KimunaSukuma maamba nwiiga muupo flaanga
Grmantuzu maamba niga muuno faanga
JinaKnya maamba niga muuno faanga
KiDakama maamba nwiiga muunu flaanga
KiNyanyeembe mpaamba niwiiga moonto nkaanga

KiKonoongo - nwiiga muunto nkaanga
SiGalagaanza mpaamba ntwiiga muuntu nkaanga
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3.2.4. Homogeneity between SiSuumbwa, K1Sukuma and KiNyamweezi
With regard to the four phonological processes used to trace the divisions within SSN, only
traditional KiSukuma remains undisturbed, although a dialect is added to it, making it

incomplete as well. This new K1Sukuma (or K1Sukuma2) is supported favourably by DL.

DL isolates K1 . KIK and SiG as the core Ki
group, and BS isolates SiSuumbwa away from SSN. Such affiliations support the suggestion
in (116) and (130), although the memberships of SiGalagaanza and KiL oongo are not clear.

Each of the three recontigurations has its own internal sub-divisions.

To refine the sub-divisions within SSN, the following test targets SiSuumbwa and KiL.oongo
to see if they can fit in within the surrounding linguistic groups in DJ, EJ or F. This is
illustrated in Table 3.35.

Table 3.35 Comparison of Zone D'DJ, and EJ languages with Kil.oopgo, SiSuumbwa and

JinaK1ya (Some data from Guthrie 1967-71, Nurse 1979, Schoenbrun 1997, mutatis
mutandis)

Featureor | F23aF | F23c | Est4 | pa1 | Dust | puer | Dse3 | Es2s | Forc
Process 236 | Loop | Ciga | Koon | Huun | Rwan | Fui | Jta | Suk
Suum
paleloiio h h h h h h h 2 p
pi h h h h h i h oI [
pu t 2 f 2 2 [ 2 2 o
mp mp mp mp mp ? mp mb mb? | m/mh
bareloly/ b-p | b8 | B B b B b~p B B
bi v z z 2 2 b 2 b 8
bu v z z B fipf v v f ]

251



Featreor | F23aF | F23c | EJ14 | D41 | Dust | ou61 | ose3 | Euzs | Ferc
Process 23 | Loon | Ciga | Koon | Huun | Rwan | Fui | Jta | Suk
Suum

mbu mv nz nz mb mf mv mv f mb
talelolv/o t t t t t t t t t
ti s s s ? ? s 2 s t
tu s slc c 2 2 pf i s t
nt nt nt nt nd nd nt nd n o/nh
dale/ol/o 1 | ! I I I ! I Ird
di z z z | ts z z s vd?
du Vil 20 jz r pf v g f 22
caleloltio s s s s s s ] s s
ci s ? s 2 I sif I s s
cu s s? { 2 ? s ? 5?7 s
nc ns ns ns ns nf ns ns ns ns
jalelofo z z z z c z z i Id
n nz nz nj nz? ne? nz nj 7
Kalefol/ K K 3 K « K 3 K 3
ki s s? s c ts ts c s k
ku f f i K of pf [ f K
nk nk nk nk nk ? nkin N/ n ]
galelol/o 9 g 9 4 ] g g g ]
9 z g? 9 ? ? z 2 s g
qu v z i 2 ? v 2 f q
Vowels sts | sts | sis | 7us | s | sis | sis [ sis | oms
Dahl's Law - # 5 S : . . . B
BS - + . . ) + B - 5

F23ab = SiSuumbwa, F23c = KiLoongo, EJ14 = RuCiga, D41 = RuKoonzo, DJ§1 = KiHuunde, DJ61
KinyaRwanda, DJ63 = iKiFuliiru, EJ25 = eCiliita, F21 KrSukuma (JinaKirya (F21c)), SLS/7LS = five or seven
vowels, of both long and short quality, ? = insufficient datafinformation.
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In Tahle 3.35 above, the double reflexes in JinaK1rya (F2 I ¢) suggest mixture of phonological
systems due to contact as reciprocal borrowing with interacting speakers of different
languages. For instance, this explains the presence of traces of Dahl’s Law or Bantu
Spirantization in languages like KIKIImbo which did not undergo such processes. But since
their neighbours did, they borrowed some words, and one finds words like fidooke/ ‘banana’
< KiDakama /idooke/ < PB *-tooke. The same can be said of Dahl’s Law in SiSuumbwa

and Bantu Spirantization in JinaKitya. Glottali: is not native in KimunaSukuma for

words like /-hya/ ‘new’, /-hyaagula/ “sweep’. They appear as /-pya/ and /-pyaagula/

respectively in JinaKitya, K1Dakama, KI KIK and SiGal

strongly suggesting that they are loans in KimunaSukuma and in F21/F22 generally rather
than frozen processes. Similar phonological processes which appear to have operated in the
past and then stopped can be explained this way, just as Batibo (2000:25) observes. For
SiSuumbwa (F23a, F23b), borrowing from Zone DJ60 (Western Highlands) or EJ10/20
(Rutara) languages is not plausible enough, since the evidence is overwhelming. The most
probable explanation is genetic affiliation, especially with DJ60. Although DJ60 has DL.

within it, some like one variety of GiHa (DJ66) do not show it (Muzale 1998). Internally,

therefore,  Sit may not ily be i i affiliated with DJGO (like
KinyaRwanda or KiRundi). It may be closely related to another unknown D} language, since
not all DJ languages are well known. With the available data, SiSuumbwa fits well with

DJ60.
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On the other hand, KiLoongo shows a stronger phonological affinity with the Rutara group
than with SiSuumbwa. This is illustrated well with KiLoongo words like /enzozu/ “elephant’,
/izw/ *ashes’ from *-jogu and *-bu respectively, which are /njovu/ and /ivu/ in SiSuumbwa.
Respectively, these are /enjojo/ and /eizu/ in RuCiga, indicating genetic relationship which is
not contradicted by other data. Non-native reflexes in KiLoongo can be easily traced and
explained.

After examining the examples and patterns above, two conclusions can be drawn. First, the

inherited Proto Bantu words in K1Sukuma and KINyamweezi show regular reflexes in many
cases. Although sometimes native reflexes are completely missing, the general pattern
discounts 7>5 and BS. Only loan words show BS in both K1Sukuma and K1Nyamweezi.
Secondly, within SSN, the chronology of glottalization, 7>5/BS. DL and voiceless
nasalization support the idea of historically, and therefore genetically, different routes taken

by the SiSuumbwa, KiNyamweezi and KiSukuma dialects as their speech communities

evolved di , though The two i b that
any large sample of informants or words from SSN would support this hypothesis. In this
study, for instance, the three informants for SiSiloombo and SiYoombe on the one hand, and

KiLoongo, on the other, were less than 30 years old, although older than 20. Much older

informants would show less i from other to support

Kahigi's (1988:267-8) diachronic prehistory of SiSuumbwa:



(131

PB *p,t.k >f/_u; PB*b >v/ii
PB*g,d g>v/iu PB*p>f_i

3.2.5 Relative Cl gy in Si K and Ki i

Chronology of phonological processes in SSN suggests that these languages might have
started as separate entities and then converged in adjacent areas at some point. In the
convergence, some features from each were diffused to the others depending on their

geographical location and direction of physical and social movement of the speakers.

Time +.9 2000 AD -
Process DL LENT  GLOTT BS 755 Npvoice]
Group1  F21, F21,F22 - - - F21,

F22b F22b
Group 2 F22a,

? F22d, - - -

F22e
Group3 - - EQ0,  EJ20, Ej20, -
F23 F23 F23

Some “fato > -dato  *ci>s/[ “gusvu sau 'mp>m
examples  *-kec->-gesa ‘b>p p>h = "t >n

“piti > -biti “piti >-fisi nk >4

[DL = Dahl's Law; LENIT = Lenition; GLOTT = Glottalization; BS = Bantu Spirantization; 7 > 5 =
Vowel reduction from 7 to 5; N[-voice] = Voiceless nasal formation]. The sequence of processes
is DL-LENIT/GLOTT-BS/7 > 5-N[-voice]

Figure 3.1 Relative chronology of phonological processes in SSN
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The evidence for this chronology can be observed by looking into some features in each

individual language, since the | P ped di . InSi

for example, PB *pi does not change into the expected spirant like /t/ because of the

of the events. G ization occurred first in most of the PB *pi words and /h/

blocked the effect of BS in them. This blocking pracess of /t/ can be passible only if
glottalization first appeared in the *pi environment, and while it was in progress in the rest
of the superclose vowel environments. BS began. This explains the total absence of BS in
that environment, except in later borrowings™. In non-*pi contexts, BS is present. Why BS
did not start in PB *pi but elsewhere like in PB *ti, *tu, *ki , *ku is partly a phonetic
question. In the articulation of PB *pi, the front part of the tongue is lowest in the buccal
cavity, touching the lower teeth, making the PB *iin *pi less [+consonantal] because it is
farthest from the hard palate. The tongue height is highest elseswhere, almost touching the
hard palate, causing frication. In addition, glottalization does not occur in other

InSi.

X ization is a regular gical change which is parallel
to PB *c and *b in KiSukuma or KiNyamweezi. In KiSukuma and KiNyamweezi
palatalization was probably triggered by contact with BS languages. since some words in an

identical environment do not palatalize.

On the other hand, Dahl’s Law in K1Sukuma predated all other changes in the language. This

" In forms like PB *-kopi *flat of hand’, SiSuumbwa has /-kofi/ in contrast to forms
like PB *-pik- ‘arrive’ which is /-hika/. The former is a likely loan trom KiSwahili, while /-
hika/ is inherited from PB.

256



can be tested by words like PB *-paca ‘twin’, *-pIt- ‘pass’, *-pic- “hide’ as shown in (132),
which is compared to SiSuumbwa. Any deviation from DL as a first rule to apply in a word
in F21/F22b is likely to be an external influence.

(132) PB *-pantw, *-paca ‘twin’, *-p1t- ‘pass’, *-pic- “hide’, *-piga “hearthstone, *-pik-

“arrive’
PB “panto  *-paca ~prt- *-pic- “-piga *-pik-
Process . ‘place’ ‘twin" ‘pass’ ‘hide" ‘hearth ‘arrive’

stone’

1. F21 - -basa -brta -bica -? -?
DAHL'S Fa2 - 5 - N - -
W F23 - - - - - B
2. F21  hapu?”  -Basa -pta -pisa -higa?® -2

LENITION
s, bop, F22  pamo - prta?  -pisa? - -

o F23  hanu  -hasa  -hita pisa?  -higa -hika
3 F21 - - - - -figa?™, -fik/iga?
PALATAL -siga? -sika

F2 - - - - -figa? -fisika
F23 - - - - - .

Far example, when Dahl’s Law fails to operate in KiSukuma and palatalization takes

precedence, it indicates a borrowed word or a change triggered by contact. The voiced

™ K1Dakama (F22b) has a form here.
™ KimunaSukuma

7 JinaK11ya/KImunaSukuma have /f/, GInantuzu /s/ and KINyamweezi, including
KiDakama /f/. In PB *-pik ‘arrive’, K1Dakama has /f/, KiIKonoongo /s/
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counterpart of /p/ is /b/ not /p/ as is the case with PB *-paca > -Pasa. A stage. DL . is
skipped when lenition is posited as the first process to have occurred. According to the

evidence, DL was the first, followed by the lenition of PB *c and *b: *-paca > -/basa/ (DL)

> /-Basa/ (Lenition). In S that lenition was

It is clear from the above examples that palatalization in K1Sukuma and KINyamweezi is a
later development which was not complete because it was not native. It came after DL.
Forms like PB *-pic- ‘hide’, *-piti *hyena’ being /-Bisa/ and /-Biti/ suggest the normal lenition
route, especially in K1Sukuma, by the DL > LENITION > PAL path, rather than PB *-pik-
> /-fika/ or /-sika/ which skips DL completely without any justification™. The lenition of PB
*b to /B/ in K1Sukuma, for example, is regular, expected when there is phonemic contrast
between /b/ and /B/. If /-fika/, /-sika/ or /-fika/ are not marked in KiSukuma and

KiNyamweezi, then PB *-piti and similar words would have a fricative which would

ly block DL in K GInantuzu and K1Dakama, except in JinaK1tya.
With palatalization taking precedence over DL, PB *-pic- hide’, *-piti “hyena’ for example,
would be /fisa/, /-sisa/ or /-fisa/ “hide’ and /[iti/, /-siti/ or /-fiti/ respectively, which they are
not.  This anomaly of fricatives in both K1Sukuma and KINyamweezi indicates that each
language developed separately, with separate rules in operation. In fact, the SSN languages
hardly share any of those important processes. Each behaves individually and differently as
summarized in (133). While F21/F22b has regular lenition of PB *c and *b across the board,

KINyamweezi shares only that aspect with F21/F22b. The rest of SSN are different. for

™ Only in JinaK1tya is DL not skipped since PB *-pik- “arrive’ is /-figa/
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instance in DL and voiceless nasal formation, which are in F21/F22b but not in F22a, F22d,
and F22e. SiSuumbwa has glottalization and BS with 7 > 5, while both F21 and F22 have

none of these.

(133)

Process F21/F22b F22a/F22d/F22e F23ab.c

1 Dahl's Law Yes Traces? Traces?
(CouVCapuV > Crpovy VCV

2 Regular reflex *b>B,"c>s ‘b>P,c>s *‘p>h, *b>B.
e.g. lenition *b > B, "¢ > s, L
p>h

3 Voiceless nasal formation Yes No No
N -/ Cpy

4 BSand7>5 No No Yes

Chronologically, BS in SiSuumbwa is not a process which is as old as glottalization, since.
PB *pi does not produce a spirant. This only points to earlier glottalization which blocked
BS in that environment. This suggests BS either diffused from elsewhere as well or it started
in F23 only later. If it was acquired through borrowed words, then it affected the whole
phonological system because it was adapted. This is illustrated in 7ahle 3.36 where only
loanwordsin SiSuumbwa seemto show BS, although with far-reaching consequences, leading
to 7> 5. If SiSuumbwa is assumed to have split from DJ, then the source might have been
EJ20 or DJ60. Such sources suggest that when SiSuumbwa diverged, DJ60 and EJ20 were

one language and had undergone glottalization first, followed by BS later.



Table 3.36 Status of Glotalization and BS in SiSuumbwa, K zsukuma and K INyamweezi

Language = F23 F21a F21b F21c F22p F22a,
F22d,
Proto Bantu . F22e*
*-pod- ‘cool’ -hola -pola -pola -pola, -pola -pola
-hola
*-prni ‘handle, haft' -hini -pmi -prni -pni -prni -pni
“.pembe ‘homn, ivory’  -heembe -peembe -peembe -peembe -peembe -peembe
*-pr- 'ripen’ -hya -hya -pya -pya -pya -pya
*-pic- ‘hide’ -bisa -Bisa -Bisa -Bisa -pisa -Bisa
“-pote ‘abscess’ -hute Bute -Pute -Bute - -pute
“-paca twins’ -hasa -Basa -Basa -Basa -pasa -pasa
*.piga ‘hearthstone’ -higa -higa -siga -figa -figa -figa
*-tap- ‘draw water' -taha -daha -daha -daha -daha -daha
“-pigo 'kidney' -figo -pigo -pigo -pigo -figo -figo
(m) (m) m

Since F23 can be viewed as part of EJ20/DJ60 historically, it was easy to borrow words,
adopt them easily, and then adapt them as well after the split. For the words inherited directly
from Proto Bantu like ‘arrive’ -hika PB < *-pik-, glottalization takes precedence because it
had already occurred when BS set in with loan words like -koofi < *-kopi *flat of hand": -fisi
< *.piti hyena’, -figo < *-pigo ‘kidney’. These, though they are Proto Bantu, appear to have
been borrowed from elsewhere, since the native words appear to be affected by glottalization,
which blocks BS in PB *pi because the trigger *pi is removed by becoming /hi/ (See Batibo

2000 on this bieeding effect between BS and glottalization).
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3.2.6. Conclusion: SSN phonological change and grouping

SiSuumbwa, K1Sukuma and KINy i stand alone indivi within a r

which cannot be described sarisfactorily as genetic. Their differences are linguistically
significant, making their current similarity only areal at best. Reconstructing proto-forms
from the three languages as if they belonged to the same immediate ancestor is also not

feasible, since they diverge diachronically. Reconstruction and grouping should ideally start

with the smallest levels in each sub-grouping, and proceed to the top nodes of genetic

affiliation. Within the scope of this work, this is not possible due to the new discovery that
SiSuumbwa on the one hand and KINyamwezi and K1Sukuma on the other, are not as close

as originally thought, summarized by the phonological processes noted in (134).

Of the four tests used (BS, 7 > 5, DL, and voiceless nasals), all are absent in KINyamweezi
(F22a, F22d, F22e) as native features. Any traces suggest borrowing. KiSukuma is
characterized by DL and voiceless nasals which are absent in the other two; SiSuumbwa has

BS and 7 > 5, and the others have not.



(134)
Bantu
Spirantization
SiSiloombo
{ SiYoombe
KiLoongo

TV>5V

3.3. CONCLUSIONS

From the discussions in this chapter, it appears that what most of the Zone F varieties share
is geographical proximity rather than phonological innovation. In the whole of Zone F, BS
and 7 > 5 is found in F10 and F23 only, while the situation in F25 is mixed, just as it is in F21
and F22. F34 is alone in being SV without BS, although the number of vowels varies with
researchers. The evidence in this study supports 5V without question. DL is confined to
F21/F22b only, while in the rest, any traces are from loan words. And finally, voiceless nasals

within Zone F are confined to the DL languages: F21/F22b. The rest of the languages show

/
Dahl’s Law

KrmunaSukuma
JinaK1rya
GrnaNtuzu
KiDakama

Voiceless nasals

KiNyanyeembe
SiGalagaanza
KiKonoongo

some individual innovations which do not help in unifying the zone.
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Although SiSuumbwa is no longer a member of Zone F, the phonological evidence suggests
that, one dialect, KiLoongo (F23c), originally belonged to EJI0/EJ20 and the rest of F23
derived probably from DJ60. Both SiSuumbwa (F23a/F23b) and KiLoongo (F23c) share BS

and 7> 5 with DJ and EJ languages.

KiSukuma/KiDakama (F21/F22b) and the rest of KiNyamweezi (KiNyanyeembe (F22a),
SiGalagaanza (F22d) and KiKonoongo (F22e) share little, apart from their phonological

conservatism and geographical adjacency.

F10 and F25 are outside our focus, and without considering other languages outside this

study, we cannot say anything about their evolution; only general comments were made.

F33 and F34 (KeeMbuwe and KiiRangi) have some commonalities such as PB *g loss, and

*| —r before front vowels.

F24 (K1K1imbu) and F31 (KiniLaamba) share one of the most conservative phonological
systems in Zone F and beyand, but there are no sets of shared innovation to support their
common history. On the other hand, while F32 (K1RImi) is equally conservative, some of the
striking features are PB *t > R and *p > ¢. They do not share much with F24 or F31,

indicating that any similarity may be areal rather than genetic
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For classification therefore, the innovations like Bantu Spirantization with the 7V versus 5V
sequel and Dahl’s Law as major criteria for subgrouping only succeed in isolating the various
Zone F languages into smaller independently evolved languages rather than one unit with a

common intermediate node in a genetic tree. This phonological picture suggests that the

‘these lang into hical zones was mainly iconic: assuming genetic
relationship because of adjacency. This justifies this study as a contribution towards filling
out the gaps identified in Chapter 2. The inclusion of as many dialects as possible has
demonstrated that BS, 7 > 5, DL, glottalization and voiceless nasal formation are significant
criteria which are able to isolate languages or dialects which followed a common historical
path from those which did not, despite their current geographical adjacency or similarity due

to that adjacency.

The bottom line from the phonological picture is that there is no linguistic Zone F if other

tests outside pl are not i y and pho-sy

evidence might shed a different light by reviving Zone F into a linguistic unit. On a more
optimistic note, the phonological features surveyed do not tell us much about classification
because they are shared by other groups as well.  To find more evidence for Zone F, the
analysis of lexical development is the subject of Chapter 4. Otherwise, by the phonology

hypothesis alone within the zone, linguistic Zone F or SSN can no longer be maintained.



CHAPTER FOUR
LEXICAL DEVELOPMENT

4.0 INTRODUCTION

This chapter explores the development of vocabulary in Zone F. It is divided into three

sections. The first part is a lexicostatistical survey asa quantitative analysis for
while the second establishes the genetic relationship between the varieties using qualitative
evidence as diagnostic criteria. The last part summarizes the findings of lexical relatedness

inZone F.

Quantitative evidence refers to shared, and hence inherited vocabulary from a common proto
language. Although we may assume various protos/nodes in the development of Zone F
languages, at this point we are concerned with lexical items inherited from PB. When there
are shared lexical items between two or more language varieties, the first assumption is that

they are from the same ancestor language. Ul areloans, chy imilarities, universal

symbolisms or a result of diffusion because of contiguous locations, shared lexis among sister
languages is expected. In terms of weight, it is traditionally held that inherited words do not
help much diagnostically since it is a given fact that all languages descending from the same
ancestor have the same basic features of the parent, unless something drastic happened to
change that. Diminished diagnostic utility of retention, however, may only be a matter of
degree, since, as is shown below, retention can help much in grouping languages genetically.

On the other hand, qualitative evidence as a stronger diagnostic measure of genetic
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relationship refers to shared innovation which is a creative departure from the original by any
or all of the following three major processes: borrowing; changing the phonological and/or
semantic value of inherited words; and unique creations. In this study, purely phonological
innovation is excluded because it refers essentially to inherited vocabulary which is only
modified. In addition, it is not lexical innovation. The reliability of qualitative evidence, like
that of retention, depends on careful analysis: without care, it is difficult to know if similarity
between languages is due to genetic ancestry or contact (for a fuller treatment of genetic vs

contact similarity, see Hinnebusch, 1976, 1999).

4.1 QUANTITATIVE EVIDENCE: SHARED VOCABULARY AND COMMON
ANCESTRY

With the exception of a few languages like KeeMbuwe, KiBende, KiLoongo and
1cIWOUngU, in many of the Zone F members, shared vocabulary has been dealt with quite

adequately using lexicostatistics by Nurse (1979), Nurse and Philippson (1982) and to a

limited extent Kahindi (1988) who compared only Si Ki1Sukuma, KINy

and iGiHa. Although lexicostatistics as a method is controversial, it is used here as a
contribution to the clarification of that controversy, as presented in the overview of the
method in £.3.5.2 above. Any good method, in linguistics or any field, tends to yield reliable
and consistent results which are not significantly different from previous classiticatory
findings based on other, more popular methods. The following are the results of the

application of lexicostatistics to Zone F. They are based on the comparison of a pair of



in a hori ionship, that is, how two language varieties compare

synchronically.

4.1.1 Method used

The method is that explained by Swadesh (1950:157), Lees (1953:115), Fairbanks (1955),
Swadesh (1955:122), McElhanon (1970:216) and Embleton (1986), among others. In this
method, cognation is treated as an “either/or’ possibility. Words are either descended from
one common source or not, rather than a series of phonologically graded departures from the
proto-forms. This approach slightly departs from the graded treatment of retention used by
Nurse and Philippson (1980). Although their method is complicated, it does not significantly

alter the overall ion of relationships between derived by simpler ones

(Nurse and Philippson, ibid:27). The “either/or’ method therefore involved the following

steps:

(i) 28 language varieties were selected. These included all Zone F varieties and some
controls from Zone DJ, EJ, G and M, as follows: SiSuumbwa F23: (SiSiloombo (Si),
SiYoombe (Y0), KiLoongo (Lo)); K1Sukuma F21: (KtmunaSukuma(Su), GInaNtuzu (Nt)
JinaKrya (Ki)); KiNyamweezi F22: (K1Dakama (Da), KiNyanyeembe (Ny), KiKonoongo
(Ko), SiGalagaanza (Ga)); KiBende/KiTongwe F10: (Be); KintLaamba F31: (KmaUshoola
(Us), KiniLaamba Central (La), KinHaanzu (Ha)); KIRImi F32: (GiAhi (Ah), GIRwana
(Rw), yInyaMunyinanyi (Mu)); KIK1Imbu F24: (K1K1tmbu North (Kn), KIK1Imbu South
(Ks)), 1c1Wuungu F25: (Wu); KiiRangi F33: (Ra); KeeMbuwe F34: (Mb); oRuHaya
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EJ22: (Zone EJ) (RuHyoza (Hy)); iGiHa DJ66: (Zone DJ) (Hh): CiGogo G1 1:(CiNyambwa
(Go)); eKiHehe G62: (He); IKINyakyusa M31: (Ky); and KiSwahili G42d:(KiSanifu (Sw),

from KiUnguja).

(ii) A 100-word list modified by Nurse (1979) from that by Swadesh (1950. 1955) was used,
as shown in (135), in alphabetical order, with assumed Proto Bantu etyma. [t has been
generally found that the shortest 100-word list used to-date is reliable and useful to a large

extent (Hymes 1960:12)

(135)

abdomen, stomach, belly *-da; all *-(n)ce, *-yona; arm, hand *-kono, *-boko; ashes *-bu;
back (n)*-gongo; bad *-br; bark *-koba; bird, *-nyoni, *-dege; bite *-dum-; blood *-gadi,
*-(n)yinga bone *-kupa; breast *-beede; child, infant *-yana; cloud *-dunde: cold *-pepo:
come *-yij-; cook (vt)*-dug-, *-teek-; dark, black *-yidu; daytime *-cI, *-juba; die"
*-ku-; dog *-bua; drink (vt)*-nu-; ear *-toi, *-kUtU: eat *-dI-; egy *-gI; eye yco
lea(her *-yoya; fingernail *-jada; fire *-yoto, *-dxdo; fish *-comba, *-cur; *-ct fly (vi) *-
pap-, *-guduk-: give *-pa, *-yink; go *-gi-, *-yend-; good *-yija: great, big. large,
powerful *-kodu; hair *-yurdr, ‘-yuede he, she *-kue, *-ye(e); head *-tue; hear *-yi

*-teg- *-pud-; heart *-kodo, *-tima, *-yoyo; horn, ivory *-pembe; I *-ne; kill *-yil
bud(ag)-; knee *-du(i); know *-man(i)-; leaf *-yani; leg, foot *-gudu: liver *-tima;
long/tall *-deepu, *-tads, *-de; louse *-da; male, man, husband *-koci; *-dume; many *-
yingl; meat *-(n)yama; milk *-beede; moon *-yedi; mountain *-gudu. *-dundu; mouth
*-domo, *-nua; name *-yina; neck *-ki(i)ngo, *-koti; new *-pra; night *-tiku; nose *-
puda, *-judu, *-y1do; oil, fat *-kuta; old *-kudu; one *-mo; path, way *-jida; person *-
nto; rain (n) *-buda; root *-di; sand *-canga; say *-buid-; see *-bon-: seed *-beyu. *-
buto; short *-kupt, sing *-yImb-; sit *-yikad-; skin *-koba, *-kanda, *-d1dr?; sleep (vi)*-
daad-, *-gon-; small *-niini, *-ke; smoke *-yoki; soil *-dongo; stand *-yIm(1d1d)-; star
*-tondua, *-yo(n)ti; stone *-bue; sun *-juba; tail *-kida; that *-da/e, *-dIa, VCVo : they
*-bo; tongue *-dImi; tooth *-yino; tree *-t1, *-pIKI; two *-bIdr; water *-I; we *-cue,
*-yitue; what *-kI; white *-yedu; who *-nani; woman, female *-ke, *-kadi; you (sg)
(thou) *-be; you (pl) (ye) *-mUe, *-nue
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(iiii) Where there were two or more words in the English gloss, they were retained if they all
referred to a polysemous word in Proto Bantu or its daughter languages. Gudschinsky
(1956:179) suggests using only one word as an equivalent where two words compete equally,
by choosing one randomly, preferably by tossing a coin. This advice was not followed in both

the English gloss and Proto Bantu forms in some of the words.

(iv) The selection of Proto Bantu forms was not always straightforward. Two, sometimes
three, and even more reconstructions were available for one word in Proto Bantu, as in “all’
*-(n)ce, *-yona; ‘arm, hand’ *-kono, *-boko; blood *-gadi, (n)yinga; "cook (vt)’ *-dug-,

*-teek-; "die’ *-ki-, *-ku-; “fire’ *-yoto, *-d1do; and “seed’ *-beyu, *-buto

To accommodate such a situation, the following approach was adopted: the comparisons
were done using all protoforms, each language according to the words it had in its lexical

inventory. It was this list which was adopted as representative of simultaneous

) ion and similarity subgrouping. It will be noted here
that, while the method adhered to strict cognation, it also simultaneously measured similarity,
just as Fairbanks (1955:120) notes that a consistent relationship between cognation and
similarity counts is normally displayed. Using this method yields consistently higher figures
of inherited words across the board, compared to relatively lower figures if a strictly
monogenetic approach was adopted. For instance, if the lexemes {-kolo} and {-tima} were

both listed in English as ‘heart’, in Proto Bantu they are two words. Languages sharing
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either word had a cognate score, while those not sharing it got a zero

4.1.2 Lexicostatistics of language pairs
This is the standard procedure, and each of the 28 language varieties was compared to the
rest to determine shared vocabulary between each pair. The following procedure was

adopted:

(i) Each language variety was compared lexeme by lexeme with each of the other 27 varieties
inturn to measure cognation against Proto Bantu, as sample (136) shows. Only the “zeroes”
were entered, and any blank space indicated cognation. Any other system representing
cognation/non-cognation would have been adopted, since this was chosen for convenience
only. In (136), S/N is the serial number of each word in the list compiled by Nurse and
Philippson. The two-letter codes are iconic representations of the language varieties used for
convenience. The first two letters of each language variety are trom the root of each name
in the Roman alphabet, which excludes any phonetic symbol that would take more space.

These symbols are also indicated in the list of abbreviations.



(136)

Language variety < SN|si |si |si|si|sio|sio|si

PB and Gloss Yo |Lo |Su [Ne |Ki |Da | Ny

abdomen, stomach *-da | 133

all *~(n)ce,* -yona 926 g |9 o Jo |0 Jo
0 o o o

arm, hand *-kono, *-boko | 55| _|°

LLanguages from other zones were included as a control to determine if the method can really
differentiate between languages assumed to belong to other zones. They were selected
because some are also adjacent to one or more of the Zone F languages. although

1KiNyakyusa M31: (Ky) is not adjacent to any Zone F language, only nearer to 1c1Woungo

F25: (Wu),

(ii) The scale was binary, | for cognation, and 0 for non-cognation. Cognation was defined
as any regularity of morpheme realization in any lexeme believed to be derived from a
common proto language and which is manifested in descendant languages and their dialects
as regular, but not necessarily, by identical shapes, as illustrated in (137) (The full list is
shown in Appendix 11). In this case, a word was either cognate or it was not. Thus, ma-Bu,
‘ma-wii, and ma-vii are cognate to Proto Bantu *-bu, “ash’, awarded I, while ma-tuandé and

ma-filindu both “ash’ are not, and therefore are coded 0.
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(137)

(iii) Doubtful cases were ignored and awarded a 0, while probable ones were given a full 1,
so that any bias in awarding | or 0 cancelled each other between the two scenarios. For
instance, in SiSiloomba and SiYoombe, {ilunde] “cloud’ was not recognized as cognate to
Proto Bantu *-dunde “cloud’, although it was so recognized in KimunaSukuma as {ilunde}
because, SiSiloombo and SiYoombe do not allow *d /_u >1 due to Bantu Spirantization
obtaining in them. So, {ilunde} was judged as a loan, probably from KimunaSukuma, since
the form from an inherited lexeme would have been {ivunde}. Likewise. KIK1mbu North
{liihu} “long’ was judgedto bea loan, probably from K1Konoongo or KINyanyeembe {liihu .
from Proto Bantu *-deepu ‘long’, since the regular correspondence of *p in KIK1tmbu is /p/

without exception.

On the other hand, KeeMbuwe { mbuuye| ‘stone’ or KiiRangi. KinyaRwanda. KiHangaaza,
and KiVinza {ifuye} were treated as cognates of Proto Bantu *-bue “stone’ where the
inserted /y/ was regarded as an articulatory strategy only, similar to other reproductions like

{mabwe} in KIK1Imbu and iKiFuliiru, {mawe} in KiSwahili or K1Sukuma.

Another consideration involved words which in Proto Bantu were given many forms. as

reconstructed by Guthrie (1967-1971). These different but cognate forms were not sifted and
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solidified by Guthrie to obtain only one or two reconstructions. One extreme case is that for
“all’. It has thirteen morphemes, although on closer examination, they can be reduced to only
two, *-ce and *-ona. The rest are reflexes in the different languages. These morphemes for
“all’ are *-ce, *-co, *-yence, *-yoce, *-yonce, *-yonco, *-yonca, *-yocI, *-yoci,*-yote, *-
yoti, *- yonti, and *-yona. Likewise, {iwe}(KiSwahili, {iBuye| (iGiHa), !ibwe}

(1K1Nyakyusa), | livue } (KiWanji), { libuhi} (KiPogolo) and {igwe} (KInILaamba) ‘stone are

all cognate forms of *-bue ‘stone’

(iv) After the 100-word list for each pair was compared, the Os were counted, representing
the percentage of non-cognation, which was proto form loss through replacement by
borrowing or other forms of innovation. The remaining count was shared cognation. Since
it was a 100-word list, the figures so obtained were the final percentages, needing no
conversion. Conversely therefore, the Os could also be represented as the only marked forms,
and their count out of the 100 total would constitute the rate or extent of innovation or loss

in each language variety.

4.1.2.1 Lexicostatistical subgrouping: procedure and results

The results shown in 7ables 4.1 to 4.12 represent the relationship between the Zone F
language varieties to each other. In addition, the languages external to Zone F are also
compared. On the other hand, Tables 4.13 10 4.15 illustrate the difficulty of inclusion and

exclusion in grouping, based on statistics. Some languages like CiGogo which are outside
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Zone F show more affinity than languages supposed to be members of Zone F. Based on the

percentages, the following master table was made, as shown in 7uble 4. 1.

Table 4.1. Lexicostatistical relationships betveen Zone F and some adjacent languages

Be
52Lo

64 57 Su

6257 87 Nt

66 59 90 90 Ki

64 58 86 84 87 Da

7057 78 76 80 81 Ny

7260 7977 81 81 84 Ga

68 58 8180 84 84 84 84 Ko

6356 77 78 80 78 79 79 84 Kn

6255767577 76 74 75 78 82 Ks

6764 687071 70 72 78 73 67 68 Si

6766 707273 72 74 82 75 71 68 84 Yo

5550 757576 75 69 70 74 75 74 66 65 Us

5651747476 74 69 70 75 75 73 67 66 83 La

5652 787982 77 73 73 77 76 7269 69 79 77 Ha

5858 757176 75 71 72 74 74 7168 68 71 70 74 Ah

5756 767376 76 70 71 74 74 7266 71 73 71 76 80 Rw

5553 7169 72 72 66 68 69 70 67 63 64 6968 71 79 77 Mu

5653 7066 71 71 70 67 73 72 70 60 61 66 67 66 71 69 69 Mb

5142 656164 65 61 61 66 67 64 53 55 59 58 60 62 62 61 64 Ra

6153 64 64 64 66 69 69 70 71 70 53 64 62 64 64 64 62 60 63 56 Wu

50 57 55 55 57 56 53 60 56 52 52 57 58 50 51 52 53 54 51 49 42 48 Hy

59 54 58 59 61 56 61 65 61 57 56 64 64 54 52 54 59 65 55 54 57 58 52 Hh

54 47 59 58 61 63 64 66 64 64 64 57 66 57 59 60 61 59 60 63 60 63 49 54 Go
43 40 44 43 46 47 51 52 48 49 52 46 46 43 45 45 48 45 45 47 43 49 42 41 57 He
52 46 55 54 57 55 57 58 68 58 59 52 53 53 54 54 55 54 52 56 45 57 48 56 60 49 Ky
53 49 6261 65 65 63 67 69 65 6155 57 6062 62 65 66 64 65 61 61 49 53 61 48 55 Sw

For convenience, the shared percentages on the right-most edge on the diagonal line were
arranged so that the pairs with the lowest percentages were placed at the end of the Zone F
spectrum, either to the top or bottom of the diagonal. Assumed linguistic relatedness and
known geographical proximity were also considered where it was feasible. Then, the highest

figure on that diagonal was identified and the pair merged as one unit
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Table 4.2. Collapsing highest percentage of Table 4.1 (90%)

Be

52 Lo

64 57 Su

64 58 89 Nk

64 58 86 86 Da

7057 78 78 81 Ny

7260 79 79 81 84 Ga

68 58 81 82 84 84 84 Ko

6356 77 79 78 79 79 84 Kn

6255 76 76 76 74 75 78 82Ks

6764 68 71 70 72 78 73 67 68 Si

6766 70 73 72 74 82 75 71 68 84 Yo

5550 75 76 75 69 70 74 75 74 66 65 Us

56 51 74 75 74 69 70 75 75 73 67 66 83 La
565278 81 77 73 7377 76 7269 69 79 77 Ha
5858 7574 7571 7274 74 7168 68 7170 74 Ah

5756 76 75 76 70 71 74 74 7266 71 73 71 76 80 Rw

5553 71 71 72 66 68 69 70 67 63 64 69 68 71 79
56 53 70 69 71 70 67 73 72 70 60 61 66 67 66 71
5142 65 63 65 61 61 66 67 64 53 55 59 58 60 62
6153 64 64 66 69 69 70 71 70 53 64 62 64 64 64
50 57 55 56 56 53 60 56 52 52 57 58 50 51 52 53
59 54 58 60 56 61 65 61 57 56 64 64 54 52 54 59
54 47 59 60 63 64 66 64 64 64 57 66 57 59 60 61
4340 44 45 47 51 52 48 49 52 46 46 43 45 4548
5246 55 56 55 57 58 68 58 59 52 53 53 54 54 55
5349 62 63 65 63 67 69 65 61 55 57 6062 62 65

77 Mu

69 69 Mb

62 61
62 60
54 51
65 55
59 60
45 45
54 52
66 64

64 Ra

63 56 Wu

49 42 48 Hy

54 57 58 52 Hh

63 60 63 49 54 Go

47 43 49 42 41 57 He

56 45 57 48 56 60 49 Ky
65 61 6149 53 61 48 55 Sw

To determine the affinity between the varieties, the highest figure for each preceding table was

collapsed, and the resulting new configuration became the subsequent table. In 7uble 4.2, the

highest figure of Table 4.1 was taken as 90% (NUKi) = GnaNtuzu + JinaK1tya. The two

language varieties were combined to be one entity, Nk, with the shared retention rate of 90%.

Since Nk became one language, all the other languages associated with it as a single entity

were adjusted accordingly.



To treat Nk as a single language, their two rows and columns associated with the other
languages were collapsed inta ane row and column respectively. For instance, with
KrmunaSukuma, the shared vocabulary percentage in 7able 4.1 is 87% with GinaNtuzu and
90% with JinaK1tya. To obtain a single shared figure, the two were added, and then divided
by two: (a) 87 + 90 =177, (b) 177+2=88.5, or approximately 89%. This became the shared

percentage between Nk and Su (KimunaSukuma), appearing in Tuble 4.2.

Likewise, the shared figures of KiLoongo (Lo) with GznaNtuzu and JinaK1rya (Nk) in 7able
4.1 are 57% and 58% respectively. These are collapsed by adding, and then dividing them
by two, to obtain 58%. This figure appears in Tahle 4.2 as a percentage between Nk and Lo.
The figures collapsed in these rows are combined vertically, taking the top row figure (57%).
then adding it to the bottom row figure (58%). The procedure is repeated to the end of the
rows until all language figures are collapsed to the utmost limit so that the languages cannot

be combined any more

On the other hand, the columns of figures which associate the combined language pairs are
added horizontally, taking one language on the left and then combining it with its paired
counterpart on its right. For instance, in Table 4./, GinaNtuzu and JinaK11ya share with
KrDakama 84% and 89% respectively. These two figures are horizontally placed. and by

combining them, then adding and dividing by two, the result is 86%, a percentage shown in
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Tuble 4.2. To aid reference of originally shared percentages, the numbers at the right margin

of the tables refer to those original shared figures for that combination.

Table 4.3. Collapsing highest percentage of Table 4.2 (89%)

Be
52Lo

64 58 Sk

64 58 86 Da
7057 78 81 Ny

726079 81 84 Ga

68 58 82 84 84
6356 78 78 79
625576 76 74
6764 70 70 72
676672 72 74
5550 76 75 69
56 5175 74 69
56 5280 77 73
5858757571
5756 76 76 70
5553 71 72 66
56 53 70 71 70
5142 64 65 61
6153 64 66 69
50 57 56 56 53
59 54 59 56 61
54 47 60 63 64
43 40 45 47 51
52 46 56 55 57
53 49 63 65 63

84 Ko

79 84 Kn

7578 82 Ks

78 73 67 68 Si

82 75 71 68 84 Yo

70 74 75 74 66 65 Us

70 75 7573 67 66 83 La

7377 76 7269 69 79 77 Ha

7274 74 7168 68 71 70 74 Ah

7174 747266 71 7371 76 80 Rw

68 69 70 67 63 64 6968 71 79 77 Mu

67 73 7270 60 61 66 67 66 71 69 69 Mb
61 66 67 64 53 55 59 58 60 62 62 61 64 Ra

69 70 71 70 53 64 62 64 64 64 62 60 63 56 Wu

60 56 52 52 57 58 50 51 52 53 54 51 49 42
65 61 57 56 64 64 54 52 54 59 65 55 54 57
66 64 64 B4 57 66 57 59 60 61 59 60 63 60
52 48 49 52 46 46 43 45 45 48 45 45 47 43
58 68 58 59 52 53 53 54 54 55 54 52 56 45
67 69 65 61 55 57 60 62 62 65 66 64 65 61

48 Hy

58 52 Hh

63 49 54 Go

49 42 41 57 He

57 48 56 60 49 Ky
61 49 53 61 48 55 Sw

89% = Sk ((NV/Ki) (GnaNtuzu + JinaK11ya) + Su (KimunaSukuma)

Percentage at right margin of table = Original shared % for combination



Table 4.4. Collapsing highest percentage of Table 4.3 (36%)

Be

52Lo

64 58 Sd Sd =86 Sk =89 Nk =90
70 57 80 Ny

7260 80 84 Ga

68 58 83 84 84 Ko

63 56 78 79 79 84 Kn

625576 74 75 78 82 Ks

6764 70 72 78 73 67 68 Si

6766 72 74 82 75 71 68 84 Yo

5550 76 69 70 74 75 74 66 65 Us

565175 69 70 75 757367 66 83 La

565279 73 73 77 76 7269 69 79 77 Ha

5858 75 71 7274 74 71 68 68 71 70 74 Ah

5756 76 70 71 74 74 7266 71 73 71 76 80 Rw

5553 72 66 68 69 70 67 63 64 69 68 71 79 77 Mu

56 53 71 70 67 73 72 70 60 61 66 67 66 71 69 69 Mb

5142 65 61 61 66 67 64 53 55 59 58 60 62 62 61 64 Ra

6153 65 69 69 70 71 70 53 64 62 64 64 64 62 60 63 56 Wu

50 57 56 53 60 56 52 52 57 58 50 51 52 53 54 51 49 42 48 Hy

59 54 58 61 65 61 57 56 64 64 54 52 54 59 65 55 54 57 58 52 Hh

54 47 62 64 66 64 64 64 57 66 57 59 60 61 59 60 63 60 63 49 54 Go

43 40 46 51 52 48 49 52 46 46 43 45 45 48 45 45 47 43 49 42 41 57 He
52 46 56 57 58 68 58 59 52 53 53 54 54 55 52 56 45 57 48 56 60 49 Ky
53 49 64 63 67 69 65 61 55 57 60 62 62 65 64 65 61 61 49 53 61 48 55 Sw

86% = Sd = (NUKi (GinaNtuzu + JinaKirya) + Su (KimunaSukuma) + Da (KiDakama)
Sd = Original KiSukuma group (Su,Nt Ki) + KiDakama (Da)

Percentage at right margin of table = Original shared % for combination

In Table 4.4, two sets of languages share 84% (a) KINyanyeembe (Ny), SiGalagaanza (Ga)
and K1Konoongo (Ko), and (b) SiSiloombo (Si) and SiYoombe (Yo). They are both
iconically labelled Nz, for core KNyamweezi and Sy for core SiSuumbwa. Although it

appears that KIK1imbu North (Kn) would ideally be collapsed with the Nz group



Table 4.5. Collapsing highest percentage of Table 4.4 ($4%)

Be

52Lo

64 58 sd Sd = 86 Sk =89 Nk =90
70 58 81 Nz Nz = 84

63 56 78 81 Kn

6255 76 76 82 Ks

6765 71 76 69 68 Sy Sy =84

5550 76 71 75 74 66 Us

565175717573 67 83La

56 52 79 74 76 72 69 79 77 Ha

58 58 75 72 74 71 68 71 70 74 Ah

5756 76 72 74 7269 7371 76 80 Rw

5553 72 67 70 67 64 6968 77 79 77 Mu

56 53 71 70 72 70 61 66 67 66 71 69 69 Mb

5142 65 63 67 64 54 59 58 60 62 62 61 64 Ra
6153 65 69 71 70 59 6264 64 64 62 60 63 56 Wu
50 57 56 56 52 52 58 50 51 52 53 54 51 49 42 48 Hy

50 54 58 62 57 56 64 54 52 54 59 65 55 54 57 58 52 Hh
54 47 62 65 64 64 62 57 59 60 61 59 60 63 60 63 49 54 Go
43 40 46 50 49 52 46 43 45 45 48 45 45 47 43 49 42 41 57 He
52 46 56 61 58 50 53 53 54 54 55 54 52 56 45 57 48 56 60 49 Ky
5349 64 66 65 61 56 60 62 62 65 66 64 65 61 61 49 53 61 48 55 Sw
84% = Nz (K (Ny), SiG: (Ga), KIK (Ko); Sy = 84%

(SiSiloombo (Si), SiYoombe (Y0)).

Percentage at right margin of table = Original shared % for combination

because it shares an 84% rate with K1Konoongo (Ko), its shared rate with the other two,

Kil (Ny) and SiG:; (Ga) are i lower at 79%, ing that

K1K11mbu North (Kn) does not have such an immediate genetic relationship with Nz as a
group. Most probably, the bond is with individual varieties facilitated by proximity and

borrowing.
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Table 4.6. Collapsing highest percentage of Table 4.5 (83%)

Be

52Lo

64 58 Sd Sd Sk =89 Nk =90
70 58 81 Nz Nz =84

63 56 78 81 Kn
6255 76 76 82 Ks
6765 71 76 69 68 Sy Sy
56 51 76 71 75 74 67 Ul ul
56 52 79 74 76 72 69 78 Ha
58 58 75 72 74 71 68 71 74 Ah
5756 76 72 74 72 69 72 76 80 Rw
5553 72 67 70 67 6469 71 79 77 Mu
5653 71 7270 6167 66 71 69 69 Mb
67 64 54 59 60 62 62 61 64 Ra
7170 5963 64 64 62 60 63 56 Wu

56 52 52 58 51 52 53 54 51 49 42 48 Hy

62 57 56 64 53 54 59 65 55 54 57 58 52 Hh
54 47 62 65 64 64 62 58 60 61 59 60 63 60 63 49 54 Go
43 40 46 50 49 52 46 44 45 48 45 45 47 43 49 42 41 57 He
5246 56 61 58 59 53 54 54 55 54 52 56 45 57 48 56 60 49 Ky
5349 64 66 6561 5661 62 65 66 64 65 61 61 49 53 61 48 55 Sw

70
63
69

89% = Sk ((Nt/Ki) (GInaNtuzu + JinaK11ya) + Su (KImunaSukuma)

86% d = (NUKi (GInaNtuzu + JinaK11ya) + Su (KImunaSukuma) + Da (K1Dakama)
84% = Nz (K1l (Ny), SiG (Ga), KIK (Ko)

84% y (SiSiloombo (Si), SiYoombe (Yo)).

83% = Ul (KnaUshoola (Us) + KiniLaamba Central (La)

Percentage at right margin of table = Original shared % for combination



Table 4.7. Collapsing highest percentage of Table 4.6 (82%)

Be
52Lo

64 58 Sk

70 58 81 Nz
63 56 77 79 Km
6765 71 76
56 5176 71
565279 74
5858 75 72
5756 76 72
5553 72 67
5653 71 70
5142 65 63
6153 65 69
50 57 56 56
59 54 58 62
54 47 62 65
43 40 46 50
52 46 56 61
5349 64 66

Sd
Nz
Km
Sy

695y
7567 Ul
746978 Ha

ul

32328

736871 74 Ah

736972 76 80Rw

696469 71 79 77 Mu

716167 66 71 69 69 Mb

66 54 59 60 62 62 61 64 Ra

715963 64 64 62 60 63 56 Wu

525851 52 53 54 51 49 42 48 Hy

5764 53 54 59 65 55 54 57 58 52 Hh

64 6258 60 61 59 60 63 60 63 49 54 Go
514644 45 48 45 45 47 43 49 42 41 57 He
595354 54 55 54 52 56 45 57 48 56 60 49 Ky
635661 62 65 66 64 65 61 61 49 53 61 48 55 Sw

82% = Km (K1K1imbu North (Kn) + KIKIImbu North (Kn))

Table 4.8, Collpsing highest percentage of Table 4.7 (81%)

Be SN =81 Nk
52 Lo Sk

67 58 SN Sd

63 56 78 Km Km =82 Nz
6765 74 69 Sy Sy =84

5651 74 7567 Ul ul =83

56 52 77 74 69 78 Ha

5858 74 736871 74 Ah

5756 74 736972 76 80 Rw

5553 70 696469 71 79 77 Mu

5653 71 716167 66 71 69 69 Mb

5142 64 66 54 59 60 62 62 61 64 Ra

6153 67 715963 64 64 62 60 63 56 Wu

5057 56 52 58 51 52 53 54 51 49 42 48 Hy

5954 60 5764 53 54 59 65 55 54 57 58 52 Hh

54 47 64 64 62 58 60 61 59 60 63 60 63 49 54 Go

4340 48 514644 45 48 45 45 47 43 49 42 41 5T He
5246 59 59 5354 54 55 54 52 56 45 57 48 56 60 49 Ky
5349 65 63 5661 62 65 66 64 65 61 61 49 53 61 48 55 Sw.
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Table 4.9. Collapsing highest percentage of Table 4.8 (30%)

Be Sk =89 Nk =90
52Lo Sy =84 Ul =83
67 58 SN SN =81 Sd =86
6356 78 Km

6765 74 69 Sy Nz =84
5651 74 7567 Ul Km =82
5652 77 74 6978 Ha

5857 74 736972 75 Ar Ar =80

5553 70 696469 7178 Mu

5653 71 716167 66 70 69 Mb

5142 64 66 5459 6062 61 64 Ra

6153 67 715963 6463 60 63 56 Wu

5057 56 525851 5254 51 49 42 48 Hy

59 54 60 576453 5462 55 54 57 58 52Hh

5447 64 64 6258 6060 60 63 60 63 49 54 Go

4340 48 514644 4547 45 47 43 49 42 41 57 He
5246 57 595354 5455 52 56 45 57 48 56 60 49 Ky
5349 65 63 5661 6266 64 65 61 61 49 53 61 48 55 Sw

sl% = SN (Sk ((Nk (GInaNtuzu (Nt), JinaK1ya (Ki)) + Su (KtmunaSukuma) + Nz
(Ny), SiG (Ga), K1K (Ko))
80% = Ar (GiAhi (Ah), GIRwana (Rw))

Percentage at right margin of table = Original shared % for combination

G1naNtuzu + JinaK1Iya

Sk = Nk (GInaNtuzu + JinaK1tya) + KimunaSukuma

k (Nk (G + JinaKirya) + K: ) + KiDakama
Nz = Ki1l + KIK + SiG

iSiloombo + SiYoombe

tnaUshoola + KiniLaamba Central

Km = K1k1izmbu North + KIKIImbu South

SN=Sd+Nz

Ar = GiAhi + GIRwana




Table 4.10 Collapsing highest percentage of Table 4.9 (78% -SN - Kny)

Be Sk 89 Nk =90
52 Lo Sy =84 Ul =83
65 57 NM SN =81 Sd =86
6765 72 Sy Nz =84
5651 7567 Ul Km =82
5652 76 69 78 Ha

58 57 74 6972 75 Ar Ar =80
5553 70 64 69 7178 Mu NM =78
5653 716167 6670 69 Mb

5142 655459 6062 61 64 Ra

6153 69 5963 6463 60 63 56 Wu

5057 54 58 51 5254 51 49 42 48 Hy

5954 59 64 53 5462 55 54 57 58 52 Hh

54 47 64 6258 6060 60 63 60 63 49 54 Go

4340 50 46 44 4547 45 47 43 49 42 41 57 He
5246 58 5354 5455 52 56 45 57 48 56 60 49Ky
5349 64 5661 6266 64 65 61 61 49 53 61 48 55 Sw

78% = NM (SN + Km); Lm (Ul + Ha); RI (Ar + Mu)

Percentage at right margin of table = Original shared % for combination

GInaNtuzu + JinaK1rya
Nk (GrnaNtuzu + JinaK1tya) + KimunaSukuma
Sk (Nk (GInaNtuzu + JinaK1tya) + KimunaSukuma) + KiDakama
K1iNyanyeembe + K1Konoongo + SiGalagaanza

Sy = SiSiloombo + SiYoombe
Ul = K1naUshoola + KintLaamba
Km = K1kizmbu North + KIK1imbu South

SN =Sd + Nz

NM = SN + Km

iAhi + GIRwana
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Table 4.11 Collapsing highest percentage of Table 4.10 (78%-Ul - Ha)

58 57 7469 74 Ar
5553 70 64 70 78 Mu

sk =89
Sy =84
SN =81

56 53 71 61 67 70 69 Mb

5142 6554 6062 61 64 Ra
6153 69 59 64 63 60 63 56 Wu
50 57 54 58 5254 51 49 42 48 Hy

5246 58 53 54 55 52 S
5349 64 56 6266 64 6!

63 49 54 Go

49 42 41 57 He

45 57 48 56 60 49 Ky
61 6149 53 61 48 55 Sw

Percentage at right margin of table = Original shared % for combination

GInaNtuzu + JinaK1lya

Sk = Nk (GInaNtuzu + JinaK11ya) + KImunaSukuma

) + KiDakama

Sd = Sk (Nk (G: + JinaK11ya) + K
Nz=K: +KIK +SiG:

iSiloombo + SiYoombe

Km = K1knimbu North + KIK1imbu South

SN =S8d + Nz
Ar iAhi + GIRwana
NM =8N + Km

Lm = Ul + KintHaanzu



Table 4.12 Collapsing highest percentage of Table 4.11 (78%-Ar - Mu)

Be Sk Nk
52 Lo Sy ul
65 57 NM SN Sd
6765 72Sy Nz
56 52 76 68 Lm Km
5755 7267 72 Rt Ar
5653 7161 67 70 Mb NM
5142 6554 6062 64 Ra Lm

6153 69 59 6462 63 56 Wu Rt
50 57 54 58 5253 49 42 48 Hy

5954 5964 5459 54 57 58 52 Hh

5447 64 62 5960 63 60 63 49 54 Go
4340 5046 4546 47 43 49 42 41 57 He
5246 58 53 54 54 56 45 57 48 56 60 49 Ky
5349 64 56 6265 65 61 61 49 53 61 48 55 Sw

Percentage at right margin of table = Original shared % for combination

Nk = GnaNtuzu + JinaK1lya
+ JinaKnya) + K.

+ JinaK1tya) +K: ) + K1Dakama
1K + SiG:

+K:

Km = K1k1rmbu North + KIK1tmbu South
SN =8d + Nz

NM = SN + Km
Lm = Ul + KintHaanzu
RI = Ar + yInyaMunyinanyi

Table +4.12 indicates that 76% is the highest percentage. However, it is not at the edge. In
order to facilitate collapsing the pair which shares it, it is essential to shift it to the diagonal,
doing all the necessary adjustments in the rows and columns of relationships. The rearranged

configuration is indicated in 7ahle 4.13 by shifting Sy to the top of NM
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Table 4.13 Collapsing highest percentage of Table 4.12 (76%): Rearranging MN Lm

Be Sk Nk
52 Lo Sy ul
67 65 Sy SN Sd
65 57 72NM Nz
56 52 68 76 Lm Km
575567 72 72R1 Ar
56 53 61 71 67 70 Mb NM
5142 54 65 6062 64 Ra Lm
6153 59 69 64 62 63 56 Wu Rt

5057 58 54 5253 49 42 48 Hy

5954 64 59 54 59 54 57 58 52 Hh

54 47 62 64 5960 63 60 63 49 54 Go

434046 50 4546 47 43 49 42 41 57 He
5246 53 58 54 54 56 45 57 48 56 60 49Ky
5349 56 64 6265 65 61 61 49 53 61 48 55 Sw

Percentage at right margin of table = Original shared % for combination

Table 4. 14 Collapsing highest percentage of Table 4.13 (76%)

Be Sk =89 Nk =90
52 Lo Sy =84 Ul =83
67 65 Sy SN =81 Sd =86
6155 70 NL Km =82 Nz =84
57 55 67 72Rr Ar =80
56 53 61 69 70 Mb NM =78
514254 6362 64 Ra Ltm =78
6153 59 6762 63 56 Wu Rt =78

50 57 58 5353 49 42 48 Hy

59 54 64 5759 54 57 58 52 Hh

54 47 62 6260 63 60 63 49 54 Go

43 40 46 4846 47 43 49 42 41 57 He

52 46 53 5654 56 45 57 48 56 60 49Ky
5349 56 6365 65 61 6149 53 61 48 55 sw

Percentage at right margin of table = Original shared % for combination]

Nk = GInaNtuzu + JinaK11ya
Sk = Nk (GInaNtuzu + JinaKr1ya) + KrmunaSukuma
Sd = Sk (Nk (G + JinaK1tya) + K + KiDakama
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Nz =K1l + KIK + SiG:
Sy = SiSiloombo + SiYoombe

Ul = KinaUshoola + KinrLaamba Central
Km = K1k1tmbu North + KIK1imbu South

Lm = Ul + KintHaanzu
RI = Ar + yInyaMunyipanyi
NL=NM+Lm

Table 4.15 Collapsing highest percentage of Table 4.14 (72%)

Be Sk =89
52Lo Sy =84
67 65 Sy SN =81

59 55 69 NR Km =82

56 53 61 70 Mb Ar =80
5142 54 63 64 Ra

61 53 59 65 63 56 Wu

50 57 58 53 49 42 48 Hy

59 54 64 58 54 57 58 52 Hh
54 47 62 61 63 60 63 49 54 Go
43 40 46 47 47 43 49 42 41 57 He

52 46 53 55 56 45 57 48 56 60 49 Ky
53 49 56 64 65 61 6149 53 61 48 55 Sw

Nk = 90 Ul = 83
Sk=89  Km=82
Sd=8  SN=81
Nz =84 Ar = 80
Sy=8 NM=78

Percentage at right margin of table = Original shared % for combination

Nk = GInaNtuzu + JinaK1zya

Sk = Nk (GInaNtuzu + JinaKitya) + K

Sd = Sk (Nk (GInaNtuzu + JinaK1tya) + KimunaSukuma) + K1Dakama
Nz = K1Ny + KIK. + SiG:

Sy = SiSiloombo + SiYoombe
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Ul = K1naUshoola + Kin1Laamba Central
Km = K1kitmbo North + K1Kiimbu South

SN=8d+Nz
Ar = GiAhi + GIRwana
NM = SN + Km

Lm = Ul + KinrHaanzu

RI = Ar + yInyaMunyinanyi
NL=NM +Lm

NR =NL + Rz

For practical purposes, 7able 4. 15 can be the final stage in combining the languages. although

this raises the question of cut-off points in sub-grouping, When dealing with the classification

of related using lexi istics, where should sub-grouping stop in

percentages and combining them into nodes of related languages/dialects? According to
glottochronology, the method from which all the assumptions in lexicostatistics are based, the
interval from NR to KeeMbuwe is 1182 years' (or the split occurred in 817 AD), given the
70% shared vocabulary, recorded in 1999. With SiSuumbwa, the shared vocabulary with NR
is 69% or 1230 years ago, in 769 AD. This span is suspect because it does not change much
even when compared to lower levels like dialects. With K1Sukuma, SiSuumbwa shares 71%
orthey split 1135 years ago in 864 AD; with KINyamweezi, excluding KrDakama they share
76% or the split occurred 910 years ago in 1089 AD. Since most of the languages forming

NR share ies in the 80%s, then Si in the 70%s is unlikely to be joined to

them, and hence the cut-off point is justified.

! A table of all percentages and the years they represent is presented and discussed in
4.1.2.3, Tables 4.16-18 when absolute chronology is compared to relative chronology
discussed in Chapter 3.
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But the difficulty of determining a limit remains real when the lower percentages after 72%
are separated by short intervals only, such as 70%, followed by 69%, etc. Since the rates of
shared retention are relative distances, the higher than 70% rate within the NR node is
suggestive of a minimum, which can be observed even in 7able 4./. Addressing this question
of a cut-off limit, Hymes (1960:26-7) points out that it is a difficult matter to decide. partly
because of inadequate studies on procedure, but also partly because of the many factors
involved in differentiating related languages. When speakers of languages separate, distance
from each other over time increases linguistically and spacially. With more quantity of

distance and time of i icati ly fails because the languages

spoken by the two separated speech communities change in quality from the earlier. common
form. On the other hand. when speakers of two languages are adjacent, with communication
between them constant, their languages, even if they are different, will tend to converge
because time or space bridges, rather than increases, the gap of communication. For instance,
ifin the NR node the percentage is generally higher, then any slight variation draws attention.
This is clearly shown by SiSuumbwa, which, though its speakers have been adjacent with the
NR languages for a long time, maintains a visible difference in shared retention, in the 70s,
while the neighbouring NR languages are consistently in the mid- 80s or higher (See 7uble

41).
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4.1.2.2 Levicostatisti iping: Analysis and discussion of results
Lexically, the statistics show that Zone F excludes five original members, namely
1c1Woungu. KiBende, KiiRapgi, KeeMbuwe and KiLoongo. Of these, KiLoongo was
normally ignored in the past and therefore it did not feature in any zone. except for mentions
in anthropological or archaeological studies (Abrahams 1967, Soper and Golden 1969). On
the other hand, the other four are the same languages which have been a focus of affiliation
scepticism for some time, from being not known well enough (Nurse (1979a:28-9), Nurse and
Philippson 1980:47-8). to that of being reasonably known enough to warrant some
conclusions, although a systematic study had not been conducted (Nurse 1999:10-1)
SiSuumbwa is borderline between known and unknown, for some time now characterized

by uncertain statements of affiliation and history.

Those included in Zone F are not that homogeneous either since there are clear subdivisions
based on the different shared retention rates as shown in Figure 4./. The shared retention
rates among different levels are summarized in 7able 4.15, and reproduced below for

convenience.
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(138)

Figure 4.1 Linguistic tree from retention rates for Zone F

]

Nk = 90 Ul =83
Sk = 89 Km = 82
Sd = 86 SN = 81
Nz = 84 Ar = 80
Sy = 84 NM = 78
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From the shared percentages in (138), a linguistic tree of 14 nodes can be constructed (Figure
4.1). Itis encouraging to note that the traditional groupings within Zone F are more or less
the same, except that their internal relationships show the hierarchy in which the different
dialects are associated. The traditional Zone F listings, as in other zones, did not suggest any

identified, as though ing that all di

coordinate partners.

An important point noted by Nurse and Philippson (1980:38-9) with regard to the 76
languages they investigated concerns influence due to closeness, regardless of genetic

affiliation, whereby higher similarities are regi with closer neigl as higher

percentages of shared retention, and consistently lower with distant ones. This proximity
hypothesis in raising or lowering retention rates is informative with regard to cut-off points.
In our data, the shared percentages depended on whether the neighbour had a higher or lower
percentage rate of retention, suggesting that a language with a higher figure on its own would
have an even higher one if its neighbour had an equal or higher rate, and vice versa. For
instance. KeeMbuwe would show higher shared rates if it were surrounded by equally Bantu
languages with higher retention rates, while KiLoongo would show a lower rate than is
currently shown, because it is surrounded by K1Sukuma, with higher retention rates. In other
words, if a language which had lost much of its inherited vocabulary came in contact with,
and borrowed from, languages which had a higher retention rate, it would itself seem to have

retained a higher retention rate. The converse is true with regard to the lowering effects of’
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neighbouring languages. KiKirmbu is phonologically conservative and stable, but it is
surprising that the retention rate is lower than expected. The likely explanation is contact
with KINyamweezi which lowered the count by replacing the original words. It may be the
case that KiBende would have a lower retention rate if it were not adjacent to K1Konoongo

or SiGalagaanza.

Because of this scenario. the K1Sukuma (89%), KINyamweezi (84%), SiSuumbwa (84%).
KiK1tmbu (82%), KinILaamba (78%) and K1RImi (78%) groups’ internal rates would be
different if they were not surrounded by languages which tend to lower or raise their shared
percentages. And since this larger group of 6 subgroups is characterized by high retention
rates, its rate would be even higher than the current 83% average between them if they did
not hypothetically experience that contact. With this high average figure for the 6 groups.
the exclusion of 1ctWuungu, KiBende, KiiRangi, KeeMbuwe and KiLoongo at 70% or less.
is justified. Otherwise, many languages including those outside the zone would behave like

the immediate sister languages of Zone F.

This also raises the question of the role of mutual borrowing in contact situations. For
instance, KintHaanzu’s proximity with JinaK11ya makes its overall figures closer to those of
Ki1Sukuma-K1Nyamweezi than to some of the members of its KinILaamba group, as shown
in Tuble 4.1. This supports and explains the similarity of some phonological features

described in Chapter 3., illustrating the case pointed out by Hinnebusch (1999:176-8) about
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similarity due 10 language contact. When speakers of different languages interact often, the
relationship leads to the diffusion of vocabulary and its phonological features from and into
those languages. Thomason and Kaufman (1988:53) actually suggest that features can be
borrowed from one language into another even when they do not fit the typological nature
of the other language. They may later become significant innovations in the recipient
language. When the languages in question are typologically the same, and the speakers have
been adjacent and interacting for a long time, detecting borrowing between them is a

challenge, so that any slight difference is significant.

4.1.2.3 Lexicostatistics, absolute chronology and linguistic grouping in Zone F

While the results closely resemble the traditional classification of the obvious individual

groups like Si , KiSukuma, K i, KIRImi, KIKiImbu, 1CtWuungu.
KiiRangi, KeeMbuwe and KiBende, to a great extent expected zonal unity is undermined

In the linguistic tree. some languages are excluded because of retaining lower vocabulary

percentages than expected. The variation should be small if languages really belong to the

same group. Because | ionshi n be graded ina i f closeness rather

than viewed as discrete entities, including or excluding any member like SiSuumbwa and

KeeMbuwe from Zone F is a difficult decision, as they have relatively higher gesthan

the rest of the excluded varieties. This indeterminate division into discrete units between one

language or dialect and another n¢eds an interpretation ot the patterns observed in a historical

perspective based on what really happened



The relationships between languages shown in the tables above so far suggest that the

prospects for Zone F maintenance are improved. Chapter 3 greatly undermined the unity of

the zone by showing how irregularly the major ical pr istril inZone

F, indicating a doubtful genetic relationship. The vocabulary in this chapter presentsa better
picture by showing that, although the lexicostatistical application excludes some members,
the remaining ones show some cohesion. But as pointed out above. lexical unity may also
have been mainly facilitated by the lengthy proximity of the speech communities. The effect
is seen in how the rates of shared vocabulary are modified when languages are adjacent, as

observed by Nurse and Philippson (1980a).

For instance, while some traditional classifications group KinrLaamba, KiRrmi and
KIK1Imbu as one unit, on the one hand, and SiSuumbwa, K1Sukuma and K1Nyamweezi on
the other as core units of Zone F, our study displays different hierarchies as shown in /igure
4.1 (Cf Nurse 1979a:28). The levels in this lexicostatistically based pattern indicate that,
SiSuumbwa is out of the picture. a situation which Nurse (1979a) notes as an influence ta
SiSuumbwa, as an F member, by the GiHa and KiZinza group. The remaining ones,
KiSukuma, KiNyamweezi, KinLaamba, K1R1mi and KIK1tmbu branch in a complicated

way. The following are the results of the patterns in Figure 4./, The first sphit removed
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KIRmi from the larger group 1089 years ago, in 910 AD, indicated by 72% of shared

vocabulary, illustrated in Table 4. 16 for all the possible split times in our study*

Tuble 4.16 Time estimates of language separation using index of .86 for 1000 years
expressed as a percentage rate of retention (Ret) of shared vocabulary.

Ret% | Years | Ret% | Years | Ret% | Vears | Ret% | Years | Ret% | Years
90 | 349 80 | 740 70| 1182 60 | 1693 50 | 2298
89| 38 79| 781 69| 1230 59 | 1749 49 | 2365
88 | 42 78| 824 68 | 1279 58 | 1806 48 | 2433
87| 462 77| 866 67 | 1328 57 | 1864 47 | 2503
86 | 500 76| 910 66| 1317 56 | 1922 46 | 2574
85| 539 75| 954 65 | 1428 55 | 1982 45 | 2647
84| s78 74| 998 64 | 1480 54 | 2043 44 | 2722
83| 618 73| 1043 63| 1532 53 | 2105 43 | 2798
82| 658 72| 1089 62 | 1585 52| 2168 42| 2876
81 699 71| 138 61| 1639 51| 2232 41| 2956
40 | 3038
(139)

Nk = 90 U=8 Lm=78

Sk = 89 Km = 82 Rr =78

Sd = 86 SN = 81 NL = 76

Nz = 84 Ar = 80 NR = 72

Sy = 84 NM = 78

* The years in this table use the formula ¢ ~ /og C 2/og r introduced in Chapter I,
where / is the time of separation in years, obtained by calculating (', a percentage of the
retained words from a list of 100 words, and r is a given constant 86, which is assumed to
be a ratio of 86 words retained out of 100 after the initial 1000 years have passed
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The percentages in (139) are those calculated from Zables 4.1 to 4. 13, as shared vocabulary

between the nodes identified. They are repeated here for ease of reference. From the tree,

after KIRmi split, the remaining group split into two again, 910 years ago, in 1089 AD,

when KiniLaamba diverged, as shown by the shared vocabulary of 76% at that level. In
1175 AD, KIK1imbu diverged from the remaining group, shown as a retention rate of 78%.
It was at that same period that KintHaanzu splintered from the larger KintLaamba group
which had split earlier. When KIK1Imbu split from the remaining larger group, it was the
K1Nyamweezi and K1Sukuma groups that still remained together. In 1300 AD, or 699 years
ago, they split. KINyanyeembe, KtKonoongo and SiGalagaanza s one group. and K1Sukuma
and K1Dakama another. shown with a shared retention of 81%. K1Dakama split from the rest
of the K1Sukuma dialects later. in 1499, or 500 years ago, with a shared retention of 86%.
Modern K1Sukuma dialects began to be differentiated in 1613 when KimunaSukuma split
trom the others, some 386 years ago, indicated as 89% of shared vocabulary. And in 1650.

or 349 years ago. JinaK1lya and GinaNtuzu separated (90%).

How historically true are these years of splits? This is a different matter which the method
itself can only be credited for proposing. The rest may depend on two things: availability of
corroborating external evidence and the interpretation of the results, especially of any

unexpected deviations from the facts of known history.



To begin with, dates by other researchers concerning Zone F or its members can put these

Ily based ions in ive, although these are not many. Neither are

they reliable, since they are also only hypotheses of the events. For instance. Ehret
(1984:489) gives some dates for part of Zone F. Although he does not state how he got
those approximate years, their similarity with ours is striking and interesting. as compared in

(140):

(140)

Ehret’s estimates (1984:489) This study s lexicostatistical figures

By 500 AD: Division of Proto Takama By 1300 AD: F32, F31, F24 and F2I/F22
into 3 groups: F21/F22, F24 and F31/F32  divided, though F32 split in 910 AD

1100-1600 AD Divisions of KiWembere 910: Split of KiRimi from the rest of

speakers (KrnILaamba and K1R1mi) Zone F core group
The margins of error of the dates in (140) depend on the method used and the assumptions
of the beginnings of humanity. From the years by Ehret indicated above, lexicostatistics is not
that bad for giving rough estimates of linguistic relationship, just as it works to some
reasonable degree when the lexicostatistical results are subjected to glottochronology., as a
measure of absolute dating applied to the nodes. Even Carbon 14 depends on ideal conditions
for the accuracy of its results. If the historical facts of an area are known by other means,
then the figures of lexicostatistics begin to make sense. This is consonant with the metaphor
of Carbon 14: ifit is contaminated, the years obtained may not match the actual chronology.
In linguistic terms, when a speech community remains in relative isolation, maintaining
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constant communication between its members, the language is unlikely to change in an
irregular way. This will be reflected by high retention rates. This is an ideal situation which
rarely obtains in reality, except in a few rare cases (Ross 1998:142). On the other hand, when

movements and interactions of people are numerous, especially when there are social.

political and economic changes and up like wars, pestil plunder,

invasions and repression, linguistic change over time is likely to be greatest, reflected by
lower retention rates in the intermingling speakers of different languages. Any figures given
therefore, whether as retention percentages or glottochronological years, depend on all
factors impinging on the ideal situation. This makes lexicostatistics and glottochronology
similar with other methods which impose conditions for their reasonable accuracy. Failure

to observe those conditions does not make the methods worse than others.

When those conditions are observed, the following ideal divisions are used to rank linguistic
levels from dialect to macrophylum. The only problem here is that the system of assigning
retention rates and linguistic levels is not uniform, suggesting that linguistic science in the area
of dating is still in its infancy. For example, Crowley (1997:184) ascribes the ditferent

assignment of retention rates and linguistic levels to idiosyncratic choices by practicing

linguists. In Table 4.17, two systems have been used for classifying and dating Pacific

languages.
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Table 4.17 Language, dialect, time of separation and shared percentage (After Crowley
1997:182, 184)

System A System B
Approximate | Level of % shared cognate | Level of % shared cognate
years of core y core y
separation
0-500 | Dialects of 81-100 | Dialects of a 81-100
one language language
500 - 2500 | Languages of 36-81 | Languages of 55-81
a family a sub-family
2500 - 5000 | Fanilies of a 1236 | Subfamilies 28-55
stock of a family
5000 - 7500 | stocks of a 4-12 | Families of a 13-28
microphylum stock
7500 - 10000 | microphyla of 14| Stocksofa 5-13
mesophylum phylum
10000 - « | mesophylaof | 0-1
a
macrophylum

Table 4.18 Median rating and retention dates between languages (After Ehrer 2000:288)

Approximate median | Retention rate Approximate median | Retention rate
dating in BP (Before | between languages | dating in BP (Before | between languages
the Present) % the Present) %

1000 74 6000 16

2000 55 7000 12

3000 40 8000 9

4000 20 9000 7

5000 22 10000 5




But sometimes these systems differ significantly. It is indeed disturbing to note that the same
labels like “language’, “language family’ or linguistic stocks’ are used to refer to different
retention rates and different linguistic levels. Ehret (2000) provides another scale as a ratio
of retention to time, shown in 7able 4.18. Compared to the rates in 7uble 4.17, the numbers
are not identical, although they should be, where the same concept is used to mean the same

thing.

This inconsistency in the value of units, labelling and therefore criteria for subgrouping may
be one of the reasons why some linguists regard the twin methods as a waste of time.
Practically, it remains true that sloppy application of method should not be confused with the

method itself, which is quite good, as good as the regularly used comparative method. The

comparative method has its weaknesses. For instance, in dealing with genetically related

languages it uses only regular correspondences. If material does not correspond regularly.

then it is left unaccounted for. or is simply labelled “borrowed" as Ross (1996:180) puts it

While in Chapter 3 the phonological picture suggested similarity due to convergence of

adjacent languages, this part of quantitative evidence using lexicostatistics and

suggests di of a once unitary language. Ehret (1984:497)
interprets the situation in the same way: from Proto Takama to the various groupings which
later gave rise to F21, F22, F24, F31 and F32. Nurse (1999:3), on the other hand, uses the

metaphor of a limited version kaleidoscope, a tube of mirrors reflecting constantly changing
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patterns of colour. In this meraphor, the languages are in constant flux, diverging and

converging, splitting and merging as ci ing the speakers change through

time and space, with individual speakers, in small or big groups, criss-crossing familiar paths
rather than blocks of languages moving uni-directionally, replacing other languages as they
pass. Qualitative evidence based on lexical innovation sheds yet more light on the linguistic
history of Zone F, particularly SSN, as various speakers of different linguistic groups interact

in an endless process of human survival

4.2 QUALITATIVE EVIDENCE IN LEXICAL INNOVATION

This section focuses on lexical innovation as a linguistic mechanism which serves to isolate
one language from another, as evidence of independent historical evolution. If such
innovation is shared by a set of languages, then it is assumed that those varieties share a
common history from the past and therefore a genetic relation between them can be justified.
Such innovation is evaluated in terms of three aspects: borrowed items confined within a
single group only: shared and consistent morphological similarity among language varieties
with no other reason for that resemblance except evolution from the same path from a
common ancestor language: unique lexical creations which cannot be attributed to chance
between any two or more languages/dialects except to a common historical path, even when
an existing source is present, but is not known. Nurse and Hinnebusch (1993:285), Batibo
(1992, 1996), Schoenbrun (1997), Ehret (1999) among others, utilize this technique in tracing

the history of a group of languages.

w
=1
5



The minimal unit of analysis used is the dialect, while the maximal grouping is Zone F. 1n-
between, the intermediate levels are examined, each one indicating its unique innovations that
purport to join a number of member linguistic sub-units. By definition, the dialect is expected
to be unique by having a feature or set of features which are not found in the other sister
dialects belonging to the same higher level that unites them, a language, as their parent. On
the other hand, Zone F may be identified by the isolation of some key innovations displaying
two essential characteristics. Firstly, those features peculiar to Zone F must run throughout
the members of the group without exception so that affiliation, existence or validity as a Zone
is displayed without any reasonable doubt, and secondly, those features should not be found
in other zones which form Bantu. To accomplish the task of comparison, the following

method was employed in the identification, selection, and use of lexical items.

From the basic list of the 1036 words, not all could be utilized for comparison. Only about
400 or so were actually selected as useful. 200 or so were judged to be inherited from Proto
Bantu and therefore they were excluded, unless some special interest emerged. Inherited
words as common items across a number of languages are normally realized differently in
matters of detail from one language to another due to their different paths of historical
development. Such common vocabulary appeared in almost all 22 language varieties, and it
was easily recognizable in form and meaning in other Bantu languages beyond Zone F as
well. As inherited items, they could not be used because they do not show any uniqueness

which would help isolate Zone F from the rest of the other zones.
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From that list of 1036 words, an additional 400 or so words could not be used at all because

of some inconsistencies. which can be ized into at least five groups. Firstly. verbs of

motion in many languages, such as those referring to “run’, ‘lift". jump’ seem too amenable
to inconsistent innovation, so that each language variety in extreme cases had its own word.
depending on the shade of meaning an informant happened to remember readily. Difference

of item in this case was not necessarily an indication of different origin.

Secondly, some words were simply ambiguous, and one response was as acceptable as the
other depending on which item an informant picked from the range of several possibilities
available to him/her at the moment. Hence, a difference of morpheme meant two things:

different origin or different concept. For instance, a word like *cut” in JinaK11ya would be gu-

tema, go-Puta, gu-cheemba, or gu-tina, gU-jega, depending on what object or how that

object was cut. or both. Another interesting word was “unripe, half-grown’. In JinaK1tya,
as in other speech communities specializing in a particular activity like farming, to be "unripe’
is not enough. It depends on what object is unripe. For instance, it can be -nagana (for
vegetables and other fruit eaten raw like cucumbers and their families); -tzindr (millet and
maize stalks); ji-deema (baobab young tree only); ma-noga (groundnuts/peanuts only): and
-P1sI (fruit, wild and cultivated, like water melons, oranges). A concept like "to teach” also
caused problems of choice among possibilities, although it did not seem ambiguous at first.
The response to that one depended on what was taught and/or for how long, as the following

illustration from JinaKrtya shows: gu-laanga (general instruction, short or long term); gu-
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toonga (specific to one occasion only. normally for a short duration), g0-heembeka (used in

medicine only as long term instruction which can take many vears, although it can be

extended to other types of ialized or exclusive il ion as well); gu-fuunda (used for
girls only in relation to teachings of family life and its preservation), gu-hana (used for the

instruction of secret subjects).

Thirdly, taboo and sacred words like those referring to private parts and fluids emanating

from the ahighi ion rate which wasi i with th
referential meanings. For instance, in some languages, “sperm, semen’ was often not
translated, and when a response was provided, its root was the same as either for water or

d’. and

urine. Other words in this category included ‘copulate’, “testicle’, “dead person’,

*spirit’.  With such concepts, euphemisms are more common than the conceptual ones.

which, for many, are unknown or too embarrassing to mention to strangers.

Fourthly, onomatopoeic words like that referring to "cat’ as nyau, or nyaaPu were ignored

since they could be found in other areas beyond Zone F as well

Finally, some of the concepts or objects were simply not known to either the informants, the

researcher himself, or to both. These were not translated very well, not because the word did

not exist, but simply because the participants had no clue what the word was talking about
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Among others, these included the names of some animals, trees, or birds which were either

not known, have been forgotten, or have not been seen.

With this scenario in mind, it be bvious that the critical list of words can be quil Il
and yet significant enough for isolating a linguistic group. In some cases therefare, one word.

may be useful in a set of languages and not in others, while some words can cut across

linguistic sub- i i ing clear sub-divisions by di of reflex form.

On the other hand, when lexical innovations in one group are totally absent or their status

questionable, serious doubts of validity and reliability of classification are raised. A

valid linguistic groupingis expected to be open to observation and scrutiny, based
on accessible evidence like innovation.  This does not mean. however, that absence of
evidence or clues is indicative of absence of historical connection in a contested case. The

cases of doubtful historical d in some words below by question marks.

Doubt only emphasizes the point that a word must withstand rigorous tests to qualify as a

useable item in classification.

For comparative purposes, Nurse and Philippson’s 1972 list is used where 100 language

varieties were extracted from CBOLD’. In addition, Nurse’s unpublished field notes have

* Comparative Bantu On-Line Dictionary under the direction of Larry Hyman.
University of California at Berkeley, with contributions by participants from all over the
(continued...)
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been used in many cases, especially with regard to those languages which are not included in
CBOLD, like CiGogo (G11). One limitation encountered in using the CBOLD list and which
readers should be aware of is the use of an orthography limited to symbols for 5 vowels only,
excluding the common lower high /1/ and /v/, especially for the 7V languages. In addition,
the consonant inventory is limited, based on the KiSwahili orthography of 24 letters
(a.b.c.d.ef,gh,ijklmno,p.rstuv,wy,z), from the Roman alphabet which was acquired
through English, but without the ‘x’ and *q’. Vowel length is also not indicated consistently

in the CBOLD list, ically or i The justification for such i

recording is understandably a historical one, because most of the informants who prepared

the lists themselves had the 5-vowel and 19-consonant KiSwabili writing system in mind

when they transcribed their results from their mother tongues. KiSwahili does not show

vowel length in its writing system® either. Linguistically, showing short vowels only as if

there is no length contrast is because it misrep both
phonological and phonetic facts. For instance, the consonant inventory used in the
orthographies of all the transcriptions does not include some other common phonemes like

/B Y x/, which are quite widely distributed outside KiSwahili and English. The status of /I

¥(...continued)
world and found at http:/www.linquistics. berkeley.eduw/CBOLD (in 2000)

* There is disagreement on long vowels in KiSwahili, aithough there are indications
that the distinction is there (Batibo 1990, Batibo and Rottland 1994, Mpiranya 1995). For
instance, baba, dada and papa for ‘father’, ‘sister’ and shark” respectively are appropriately
baaba, daada and paapa. Whether these words are borrowed, onomatopoeic or that minimal
pairs in the language cannot be found for them to solidify the contrast, is entirely another
matter.
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and /r/is also problematic in some Bantu languages, where the two are sometimes used in free
variation, often in a haphazard way. The most frequent liquid from PB *d in most of the
Bantu languages of eastern Africa is /I/. This inconsistent representation of liquids is
illustrated by some members of EJ and DJ groups. In these languages, the use of I/ is not
uniform, even within one language variety, calling for a systematic study of their status in

order to isolate the phonological from the phonetic and orthographic. For instance, Muzale

(1998:xviii) chooses “r" as a generic symbol to represent both phonemic and orthographic
examples for the whole of Rutara (some part of EJ). The only reason given to justify that

choice is i At times, this i i of rep ion can cause serious and

misleading interpretations as wrong vowel and consonant phonemes are used and assumed

to stand for historical facts. And finally, some of the languages were recorded as if they were

mono-dialectal. Forinstance, F22, oRuHaya, as it appears in comparisons only means that

any one of the 4 dialects mentioned in this study or another was used.

4.2.1 Survey of qualitative evidence in Zone F

4.2.1.1 Dialects: *buds’ in the linguistic tree

As concrete linguistic realities, the 22 dialects investigated more or less fit the pattern of the
discrete divisions known by the native speakers of those languages. Where a language has
already been investigated and recorded by others, the divisions are also corroborated to a

large extent, except for a few adjustments which are shown below. For instance, in addition

to native speaker intuition and experience, KIRImi has three dialects (Olson 1964): KiiRang
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and KeeMbuwe, though similar, have significant differences. On the other hand, the majority
of the dialects of Zone F languages were only mentioned by previous scholars without being

rigorously i i and their similarities and/or di identified and recorded in

or rejection of th wisdom taken for granted. Native speaker intuition

can also be questioned if it is influenced by factors other than linguistic

The languages which are fairly homogeneous include SiSuumbwa, which is formed by
SiSiloombo and SiYoombe, although this does not mean that they are the only dialects in
SiSuumbwa.  The difference between KIK1imbU North and KIKIImbu South is also

minimal. Such minimal variation is often brought about by surrounding languages impinging

differently on them, ing on their i d other sociolingui: -ariables in an area
With this unequal exposure to different external forces which might also accelerate or trigger
internal processes, each dialect becomes marked by either consistent lexical, morphological,

tonal, or phonological differences on the one hand, or some combination of those markers.

on the other.

This shows that each variety innovated differently as it took a different historical path. Some
of these distinguishing features are unique to the individual dialects, while the others are
shared by neighbouring dialects of other groups as well. Since the existence of the majority
of these dialects is not in dispute, just a few cases to illustrate their independent histories will

suffice.
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One point to note however is that only one variety was used for KiiRangi, KeeMbuwe,
1c!Wuuggu and KiBende. One justification for using only one form was the assumption
that they have minimal variations internally, due to their speakers’ expected dense social
networks facilitated by their confined geographical locations. compared to languages like
Ki1Sukuma or iGiHa, whose speakers occupy areas large enough to cause complete isolation

and h easier separate linguisti Thi: ization is, however. nat always

accurate, since there are other factors which make homogeneity difficult even when those
languages or dialects are geographically adjacent. For the other languages. examples of
dialectal difference are important to highlight, since such variation at the lowest levels forms

the foundation for grouping and isolating the upper nodes of proto languages

For instance, JinaK1tya is unique in having Dahl’s Law dissimilation operating to the right
if the usual lefi-hand target consists of a voiceless fricative, rather than the canonical Dahl’s
Law case of dissimilating the first of any consecutive voiceless stop syllables, as in 1dats <
*.fatt “three’. GInaNtuzu and KimunaSukuma adhere to the standard rule. while JinaK1rya
takes a step further, as in Isaga < isaka < *-caka ‘bush’, or 1Ufigu < lufikv < *-ciku "day”

This is one important distinguishing marker for JinaK1zya.

On the other hand, it is only GInantuzu which does not allow the infinitive marker ko-
(regularly changing to gu-) to be followed by a verb with an initial or short /i/ or /1/. to form

a glide. The initial vowel of that verb, /i/ or /1/, as the case may be, is deleted, and the vowel
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0/ of the infinitive also replaced by the higher /u/, as illustrated in Tuble 4.19. Apart from
the glide-forming environment of the infinitive, other words with a potential glide are also

affected

JinaKazya uniformly forms a glide with the initial /i/ or /1/ of a verb and /k/ voices to /&/

asin G , while K also forms the glide consistently, but

additionally and uniquely for this group. maintains /k/.

Table 4.19 Infinitive *ko- as an important dialect morphological marker in K 2Sukuma

Dialect & GmaNtuzu JinaKnya KmunaSukuma
Proto Bantu .

*-yrtik- ‘answer a call' gudrka gwidika kwiidika
*-deg- ‘avoid, dodge’ gquliga gwrliga -

*yxt- ‘call’ gqutana gwrtana kwiitana
“tork- ‘canry on to head’ gudrka gwrdirka kwiidika
“-yij- ‘come’ gquza gwiza kwiiza
~-yink- ‘give’ guna gwrna kwiina
*-yigu- ‘hear' gugwa gwigwa kwiigwa
*-yit- ‘pour away' guta gwrta kwiita

*- 'squat’ gutoonda gwitoanda kwitounda
“-yib- to steal’ gupa gwipa kwiipa
*-y1b- ‘to forget’ gwnpa gwriBa kwiiBa
*-yingid- o go in, enter’ gwiingtla gwingtla kwiingrla
*-yrm- ‘to stand’ gwnmiria gwumnla kwimnla
*-gomna ‘crocodile’ nuna nwna nwima
*-yibi ‘thief nupi nwipi wii
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The rest of the language varieties are treated in the main section using lexical innovation to
show that they developed together or differently, and hence they are the same language or
they are independent dialects of a language. For others like SiSiloombo and SiYoombe on
the one hand, and KiLoongo on the other, the lexical and phonological differences indicate
that they might actually belong to different languages, rather than dialects of one language,
as shown below. The shared percentages in the nodes obtained in section 4. /./ above and
displayed as tables as well as showing a linguistic tree. are used to examine the justification
of the results against known historical facts about Zone F. Such a test also validates the

as histori igni as well.

Th ificati inguistic levels based on shared in vocabulary which purports

to define identified clusters is tested against words from other languages. Such words outside
a given group are examined to find if there is any indication of relation, especially in cases
of borrowing and genetic relation. In other types of innovation other possible sources are
suggested. The final part in each linguistic node summarizes the observations as a whole and

comments on the historical validity of such qualitative measures.

4.2.1.2 Dialect clusters: hierarchical nodes of historic languages
In the process of lexical analysis below. the vocabulary which is identified stands out as

peculiar only to that group under discussion. The vocabulary can be unique in two ways

belos

ging exclusively to that cohesive group as inventions or having words which are not
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found in its larger group’s lexicon, but are shared by outside languages because of areal

influence, borrowing or genetic affiliation peculiar to it. In each language or language group

analyzed, the unig; ti i i precede shared vocabulary. Unig are
those words which are not inherited from Proto Bantu and are not found elsewhere except
in that language or dialect. The only drawback with the ‘uniqueness’ label is that a unique
word may not appear in other dialects, not because it is absent in those languages, but because
those languages which might show the same unique word are not included in the sample of

languages being used in the comparisons. This limitation in access to all data makes any

conclusion reached here only tentative rather than an absolute fact.

On the other hand, shared innovation may refer to semantic or peculiar morphological
innovations of inherited words, or loans from one language to another. As pointed out above.
phonological innovations are not counted, although they may be listed to display an
interesting pattern. Where appropriate, some comments are supplied to add more context to

the words.

To facilitate actual frequency in shared vocabulary, the dialects are not counted in the final

tallies. The whole group is listed, unless only one dialect displays the word. For instance, if

one word in F21 inall three dialects, then one ob: tion i d rather than three,
since we are dealing with larger patterns. In other words. the total number of frequencies will

equal or be less than the total number of groups observed in a linguistic grouping like Sk
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(GrnaNtuzu (F21b) and JinaK11ya (F21c) which form a node of 90% of shared vocabulary

in the lexicostatistical table of section 4.1.2.1 above.

The method used here, therefore, involves three stages: first, it lists all the dialects in which

a lexeme occurs, groups those occurrences into their respective linguistic groups which are

judged to be i alid® and then inagraphas fr ies. Those
araphs are a rough and relative display which shows how the target group compares to each
of the external dialect or group used. An absolute display would include all dialects from all
Bantu languages. The graph only gives an approximate visual picture of how much the

various linguistic subgroups share vocabulary.

Secondly, those dialects sharing the innovation are grouped together into dialect or language
clusters in the Guthrie numbering system where necessary. Full names like Rutara, East Ruvu
(ERuvu), Seuta are used as conveniently short labels especially in groups which span different
digits. For instance, Seuta includes G23, G24, G31, and G34. making a simple alpha-
numerical representation cumbersome. Kilombero is G50, and therefore it is easy to represent
it as G50 rather than by the long name because all its members are included. The names of

these groups are given in the fist of abbreviations. For convenience, these names and the

5 The linguistic groups of eastern Aftican languages which are fairly genetic can be
found in the proposals of Nurse (1982, 1988, 1994/5, 1999), Nurse and Hinnebusch (1993),
Muzale (1998), among others. These groupings are often changing as better analyses and
understanding become available. Their major function is therefore mainly referential and
tentative until definitive answers are finally assembled.
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languages they represent are given in (141). They are used interchangeably with their alpha-

numerical representations.

(141)

Wester Highlands (DJ60) = KinyaRwanda (DJ61), KiRundi (DJ62). iKiFuliiru (DJ63), KiShupi
(DJ64), KiHangaza (DJ65), iGiHa (DJ66), KiVinza (DJ67)

North Rutara (EJ11-14) = Runyoro (EJ11), RuTooro (EJ12), oLuNyankole (EJ13),
oLuCiga/oRuCiga/RuCiga (EJ14)

South Rutara = oRuNyambo (EJ21), 0RuHaya (EJ22 (RuZiba (EJ22a), RuHamba (EJ22b),
Runyalhangiro (EJ22¢), RuHyoza (EJ22e)), RuZinza (EJ23), RuKerefe (EJ24)

Suguti (EJ25) = Kilita (EJ25a), Kikwaya (EJ25b), KiRegi (EJ25¢). CiRuri (EJ25d)

North Nyanza (EJ15-EJ17) = LuGanda (EJ15), oLuSoga (EJ16), oLuGwere (EJ17)

Luhya (EJ30 and EJ41) = LuMasaapa (EJ31) = LuGisu/LuKisu (EJ31a/b), Luukusu (EJ31ct),
oLuSyan (EJ31d), oLuTachon (EJ31e), oLuDadiri (EJ31f). LuBuya (EJ31g), LuWanga (EJ32a),
oLutsatso (EJ32b), LuMarama (EJ32c), Luisa (EJ32d), LuKabarasi (EJ32e), LuNyala (EJ321),
LuNyore (EJ33), oLuSaamia (EJ34), LuXaayo (EJ34a), LuMarachi (EJ34b), oLuSonga (EJ34c),
LuNyuli (E435), LuLogooli/LuRagooli (EJ41), Lwidaxo (EJ413), Lwisuxa (EJ41b), oLuTiriki (EJ41c)
East Nyanza (EJ42-EJ45) = KiNgurimi (EJ401), Kilkizu (EJ402), KiKuria (EJ43), iKiZanaki (EJ44)
including varieties like iKilsenyi (EJ44b). KiNdali (EJ44c), KiSiora (EJ44d), KiSwela (EJa4e), KiRoba
(EJ441), GiRango (EJ44h), KiSimbiti (EJ44k), KiShaashi (EJ44), KiHacha (EJ44m), KiNata/Kilkoma
(EJ45), (eKiGusil (EJ42)

Thagicu/Central Kenya (E50) = Grkoyo (E51), KiEmbu (E52), KiMeru (E53), KiTharaka (E54a),
KiCuka (E54b), Kikamba (E55) and KiSonjo (E46)

Chaga/Kilimanjaro-Taita (E0, with or without E74)KiRwo/KiMeru (E61), KiSina (E611), KiChaga
(E62), KiMachame (E62a), KiWunjo (E62b), KiRombo (E62c), KiWoso (KiBosho) (E62d), KiSeri
(E62e), KiKeni (E62f). KiArusha (E63), Kikahe (E64), KiGweno (E65), KiTaita (E74) = KiDapida
(E74a), KiSagala (E74b)

Seuta (G20), (G30) = KiShambala (G23), KiBondei (G24), KiZigula (G31), Kiflgulu (G34)

West Ruvu (G10, G39) = CiGogo (G11), KiKagulu (G12), KiSagala (G39)

East Ruvu (G30) = Kilhwele (G32), KiDoe (G321), KiZalamo (G33), iKiLugulu (G35), KiKami
(G36), KiKutu (G37), G38 CiVidunda

Sabaki (G40 and E71, E72, E73) = KiMwani (G401), KiMakwe (G402), CiFundi/KiShirazi (G403),
KiTikulu (G41) = (Kitikulu (G41a), KiMbalazi (G41b)), KiSwahili (G42) = (KiAmu (G42a), KiMvita
(G42b), KiMrima (G42c), KiUnguja (G42d)), KiPemba (G43) = (KiP"emba (G43a), KiTumbatu
(G43b), KiHadimu/ KiMakunduchi (G43c)), KiKomoro (G44) = (KiNgazija (G44a), KiNjuani (G44b)),
Kigokomo (E71). KiDhaiso/KiSegeju (ES6), MijiKenda = (KiGiyama (E72a), KiKauma (E72b).
KiConyi (E72c), KiDuruma (E72d), KiRabai (E72e), KiRibe (E72f), Kidibana (E72g), Kikambe
(G72h)). KiDigo (E73))

KiLombero (G50) = KiPogolo (G51), KiNdamba (G52)

Southern Highlands (G60) = eSiSangu (G61), eKiHehe (G62), eKiBena (G63), KiPangwa (G64).,
KiKinga (G6S), KiWanji (G66), KiKisi (G67)

Corridor (M10 = Corridor-Fipa, M20 = Corridor Nyiha) = iCiPimbwe (M11), KiLungwa (M12), CiFipa
(M13), CiLungu (M14), iCiMambwe (M15), iCiWanda (M21), CinaMwanga (M22), ifiNyiha (23).
ifiMalila (M24), i[iSafwa (M25), Iwa (M26), Tambo (M27), (1CtWoungo (F25))

Nyakyusa (M30) = 1KiNyakyusa (M31), CiNdali (M32)
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Tanzanian CiNgoni (N10) = KiNdendeule (N101), KiNindi (N102), CiManda (N11), CiNgoni (N12),
CiMatengo (N13), CiMpoto (N14)

Rufiji (P10) = KiNdengeleko (P11), KiRuihi (KiRufiji) (P12), KiMatumbi (P13), KiNgindo (P14)
Ruvuma (P20) = CiYao (P21), CiMwera (P22), CiMakonde (P23), CiMaciinga (M231), CiMapiha
(P25)

Where only a few members of a group show a lexeme, and others do not for whatever reason,
then that group is represented in brackets, indicating that only some members displayed that

word.

Thirdly, the list of all innovations is divided into two: unique creations and areal. ~Areal” is

a cover term for areal Y, deri 3 ical i ion and ing, as

indicated in the examples, and shortened to “areal vocabulary™ in the text. A percentage is
computed in each case to show the proportion of each. That percentage is another rough and

relative indicator of how much a language innovated, and how much of its vocabulary is

shared with other languages outside its zone. Th is rough and relative b ly
limited vocabulary and language sample size outside zone F were used. rather than exhaustive

lists of all possibilities. Where possible, the words are segmented to show basic morphemes.

the roots, around which other morphemes are optionally attached.

2.1 Nuzu Kriya (Nk) (90%) (GmaNtuzu (F21b) ~ JinaK1a (F21c))
The unique count is 4 out of 14, or 29%. The remaining 71% is composed of words which

are shared by other Bantu languages, both adjacent and far-flung ones.
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(142) Unique vocabulary (4 words)

cure, (cool), heal go-pija (vt), go-pIla (vi): unique creation? *

pronounce go-haya:

slander, accuse falsely (often secretly) gu-pooia:

slap (with from of open hand) vi/vt go-paala (I-pI): unique innovation? (same root as in
M32", ku-pata?)

(143) Areal vocabulary, derivation, ical i ion and b (10 words)

apply by strerching go-koma (F31, F32) -koma < Nk and spread, or vice versa?

a G60 ku-vedza; Luhya -wica; E60 -iva?

hladder Ttuunji (F21c), ituunzi (F21b): < *-tund- ‘urinate’ by derivation

howstring 10ge F23a/b loge; EJ40, o-ruge; E74a luga; Thagicu rugaa: Rutara oruga;
Borrowing, < F23a/F23b < F21b/F21c < Zone EJ

hate go-kelwa < *-kodu- “become intoxicated’: extension of meaning

iron F21c jistinza F21b grstinza “the one which slaughters' < *-cInj- “butcher’”: unique,
by derivation

mud, mire teembe EJ40 -tembe: borrowing one from the other, or from same origin?

sell go-jiinja any relation with Thagicu ku-endia?

snore, snort (vi) go-noola (onomatopoeic?) (Thagicu -nora, -norota; Luhya xuporela; EJ25
-poroota; South Rutara ku-porota; F24 uxu-pota”; Corridor uku-oota; <*-gona
phonological innovation? Or is it a loan fro m Nilo-Saharan *nuur?

© The following abbreviations and symbols, explained in the abbreviations section, are
repeated here as a reminder.
! = separating different forms of a lexeme or concept in different languages

cf = compare with these forms, which may be related or not

(1 nclosing languages which do not form the complete set

() = enclosing related languages being compared to the rest
= explanation follows, especially type of innovation

4 = unconfirmed, uncertain or doubtful case

7 M32is a code for CiNdali, suggested by Swilla (1981, 2000), a native speaker of the
language and a linguist, a suggestion which is a good addition, since Guthrie (1967-1971)
did not include all languages/dialects. This code is adopted in this study.

* This word was found in the KIK1Imbu list collected by Nurse and Philippson in
1972, although in the list of 1999, the informants of both north and south did not mention it
It also suggests borrowing from M11 or M12 since they share borders.
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tortoise F21c gulumaadi, F21b guumaadi < Barbaig gumald: borrowing (cf PB *-kudu

“tortoise’)

The connection of JinaK1tya with Luhya, East Nyanza (EJ40) and Thagicu languages raises
serious questions of genetic affiliation. How much should a language share features with
another for them to be regarded asgenetically close, if first hand evidence is lacking? How
can borrowing and genetic relationship be isolated if a pair belong to the same group
typologically? The answer here lies in the employment of a multiplicity of evidence rather
than relying on one form of evidence alone and elevating it to a final answer. For example,
seed (especially edible, not for planting) F21c ndete E46 ndetele; EJ25a entetele (also
occurs in Zambia as -tetele: accident or common origin? (Ehret, p.c.): EJ45 chantetere:
EJ401, EJ42, EJ43, EJ45 entetere points to zones EJ and E origins because of the more
elaborate forms there whereas in F2Ic the form is reduced. This is one indicator of source

and origin

4.2.1.2.2 KiSukuma - (k) (89%) (GRiaNtuzy - JinaK1ya - KdnunaSukuma)

This grouping can be termed "traditional KSukuma’ since, when that name is used, it is those
dialects which are featured (although it by no means suggests that they are the only dialects
forming K1Sukuma). Out of the 13 words, 4 are unique, or 31%. The rest, or 69%, are

areal, shared with other languages and language groups.
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(144) Unique vocabulary (4 words)

abdomen, belly, stomach juumbr:

JSollow -kuuPrja

pit, hole F21a, F21b icoongo, F2Ic Iconpgo
spoil (a child by pampering) -gegela

(145) Areal lary, derivation, ical i ion and ing (9 words)

breast (of awoman) F21a, F21b1o-noono, F21c 10-neono (North Nyanza) pondo; Thagicu
oonto; (Chaga) podo: b ing < E il of the PaKaamba and other clans in
PuSukuma (ltandala 1979)? Common origin in the past since Nonto/Nondo is a Thagicu
word? (Nurse 1979b:553)? Orisit a loan from non-Bantu languages: < Kamdang -tono (sg).
ano (pl) ‘breast’? (Stevenson 1991:351)

great, hig, powerful -taale unique creation or semantic shift < Rutara -tale ‘lion’?

hard -diimu (EJ40) ki-difu

in front of Bu-toongi /-23¢ (Seuta) nonge, N10 ku-longi?, P10 nungt

kel -tuja Thagicu -turia ndu/maru, (EJ40) -furya makoti

mourning joongu (any relation with Corridor impungo, ‘mourning’?):

pig noomba (any relation with (G50) mtumbsi, ‘pig’?): unique creation or areal vocabulary?
Ppipe (tobacco)’ Yo-seke/lU-sege :unique creation, or < *-cege “horn’, or borrowing: < Proto
East Victoria Bantu (EJ40) *-seke ‘beer straw’ < Proto Kalenjin *sek- “beer straw’ (Ehret
1971:98, 130)?

tomorrow ntoondo (why not nhoondo?) EJ25 mtondo; (Seuta) momtondo; Corridor
mutondo: borrowing from M? Or inheritance from a common ancestor, but not Bantu? The
formation of a prenasalized stop after the prefix mu- in K1Sukuma follows a regular pattern
which distinguishes the N prefix. But here the rule does not apply, perhaps to distinguish the
word from three words of the same shape which are tonally the same as well, with low tones:
-toondo ‘type of wasp: locusts at hopper stage; flesh wound with a dictionary form of
noondo'"

” K1Dakama has that word as isekeé/masekeé in Maganga and Schadeberg (1992).
although the informant for this study gave nteemba which Maganga and Schadeberg mention
in the vocabulary section as common in Tabora, presumably referring to SiGalagaanza,
KiNyanyeembe, and K1Konoongo

" The topic of base words in JinaK11ya and in other Bantu languages is explored in
Masele (1996). For instance, -toondo is a root which is not a dictionary form, because such
a form is marked in the sense that it is not recognized by a native speaker’s mental lexicon

(continued...)
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trunk (of elephant) gkoondo (Sabaki), (Corridor) umkondo (these might be the only ones
with an unambiguous lexeme'" like that in K1Sukuma).

urine F21a, F21b miine, F21c mIne (North Nyanza) ma-fe , (Luhya) ama-i: Speakers from
the same group, or some speakers from the EJ group entered F21 and spread the word?
Borrowi This word is the only one where “urine’ and ‘sperm’ match with EJ16. while
‘urinate’ in EJ is different from "urine’. To show the distance from EJ16/17 and EJ34 from
each other, and EJ34 from F21 in this word, EJ34 behaves differently in terms of the vowel
ending in “urine’, and the word for ‘urine’ and *sperm’ being radically different. On the other
hand, EJ17 displays a different word for “sperm’ bujula perhaps because it might be a
euphemism. For the majority of the languages compared, ‘urine’ is derived from "urinate’

For instance, “urine’ derived from ku-fala is -pali, while that derived from -sufaala is -su

Another common word here for “urinate’ is ku-tunda, with “urine’ being -tundi, -tusi. -tunzi,
-tuzi. Tuble 4.20 illustrates this pattern in EJ16/17 and F21.

Table 4.20 “Urine and “sperm” in 21 and EJ16, EJ17, and E2]34

Word | F21ablc EJ16 €317 |EJ3e
uine | m-iine/m-ne < ma-ine/ | ma-ie ma-pe | ama-ni
ma-ine

sperm w-iine/w-mne < o-ine/ Bo- | ama-ifie agazala bujula opwehe
1 ‘bearing urine’

walk (take a ) -yeela F23a,b -yeela: Thagicu gu-cera?, (Chaga) ku-sela?: E65-ira ira? is it <
PB *-p1t- "pass’?
wall ndugu (EJ23) i-ndugu

(_..continued)
Rather, such a form is obtained as a dependent morpheme when number. the diminutive or
other process is involved: moondo (generic, base): ga-toondo “small wasp™; ma-toondo
*many, big wasps’

"' EJ41 (Maragoli/LuLogooli?) and M12 (CiMpoto), though do not undergo the
homorganic nasal and stop process, do show the word as it is found in K1Sukuma. It is not
clear whether EJ403 KiSuba displayed a misspelling in omokonondo or not. On the other
hand, though N13, P13 and P14 do not use that word, the one they use undergoes the same
proces: gkonga trunk (of elephant)’ < mu-konga.
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From the foregoing, it can be observed that KiSukuma shares more words with some
members of Corridor, East Nyanza (EJ40) and Thagicu than with other groups. Such shared

vocabulary in the unique set of lexemes with KrSukuma is striking en their present

geographical distances, especially Thagicu. Four interpretations can be posited here. Firstly,
it might be borrowing from them (Corridor, East Nyanza and Thagicu) (most unlikely for
current geographical reasons). Secondly, some speakers might have originated from them and
the newcomers were intluential enough to spread some words in K1Sukuma. Thisisa likely
explanation. for recent historical reasons, especially with regard to Corridor, as explored in

Chapter 5.

Rutara | —u

Diafect/Language/Language Group

Thagicu J— ——

Frequency of lexical occurrence in groups

[= Figure 4.2 Areal frequencies between F21b/c and other languages
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Thirdly, the languages, although they are different, might have borrowed from a commton
source. This is another possibility if, for a example, a powerful invader occupying a large
area subjugated them together. Lastly, the possibility of a single origin, as proposed by Nurse
(1999:20-1), that there was once a grouping Thagicu/F20/EJ, etc, which then split up is
strengthened by Dahl’s Law distribution among them, especially between Thagicu and F21

Thagicu like G1kuyu and K1Sukuma imp features linguisti

Ily which make

them closer than K1Sukuma is to F22. In both F21 and Thagicu, “return’ is -fooka, -fooga.

-syooka, or in F2lc, -ki ‘rub’ and -ogosa “twist’, noopo “breast’ is -kiiBa, nondo and -

okoBa respectively in ESS.
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Sabaki j}—-

Rutara +—a
PKalenjin 4——a

Dialect/Language/Language Group
g

—— T T
1 3

2
Frequency of lexical occurrence in groups
®  Figure 4.3 Areal ies between F21 and other

Nurse (198! 1988:34) alludes to that close connection. Because of that similarity it

suggests that they have at least two things in common, namely that their ancestors have been
long separated from other East African Bantu languages and their routes of immigration

patterns were separate.

Other important contributing sources are North Nyanza, Suguti (E)25), Seuta and Chaga as

shown in Figure 4.4 below What do they suggest: loans, or common history?
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4.2.1.2.3 KtSukuma ~ K1Dakama - Sd (86%) (GmaNtnzu ~ JinaK1dva - K2nunaSukuma
- KtDakama) - K Sukuma2

Asa readjustment, the ‘new K1Sukuma’ or K1Sukuma2 should include K1Dakama, while the
plain K1Sukuma term excludes K1Dakama in subsequent references. This inclusion of
KiDakama s also supported strong by phonological evidence presented in Chapter 3. In this

group. 3 words are unique (21%), and the rest, 79%, are shared, as shown below.

(146) Unique vocabulary (3 words)

elephant molr™
give light 1o -twiima, (F2Ic -ttma) (F21b, from PB different morpheme)
leave, go away -TInga

(147) Areal , derivation, logi and borrowing (11 words)

heads pu-salo (F23a Busalu, F23b Busalo): EJ40, EJ25 uPu-saru; (DJ60) -saro: (Seuta),
East Ruvu, (N10) usalu; < East Ruvu? Distribution concentrated along the central part of
Tanzania as if the word is coastal, acquired during coast-hinterland long distance trading,
then, just spread to EJ25 and EJ40, probably via the K1Sukuma speakers

deny, refuse, say no -lema Seuta, (East Ruvu) -lem(el)a

/y (vi) -lala (North Nyanza) -papala?, (Rutara) -halala? Probably loanword from Cushitic?
‘hand, left Iomoso (only one sub-group with class |1 marker 1u- in F)

increase (vi) -kwitla (Luhya) xu-xila?, (EJ40) kukera? semantic innovation < PB *-kuId-
“go up’ as in Kiswahili -kwea < PB *-*-kued- *go up’ ?

lend, horrow -laanda (EJ40) -randa

2 Although Batibo (1992b:70) suggests that probably -puli “elephant” is from pee/
“elephant’ from Proto Southern Nilotic, it is unlikely, because only the consonants match. In
addition, /ee/ changing to /0/ in K1Sukuma2 is not phonologically or phonetically motivated.
If it is not a K1Sukuma2 innovation, then the source is not known because Hadza and
Sandawe speakers do not use such a word for elephant, as one would expect from people
who are synchronically more proximal to the K1Sukuma2 speakers and might have been
better hunters at that time than the Proto Southern Nilotic speakers. Bubenik (p.c) suggests
the same source of the Afro-Asiatic form as Arabic fi:l “elephant’
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medicine, remedy po-gota G50 m-gota, Corridor mu-kota.G60 (u)mu-goda, u-goda, (N10)
noda (name for “tree’, -kota in F31a/F31b kyota/ma-kota; F33 mooda; Barbaig geta (sg),
gedig (pl) with DL: widespread Bantu word.

sick -saatu, -saadu (F21c), < -saata ‘be sick’ EJ24 ku-saaswa ‘be sick’ < -saata/saada <
F21? < Barbaig miyand ‘be sick’?

squat -itounda, -1tounda (F21c), (North Nyanza), (EJ40) -sundala?

sun, sunlight, daytime \i1mi (Chaga) idime? < Alagwa tehemi < Proto West Rift -liimi (cf
Western Lakes (D40, DJ50, DJ60) -lemi *creator, maker'? (Schoenbrun 1997)!* EJ45 omwi?,
E611 mwi?, P14 lumu?) (See Nurse 1979b:518)

take in from rain -oopa, F31 kw-iyouwa; F32b -oova; Corridor u-kuuwa

East Nyanza (EJ40) is the single most important group at this level. Four words out of the
12 areal vocabulary, or 29%, are found in that group. This count exceeds the unique
innovations within F21/F22b, suggesting that areal vocabulary is the norm rather than an
exception. Such areal influence highlights the fact that the tree model alone is not appropriate

in ing for lexical inheril The B are by Alagwa

(Cushitic) and Barbaig (Southern Nilotic) of the Datoog subgroup. The words from these

Bantu ggest that some of th for words like -pulz (mulz) might

" A Zone D and DJ source, from Proto Savanna *-lemi “creator, maker’. as in D53
(Tembo) -rema “create’; DJ61 rurema ‘Creator; manifestation or type of imaana who has
created what which exists’; DJ62 iremezo ‘base, fundamental principle; ideal; army chief”
Schoenbrun (1997:212; 252-253) provides another plausible alternative to Proto West Rift
teemi(Batibo 1992b:64) because of D and DJ's typological proximity and the nature of the
universality of the object, ‘sun’ as a least candidate for borrowing. The sun is also associated
with the gods, and as a euphemism, lyoupa is justified in remaining in K1Sukuma rituals and
use the loan I1xmi instead. The plausibility of the D and DJ alternative is strengthened by the
meaning ‘creator, maker’ while ‘day’ from Cushitic is weaker in semantic motivation. In
addition, there is a strong ritual connection of ritual between K1Sukuma and Barbaig, and less
so with any modern Cushitic group. In K1Sukuma l1s11da (l1sitta) “god’ < Barbaig aseta
“sun’ is also common. In addition, teemi is ‘day’ rather than "sun’ which can be closer to a
higher concept like “creator’
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Dialect/Language/Language Group

1 2 3 4
Frequency of lexical oceurrence in groups
= Figure 4.4 Areal ies between F21/F22b and other ]

come from languages like Hadza or Sandawe which seem to have been borrowers only. a

situation which is not convincing.
The area is characterized by a convergence of various speech communities, contributing their
vocabulary in turn to each other. Hadza and Sandawe should not be any different. unless

there is a special reason why not.

4.2.1.2.4 KiNyamweezi proper (N2) (84%) (KZNy be - K. o - SiG

These three dialects appear to form ‘KiNyamweezi proper’, since KiDakama does not

behave as closely to these three as expected. In addition, KiNyamiweezi proper is not
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homogeneous. It has its internal sub-divisions too. When KiNyamweezi is mentioned
subsequently, only these three varieties are meant. The unique creations are three words,

representing 12.5%, while the areal vocabulary accounts for 87.5%, or 21 words.

(148) Unique vocabulary (3 words)

dance vi -saapa

walk (tuke a) -yoomba (F22b), not indicated in F22d) (cf F21c pwIyoomba “shifting
abscess, usually in gums, perhaps due to periodontiti
weight (3)u-ti(i)mbu, Bu-timbe, (F22b Botiimbu) (cf F21c -tuupga matiimba “fasten the
tendons of an unruly cow or castrated bull by adding some weights like short logs in order
to slow down its wild nature’ < F22?)

(149) Areal y, derivation, ical i ion and ing (21 words)

heads waambo F24 waambo; G60 -yambo; M20 uwaambo; M30 inambo, amambo; Rufiji
Iwambo

hear -guma Corridor ku-kuuma? borrowing, because the voicing of /g/ and change of PB *o
to /u/in F22 is surprising if the word is from PB *-kom- *hit with a hammer". No motivation
is justified and this word cannot be inherited from Proto Bantu

carry, convey -soomba F22b, F24a, F25 -soomba; Luhya xu-soomba; EJ24 ku-somba
elephant n-zovu (F22¢ n-zoPu) (F23a/b) DJ60, M10/M20 -nzovu: loan from either DJ60
or M10/M20, because PB *gu — /vu/ is not regular in KINyamweezi.

Jorget F22a, F22e -laPitla, F22d -laBtla (F23a, F23b kulaPrrla; F10 kulailila): unique
creation, and then spread to those Zone F neighbours?

great -hanya (F22b; not in F22e): (cf G67 mhaja in ndombo mhaja “elder brother’) unique
creation and a loan from F22 in G67?

hippopotamus -tomoeombe (F22b, F10), (F22e -tomombo: F33 -toromondo (Ehret (p.c.))

(F22anot sure) 24a), bo (F24b): [M10]
by F22, and F24, and M 10 seem to have b d from F22. Rufiji-R -tomondo; F24a
displays an ‘imperfect’ transfer where an alveolar nasal has been used instead of the bilabial

kichney m-figo (F22b, F10, F23a, F23b) M20, EJ24 -mfigo: < F23 or M20? (PB *p — f)
knee F22a i-yoggo, F22¢ i-yungo (not F22d), F24a i-youngo, F10i-juungo: DJ67 i-yuungo
(P21 lilungo) < PB*-dopgo. This is borrowed from elsewhere, like F10, since in F22 *du
> ol



kneel -sukaamba (F22b, F22a), -sukamba (F22e), tulaamba (F22d): M10 ukusukama:

borrowing, with modifications: < M10? < PB *-kukam-? (cf G60 -fugamilo "knee’. PB *ku

= su as in KiKinga)

lean (hecome), grow thin -gaanda (F22b) M30, G52, G60, N10, P10, P20 -ganda

lie on one’s hack -laala kansaga (not shown in F22d), F10 -laala kansaga, F24 -gona

kansaga: Borrowing the second portion < F247

return -suPa F22d -sofa (F23a, F23b, F23c kusuPa; F25 kusuwa: F24b kutuupa) EJ24,

EJ25, F25 -suba; D25 subya: borrowing, < F24 kotuuPa, spread to F22. then to F23

because limited distribution apart from Rukerefe, Cilita, KiKwaaya and KiLega, which

might have borrowed from SiSuumbwa?

2, F22e (also FI0, F23a, F23b) ka-mina:EJ23, EJ24, M0 ka-miina:

ina: < M10, and then through F22, spread to others?

siv mukaaga (F22b. F24, F23a,b,c, F10): [DJ60], Rutara, North Nyanza, [EJ30], mukaaga

borrowing: < F23? < Rutara

spoil a child, pamper -seneka (not indicated in F22d): [M10] ukuseneka

squat -so0nzoala (not given in F22d), F24 kusupjopala: Thagicu -conjumara; G62
G33 2

2. M10, M22,
sutter vi -gugumtla (F25, F23b) EJ23, G321, G37, GS2. P21, kugugumila: E66
! ila; E74a kugugumia;, EJ17 E64-yuyuma; DJ65, EJ16, kugugumiza;
G23 kuyuyumiza; D67 Gild . G3! iza?: G64 kigugumizi
<KiSwahili?

sun, sunlight lyooPa The absence of Irzmi “sun, sunlight’, as in F21 su; ts that these two
related languages did not travel the same path if such a central object as the “sun’ is different.
and they are so adjacent

wweel, pleasant -seemu, F22d -seeme F23a b -seeme (cf F2 I ¢ -seemu "sour’) < F23?

walk -ya < -ya g0’ < *-gi- ‘g0’ (other languages with -ya g0’ F24 kuya: M10, M22. EJ43
ukuya): loan: < Zone M.

wall igelele F24a i-elele, [F24] lu-gelele. M10 ulu-jelele < F24, especially F24b? If this is
a loan from KIKIImbu south (F24b), then F24 is interesting, because it has lost (or some
speakers have), and re-acquired it from F22: i-gelele F22 < F24

The other groups, languages or dialects which share one word with F22 are D25. DJ6S.
Rutara, North Nyanza, EJ16, E17, EJ30, EJ25, EJ34, EJ43, Thagicu. E64, E66, E74a. G23.
G31,G32, G321,G33, G34, G37, G64, G67. N10, P10, P201. and P21. Although EJ16 and
EJ17 belong to North Nyanza, they display those words as individual languages in which the

word was not found in the group as a whole.
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Frequency of occurrence in groups

[« Foue45Aed i F22 (-F22b) and ather

When KiSukuma2 (F21 + F22b) and KINyamweezi (F22a/d/e) are compared. the sources
of their defining vocabulary become strikingly different as 7uble 4.2/ shows. However, this
difference is a matter of degree since it is measured by the total number of shared lexical

innovations found in the sample used.
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Tuble +.21 Difference of unique vocabulary source henveen F21 aned 122

Language group Majority sources of areal vocabulary
F21 (KiSukumaz (with F22b)) (1) EJ40
F22 i (without F22b)) (1) M10; (2) F23aib, F24; 3 F10, M20

One factor which seems to play strongly here is geographical proximity. The majority of the
sources tend to be adjacent or close enough, as in the case of KINyamweezi and the M10
languages such as iCiPimbwe (MI1), KiLupgwa (M12), and CiFipa (M13), while EJ40
languages like iKiZanaki (EJ44) and its varieties like KiShaashi (EJ44l) are close enough ta

K1Sukuma.

4.2.1.2.5 SiSi (8v) (84%) (SiSi ho - SiY

Lexicostatistically, the shared vocabulary percentage between SiSiloombo and SiYoombe
(SiSuumbwa) on the one hand, and those two with KiLooggo, on the other, is 65%. a rate
which is not high enough for combining the two as one entity. The items shared are therefore
entered separately as if F23¢ (KiLoongo) is not part of F23 (SiSuumbwa). Another important
point to note here is that, while the JinaKItya and GInaNtwzu node has only 14 unique
vocabulary items, K1Sukuma (13 words), KrSukuma2 (14 words), and KiNyamweezi (24
words), SiSuumbwa, made up of SiSiloombo and SiYoombe among other dialects, has 74
words which need attention. These lexemes are different in significant ways from those in

F21 and F22, as shown below. But their sheer quantity is also indicative of the fact that such
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significant quantity as a marker of difference in vocabulary is a pointer to a different origin

altogether.

(150) Unique vocabulary (11 words)

beard ka-saku, lu-saku:
crow n m-baga (F23a), -Baaga (F23b, F23c)
o ku-gema
door mu-zigo (F22d m(u)zigo) unique innovation?
embrace ku-buumbilila (F23c kubumbila):
ippop g-guguma (F23c )
hunger bu-tamo (F23a), Bu-tamo (F23b):
jeow bone mi-laambo:
out (go), go away Ku-puuna
walk ku-tuumbagtla: innovation, < PB *-tambuk-
what biinde

The unique words in F23a,b above are 11 out of the 74, or 5%, and the shared ones account

for 85%. Such a small p of unique in such closely-knit dialects as
SiSiloombo and SiYoombe, compared to GInaNtuzu and JinaK1Iya (29%), suggests an
affiliation outside its own group to another, outside one where a relatively longer history with

that group is indicated. Massive interference is also suggested.

(151) Areal y. derivation, ion and borrowing (63 words)

afiaid (he) kw-oofaha (F10 ku-yopaha) EJ40 -oBaha: derivation < PB *-yoba “fear’
arrow m-wambi (F23a2), m-wambx (F23b): DJ60, MI0, Rutara, omwambi. (G61
uwudambi?)

ask for ku-saba (F23a), ku-sapa (F23b, F23c)Rutara, EJ16, EJ25. EJ30. EJ40, -saba; -
saPa: (E122 ku-faba)



haboon, ape 1-kobe (F23a), 5-koPe (F23b), een-koPe (F23c):[Rutara] -n-kobe; DJ60 , in-
kobe/inkoPe (RuTooro efkerebe ‘baboon’ is it the name of the RuKereBe language (EJ24)
and its people (related to their (PaKerePe) totem? cf WaaMbuwe from mbuwe
“partridge/francolin’, as a name given to KeeMbuwe (F34) by the KiiRangi (F33) speakers
because of the likelihood of descending from the same group before splitting?).

hase of tree trunk i-ziinga (F23c i-ziinga) ES4a, [M20] ifi-sinko; ici-sinko; E62e itinko
heer, liquor bu-sele (F21c ma-sele. F22d Bu-sele) EJ31 bu-sela; G32, G321, u-pele?: M20
i-pele? (cf EJ13 kaabwanjare *..marijuana’?, the connotation focusing on the effect of the
liquor, "like marijuana’ )

hladder u-hago Rutara oru-hago/olu-hago; E16 aka-hago: DJ60, ulu-hago, uru-hago, aga-
hago

hranch of a tree i-tabazi (F23a), i-taPazi (F23b, F23c): (< EJ23 i-tabagi; (cfEJI3, EJ22,
ei-taagi: EJ12. EJ21, DJ65 i-tagi; EJ1 | ei-tagi; EJ14 ei-taji (loss of [b]?) (but Rutara normally
has *gi >zi (Nurse 1979b): is it a loan from a common source which occurred when the
languages with the word were still one, or is it a remnant of a proto Rutara word which was
either borrowed by F23 (if F23 was not a member of Rutara). or was it retained in F23 as a
member of Rutara because of an earlier split which was followed by relative isolation.
suggesting that EJI1-EJ14 and EJ21-EJ22 lost the /g/ and then re-borrowed it from a
common source before they split, the fact indicated by the failure of the expected process
undergoing *gi>zi? That EJ23 became isolated again from the rest of EJ20 much earlier and
retained the full form as it was borrowed? also cf pole (thin) i-Bazi/ma-Bazi (F23c lu-Bazi)
(cf *branch’ i-tabazi (F23a), i-taBazi (F23b, F23c): (cf EJ25a olubasi, E23 o-rubazi, M22 u-
Iwanzi.M14, M2] lu-wanzi))

hroth, soup mu-fwa (F23c mu-fva): EJ23 umutwa; DJ60 umufa

build (a house) k beka (F23c k beka) Rutara, E55 -k beka; EJ31 xuxw-
ombexa; EJ3 I ¢ -yombixa/-xwombaxa (cf EJ44 -yomboka; EJ441 okw-omboka; EJ402 kw-
ombaka; EJ41 ki baka; EJ25a -yumbaka?; EJ25b ok-umbaka?; EJ32 x-umbaka: EJ34 -

yombaxa; and E46 -oboka; EJ45 ku-ofoka)
huttock(s) i-heende (cf EJ22 lu-hende [luende] ‘anus’, but enio/binio “buttock(s)", and F21
Jlo *vagina’™, < PB *-nio "anus’): borrowing? F23 adopting and adapting the word from

" Private parts and other taboo phenomena elicit all types of euphemisms and
associations, favouring indirect references. For instance, while “vagina' in most of Rutara
is -mana, the same word except for vowel length in Western Highlands like KiRundi and
KiHangaza is -maana *god, creator’. In Rutara, by association, god = creator = vagina. Is
it <PB *-man- "know’?, > “The knower’, ‘God’, or is it from a different source? In Rutara
-nio ‘buttocks’ suggests that, the regular word for ‘vagina’ PB *-yo was replaced by
borrowing a word which associates ‘vagina’ with the creative powers of a god, and therefore
became *god’, emana, although with time, even euphemisms become taboo. On the other
hand, PB *-nio ‘anus’, < PB*-ni- *defecate’ seems more plausible, by derivation. In languages

(continued...)
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EJ22 as an opaque euphemism in the recipient language?). Also cf D25 mwende “calf ofleg’,
suggesting that —heende is "a protrusion’)

calf of leg m-fuundo (F23c em-fuundo): DJ67, Rutara em-fuundo; M31 ama-kundo:
semantic innovation: < PB *-kundo ‘knot™?

chin ka-saku DJ60 aka-sakusaku; kusaku; : This may be one of the
important keys to understanding the affiliation of F23a,b. Iconically, more complex is older,
while less and simpler is younger, implying that the SiSuumbwa ka-saku is a reduction,
indicating some earlier split from DJ60.

climb, ascend ku-gegela DJ67 uku-gegela (remnant from DJ60, or innovation in DJ67 or
F23a,b and spread to F23?

count kupeeta (F23c ku-peeta) East Ruvuku-peta [Corridor] uku-penda (borrowing: why
not ku-heeta?)

crawl, creep k Ia, (cfF23ck la, F21c la ) (gu>vu vs gu > zu): M20,
G51 ukw-avula; (cf EJ kw-azula, EJ23 kw-azura; EJ14 okw-ajura, EJ21 kw-ajula)
crocodile n-saambi (F23c en-saambi, F2la informant not sure)):[Rutara] ensambi,

ensaambi/enfambi

crownof head F23a), p F23b), (F23¢ls ): EJ40 orw-oototi: N14
lu-toto; (F24 loo-looti?)

drizzle | (F23b) (F23c lu-naapagala, F10 ku-payala (vi))

M10 -mvula ya ku-nagala (cf M3 1 akanapafula < nia -fula “rain defecating’) (haplology in
F10 and M11/127): borrowing, or genetic affiliation?

elephant n-zovu: DI60, Corridor (cf F23c, EJ23, EJ24 en-zozu, < en-zogu < *-jogu)
Morphological innovation when viewed from F21/F22 angle: gu > vu

forget ku-lapia (F 10 ku-laBilila): (North Nyanza] kwerabira; EJ25 oku-labilwa, ku-rabirwa;
N14 kulibalila?

Jork, bifurcation n-saaga, n-saga (F23b); (F23c en-saga): EJ41 in-zago. In most of the
comparative lists, the item was one of the least answered, showing its obscurity to most of
the informants.

grain (of cereal) ka-zumo (F23a), n-zuma, luz-uma (F23b); (F23c lu-zuma): Rutara lu-
zuma/oru-zuma, efijuma, aka-juma

grandfather gooko (F23a), guuku (F23b): EJ23 guuku; EJ24 guku; ES| guuka; [EJ30]
guka; [EJ40] yuka/guga: Borrowing? < F21 gutky because given away by the vowels?
hair mu-sast (F23a), mu-sasi (F23b): [DJ62] umufatsi;

1¥(__.continued)
like K1Sukuma, PB*-nio ‘anus’ and PB*-yo ‘female genitals’ are difficult to distinguish
because of their phonetic similarity. It is not clear whether *-nio and *-yo were indeed
separate words, given the potential for semantic shift. In JinaK1zya "anus’ is lofiindo, the
origin of which seems obscure. Also compare LuBukusu kumsi (sg). kimisi (pl) *vagina’ vs
oRuHaya omusino ‘clitoris’
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hare nakami (F23c pakami): Rutara Pakami, akami; DJ61 bakame; (ct EJI3 orumi ( ‘a
huge hare’? <-kami?)

hate, detest ku-gaya (F23¢ ku-gaya): M12 uku-gaya

hide -bisa (F23a), -Bisa (F23b): EJ17, EJ40, EJ25, D25, E46, P22, EJ3 1 -ku-bisa/-ku-Bisa;
-ko-Bisa;, EJ17, P22 kubisa; EJ3 | xufiisa: borrowing from any of these languages which have
both Dahl’s Law and no glottalization. The expected form would be ku-hisa rather than ku-
bisa or ku-Bisa, just as ‘to pass’ is ku-hita rather than ku-bita.

hoe m-fuka (F23¢ emf-uka) Rutara em-fuka; EJ32 efuka

hump (of cow) i-baange (F23a), i-Baango (F23b): Rutara, EJ16. EJ17. i-bapgo, ei-bango
in front of butoonzi (F23a), ku-Butoonzi (F23b) (gi > zi) (cf F23¢ Putoongi)

Jjealous i-buuba (F23a), i-Bupa (F23b): EJ31 li-buba; DJ64, [Rutara] ei-buba: M10 i-Bufa:
DJ65 i-fuha?: M20 uwu-zuwa?

king mwaami (F10 mwaami; F24 u-mwami'®): DJ60 u-mwami: Luhya o-mwami

kneel ku-sika sivi (F23a), ku-sika sivwi (F23b): G31 ku-fika?; (cf EJ21 ku-teka; EJ22 ku-
teeka): unique creation or areal vocabulary ?

knife mwaambi (F10 kaambi/twaambi): EJ16 a-kambe; M1 | i-caambi: DJ66 in-tambi?
leak, ooze out ku-vwa (cf F23c ku-zwa): -dua > -vwa: DJ60 uku-va

lend borrow Ku-tiizya (not used in F23a); F23c ku-tiiza): Rutara ku-tiiza; DJ60 gu-tiiza
“lend’/gu-tiira *borrow’ (cf DJ67 uku-liza; EJ22 ku-tiila “borrow’; EJ25a oku-lisya)
leopard y-gwe: E62f p-gwe; North Rutara, [Luhya], DJ60, -g-gwe. Although this lexeme
is listed in Guthrie (1967/1971) as a Proto Bantu form, the presence of two proto-forms *-
cobr and *-gue for the same entity “leopard’ suggests that the origin of languages after the
first one (if ever there was one), is essentially multigenetic, on the one hand, or. it is an
innovation after Proto Bantu spread over a wide area, on the other. But one lexeme may
also mean only one type of leopard among the many species of the animal. and therefore the
two items may not be referring to the same thing.

lost (get) ku-Bula (F23c ku-bula): Rutara, EJ25, DJ61, EJ16,-ku-bula/-ku-bura; [EJ40] -
bura/-Bora; Thagicu ku-vra/ ku-ura: semantic innovation, < PB *-bud- “lack” (cfPB *-bud-
“become plentiful or numerous’)

love, want ku-siima (F23¢ ku-siima): EJ3 l¢ -siima; DJ66 ugu-fima

lung ma-haaha (F23a), ma-haha (F23b, F23c): DJ60 iri-haha/ama-haha: EJ43. Rutara -haha
(ki-haa); EJ42 amaa; (<-papa asin N11 li-papa; N12 ma-papa; M24 i-papa) (cf G62, G63 ili-
hafiva; G35 -hafwa; M23 ama-pafwa; G64 ma-pafwa; M201 u-pafiva; M22 e-pafive/wa-
pafive, M21 -pafive/ ma-pafive; M14 -pafive; P21 li-pawa; G65 ama-haswa?

migrate ku-fuluuka (F23a), ku-fuluka (F23b, F23c): Rutara ku-fuluka/ku-furuka (cf EJ17
kubulika)

monkey y-keende (F23c een-keende) Rutara eg-keende; DJ64 in-keends

maoon kw-eezi (F23c kw-eezi) (ku- prefix): DJ60, Rutara »Rw~eezl EJ25 o-kw-esi
mountain mu-gala: G65 ikidu-gala

'* From Nurse and Philippson’s list, while our list had mutemi
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mourning naku: EJ23 e-naku

night bw-iile (F23a), w-iile (F23b): [North Nyanza] o-bw-ire; (cf kilo < *-yid- et dark’.
from same root?): extension of meaning by derivation.

old -laala/n-daala: G23 m-daa “old person’, G321, G67, N11 -lala

parent mu-Busi: (BS ti > si): G63 busi/ba-busi; EJ25, EJ34 i-busi <*-but- "bear
(child, fruit)’

pig m-punu (not F23a) (F23c eem-punu): Rutara em-punu

porcupine li-nogote (F23a), i-nogote (F23b), e-nogote (F23c): [Rutara] eki-nogote, e-
nogote; DJ60 iki-nogoto)

potato (sweet) i-ziizi/ma- < Barbaig kasisa?

pour away ku-seesa (F23¢ ku-seesa): DJ60 ku-seesa/gu-seesa; Rutara ku-seesa: ku-feefa)
quarrel vi ku-soola: F10, F22d ku-soola; EJ16 ku-sola or < F10?)

refise, say no. deny ku-kema: G321 ku-kema

return Ku-supa (F23c ku-suPa): EJ24 ku-suba; EJ25 oku-suba; D25 -subya

river mwiiga: North Nyanza (EJ15 mugga (LuGanda: iC —~CC); EJ16, 17 mwiga): [Rutara]
o-mwiiga

salt mwiinu EJ3 1¢ -yinu'"*; [G60], P10 u-mwino/u-mwinio; G67, N10. mwinu

satiated (be), have enough 1o eat (or drink) ku-haga (not given in F23b), (F23c ku-haaga)
[Rutara] oku-haaga; [DJ60] ukuhaga; gu-haga/gu-haaga

seven musaamvu: North Nyanza, EJ34 musamvu'” (Cf F23c musaanzu; Rutara EJ24
musanzu; musaiju; EJ22, [DJ60] mufaapju) (cf EJ3 | musafis) (An interesting case is M32
sebeni'™ < English “seven’)

sharp (he) ku-ugiha (F21a, F21c, F22a, F22b, F22c -00gtha): EJ41 kw-ugiha; [EJ40] ok-
ogeha/-oyeha; E46 -ogeha; ES | -uhiga, ES3 ku-gia (ct ES4b ku-giba: F24a ku-vgIpa)

'* While de Blois (1975) mentions that word, native speaker Evelyne Namaemba

KiSembe (p.c. 17 September 2000) is niot aware of such a word in the LuBukusu she speaks.
It might be a dialectal variation or a loan, since table salt processed by modern methods is
cumbe  KiSwahili cumvi, while that made traditionally by extracting from plants is called
xumu/m. She also says that LuBukusu is changing rapidly.

'" LuSaamia seems to use two forms, musamvu and citanu na ciili. This suggests
borrowing, which can be of either one, or even both.

"It is not clear what were the original CiNdali (M32) numerals and what happened
to them after such a short contact with English, since Swilla (2000:304) does not explain.
although she clearly says they were loans from the CiNdali spoken in Malawi (Malaapi) where
English was prestigious enough to replace even those morphemes considered relatively
resistant to change by borrowing, although they are occasionally replaced (Swadesh
1950:157)
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shiver K (F23ck F2lak ): [Rutara] ki

DJ66, D167 (any ion with DJ62 k <-guguma?) (c!a!so EJI5
kujugumera (EJ12 kutukumira? (tu >zu? or gu >zu? Why not gu > vu as a regular reflex
in F237)

snail fweelo: DJ60 iki-fivel

spittle Rutara

spread, smear on Ku-siiga (F23c ku-siiga, F2Ic guf11ga): Rutara, EJ15, oku-siiga; DJ60 uku-
siiga/ugu-siiga

squat K (F23c k k la): EJ23 ki kumala (ct EJ34

“squat in (149) above).
stick g-koni (F23¢ een-koni): DJ60 in-koni; Rutara eq-koni
aale (F23ci-aale): Rutara, [North Nyanza] ibaale; ei-baale/ ei-baare:; EJ3 | ¢ -baale:
EJ34 li-bale
ke cloth [DJ60] uk iyambura; EJ16 ok El43b
k-ombora; [Seuta) ku-hambua; (EJ31 i EN7 17)
thicket i-sala: EJ43 egesarara; EJ42 egesasara?
thigh of an animal si-taambo (F22b ku-taambo, F10 i-taamba/ma-taamba? F3 la kI-taambo
“thigh of human being’): E55 U-tamb1?
today Bu-leelo (prefix) innovation?
tort lu/\c [lllwe (F23a). fuulwe (F23b): DJ67 fulwe; DJ66 fugwe? innovation, <*-kudu
ya(F23a), k (F23b): G6 | uku-tusya?. [M20] uku-tuzyaa? G62

uku-suufya
which ye tyaani: M14 -cani;(cf M15, M22 icani *what’); G33 ya kwahi? G36, G37 coni?

whistling lu-guunzu (F23a), 10-g00nzo (F23b): D25 Ka-gonzo

who ende:DJ60 inde (cf biinde what’ in (150) and KiSwabili nani “who® and nini “what')

In Figure 4.6, not all languages are included. There are dialects, languages and language
groups of one word shared with F23/b, namely, Barbaig, ESda, E62E, P22, E62f. North
Rutara, Luhya, Thagicu, G65, M14, G60, P10, N10, F22, ES3, F21a, EJ15, Seuta, F22b,

F31,G62, M31, G51. E74a, DJ62, M12, EJ32, DJ65, G31, MI1, G23. N11. and G63

From the qualitative results of SiSuumbwa in relation with other languages, some scenarios

can be proposed in the determination of its origins and evolution, as a function of contact with
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other speech communities. Some proposals are necessary because the results obtained from
analyzing the vocabulary cannot reveal the “truth” embedded in them unless they are

interpreted correctly.

While the historical events creating languages remain the same, with the enormous gaps in
knowledge that we have, only flexible interpretations of what is available can approximate

what really happened. With this caveat in mind, some three scenarios are considered



Firstly, the monogenetic approach can be taken by assuming that the affiliation of SiSuumbwa
to some of its neighbours sharing its vocabulary is genetic. To weed out the non-immediate
contenders, a process of elimination can be applied using the numbers obtained in the results.
EJ25 features as prominently as F10 and EJ16, indicating distant affiliation. The major
dilemma here is the cut-off point and the criteria for judging whether a higher number of
shared lexis necessarily means close genetic affiliation especially where all candidates are

based on innovations.

The answer is a qualified affirmative because deep time depths may be shown by lower counts
as more words are lost and replaced, while higher numbers may either indicate common
history or only a more recent relationship based on heavy borrowing. Swadesh (1955:129)
recognized the problem of such modifying factors in lexicostatistics. For instance, there may
be heavy borrowing without any immediate genetic relationship. as in the case of English
where the vocabulary from French is about 70%. Because all counts are based on
innovations, all counts of similar innovations are supposed to be important, either as

indicators of genetic relati or ing. To isolate genetic affinity from similarity due

to borrowing, the second scenario below can be invoked, so that loans remain loans only.

When regular i hological and i fap between two or more

languages, they normally point to a common history between them. Since lexical innovations
alone are not an absolute measure of affiliation when no other facts are known, the higher

numbers are reasonable predictors of genetic affinity when other criteria are considered to
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support those numbers. In terms of numbers alone then, the best contenders as the genesis
of SiSuumbwa remain Rutara and Western Highlands. As a hypothesis, only Rutara and
Western Highlands (DJ60) can remain as possible origins of F23. With monogenesis, other
approaches can be used to eliminate one of them so that only the most consistent group
remains. Innovations on their own cannot do that. The phonology can help by picking the
most salient and diagnostic innovation(s), as shown in 7uble 4.22 below. One of the single
most important pointers is the reflex *gu > vu in SiSuumbwa and *gu > zu / ju in Rutara,
and which eliminates Rutara convincingly as a tree from which SiSuumbwa branched. This

also helps classify KiLoongo with Rutara.

Table4.22 Ph finity b Ri L Suguti, Western Highlands, KiL /
SiSuumbwa from qualitative evidence
Innovation | Rutara Rutara | KiLoopgo | Suguti | Western | SiSuumbwa
basedon | (EJ21/22) | (EJIO, (F23c) | (EJ25) | Highlands (F23a,
EJ23/24) (DJ60) F23b)
*tu (s c c fu pf s
*du ju u 2 fu w v
*qu ju 2u 2u fu wu wu

In this first scenario, similarity and difference within one large group is displayed. depending

on individual language history. The effect of contact with other languages might have
resulted in heavy or light borrowing from them depending on the nature of the interaction

with each group. Borrowing from other languages as a marker of linguistic interaction is a
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phenomenon which is the norm than an exception, as Andersen (1989:11) comments with

regard to the linguistic factors in linguistic descripti He notes that what are normally

called non-linguistic factors to innovation are actually part of the linguistic process.

Divorcing contact from regular linguistic realities can only be unfortunate. Many lexical or
phonological sources in SiSuumbwa, for example, simply show how dense the interaction

networks were as a linguistic fact.

The second scenario suggests that there was a core of F23 speakers, as a J language or
dialect. Later, other speakers from other languages or dialects, especially from the vicinity
(DJ, EJ. some F20, M10, M20), among other groups, contributed some items depending on
the nature of their contact with F23. This means the other groups joined SiSuumbwa as
semi-autonomous, co-ordinate groups which maintained their identity, but at the same time
identified with their host, resulting in mixed codes. What the original status of F23 was

remains the question, because it can be one of F21, F22, EJ10/20, DJ50/60, M10/20. or

none. This scenario is plausible given the fact that speech communities are not normally
hostile to each other, so that it is possible 10 acquire vocabulary from languages in contact
Between them, one contributes more dominantly than the others as a matter of degree only.

The influence in such a situation becomes mutual, hence the shared features of innovation.

This scenario implies multigenesis in which a language is composed of several independent

languages from the same family (Bantu) brought about by the cooperation of different people
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speaking different languages and whose identity can only be revealed by a qualitative lexical
analysis. [t is the nature of a melting pot like North American French and English: sailor’s
English and frangais maritime. This is a situation which creates a unique mixed language
characterized by co-ordinate linguistic features drawn from the contributors, the prominent

features of one being a function of the perceived relative importance of the contributing

language. With this interpi ion, simple genesis is di: in
Languages are spoken by people with particular histories, values and attitudes which impinge
on their other social institutions like language. The more open their cultural systems, the

more mixed their languages, and vice versa. SiSuumbwa illustrates that two or more speech

communities can merge not in an automatic ial superior-inferi
conquered relation, but as coordinate contributors to a whole. It is a language created by

convergence rather than one with diverging dialects from a single proto language

The third and final scenario is that of a common ancestor between F23 and the others so that
DJ60, EJ10/20, EJ25, EJ40, MI10 and M20, among others, are descended trom the same
proto language, the shared innovations being earlier forms in the proto language before they

split, as a case of divergence,

These three scenarios are not impossible. As has been pointed out in Chapter 2, much is still
unknown in these languages. But as a working hypothesis, SiSuumbwa is affiliated to DJ60

as the high frequencies and limited phonological facts show.

341



1.2.1.2.6 Qualitative evidence and patterns in KiSukuma, KiNyannweeszi and SiSuumbwa

The linguistic picture from the shared innovations between F21, F22 and F23 indicates that,
not only do F21 and F22 share different innovations between them, but also that they show
the same difference from F23. as shown in Table 4.23. This supports the notion that they do
not come from an immediate linguistic node, with similarity of high retention rates between
F21 and F22 accelerated by inter-borrowing. This explains why only F23 has BS and
consistent glottalization, only F21+F22b have DL and voiceless nasals, while F22 has neither,

although traces of those processes are found in all 3 groups because of inter-borrowing.

Table +.23 Difference of nnique vocabulary sources between F21, 222 and 23

Language group Majority sources of areal vocabulary
F21 (KiSukuma) (1) EJ40

F21 + F22b (KiSukuma2, with F22b) (1)M10/M20, Thagicu, EJ40

F22 (KiNyamweezi, without F22b) (1) M10; (2) F23a/b, F24, (3) F10, M20
F23 (SiSuumbwa , without F23¢) (1) F23c, (2) DJ6O, (3) Rutara

To illustrate this question of inter-borrowing, Table 4.23 shows that the source of M10/M20
vocabulary might be F22 through F22b, while the source of Rutara lexis in F23 might be F23¢
(KiLoongo), a Rutara language whose speakers have been adjacent to SiSuumbwa speech
communities for an unknown number of years. The influence of KiLoongo on SiSuumbwa
is indicated by the highest number of shared words (33 words) out of the total 76. The

presence of ES0 (Thagicu (Central Kenya)) vocabulary in F21+F22b indicates a genetic
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affiliation which is also supported by the presence of DL and 7V’ in Thagicu, as in F21+F22b.

This possibility is taken up again in 4.3.

4.2.1.2.7 Ul (83%) (K maUshoola ~ KmILaamba C)

According to the vocabulary items available to the author, the 13 lexemes shown in (152) are
unique to F31a/b at a percentage of 42%. This suggests a long common history since the
unique count is one of the highest, if not the highest, in all cases of unique creations within
dialects. The rest are shared by other groups, representing 58%. Such shared items suggest
interaction of either F3 la/b speakers moving to other places and then coming back to F31.
or those of other languages coming into contact with F31 speech communities. Another
scenario is bidirectional movement of speakers as a sign of mutual linguistic contribution and

enrichment.

(152) Unique vocabulary (13 words)

axe m-poopo
heer n-tolo (cf F24 nt1ln)

day 1o-toondo (cf F21c ntoondo “tomorrow’)

drink ku-kopa

hair 10-tuumbr

press out (oil, seeds, sugar cane) ku-Kasima

push ku-goma

salt mo-leenge, F3 b mul-eenge (F24b mu-leenge) (cf G35 m-kere): where F24b suggests
borrowing from F31a/b because of the occurrence in one dialect only, while the vowel /u/ in
the prefix of F24b is also suspect, given F24's high rate of accurate reflexes from Proto-Bantu
shiver ku-kikima iconic creation as a group’s way of perceiving shivering like animal sounds
in various cultures, which, though come from the same animals. are perceived differently by
different people)

sister mu-gohi, F31b mu-guli (cf G42d ki-goli ‘young girl’)
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stutter Ku-fekema, F3 b ku-sekema
today na n-teende (cf G52 na-lelo, with prefix na- *with, of as in F3 1a, F31b: any relation?)
woman mu-soUngu/ a-su0Ngu

(153) Areal y. derivation, ical il ion and ing (18 words)

hrother, relative montowa, by derivation < PB -ntt ‘person’?
hand (left) n-kigt, F31b kug-kigt (F24 mu-kigi"): N11 kuman.
nigi/-igi, [GS0] ku-figi/m-kii; P21 kup-ciji;(cf [P10] kun-krya/-kiya

jaw (hone) n-zagasa, F31b n-zahn (F34 -kaasa)

); (be). put out Ko-p of two ive syllables with bilabial
onsets: < *-pum- “come/go out or away”

puff adder ki-suspa, F3 b kin-sowpa ES3 ki-ua? (In Meru Imenti, *p > @, but not s > @
(Nurse 1979b), making the word a possible match).

quench, extinguish ko-dibya (< —dimya < *-dim- ‘extinguish’, (but why in KinILaamba
should this be: *m —» b and *di —di? Is it morphological innovation?

sharp (be) kw-iyoup1ka, F31b ku-yoprka ES| -vhiga (< -yukipa, metathesis)

it K F31b ko. EJ42 go-ik: (cf ES4b gu-ik 0, ES4a gu-
karan®i; E52 gw-kara n6i; ESS kw-Tkala nfr; ES1 i-karaB1, ES3 ku-kara nf1; M2: ale
pansi; G23 ku-ikaa fi; G36 kukala hasi; G52 kw-ikala past; G66 ku-kala pasi; M22 ukw-ikala
pansi; M24 ku-hala pasi (< *-yikala "stay’ + *pa ‘at’ + *-cI "earth/land’) (note: Standard
KiSwahili (G42d) -keti < Nunhem KiSwahili -keti < -kala it here (on earth)’

sore g-koogko F24 -xonxo™; G60 iki-koono/-jongo/monol-kofo (cf EJ3 I -gopjo?: EJ34
e-kopjo)

spoil F24 -noona): [J60] -k k L ENTk :M10
uko-onona;

. G60 ku-pigi/-nigi/-

" This word appears in Nurse and Philippson’s 1972 list, suggesting idiolect variation,
depending most probably on the bilingualism of the informant. his/her area of residence and
the probability of borrowing.

* Recorded in Nurse and Philippson’s CBOLD list, and the speaker from K1K11mbo
North (F24a) responded by giving kiloonda and iogvo, while two of the F24b respondents
gave kiloonda only.

*! From Nurse and Philippson’s list, while our list was kupokulya according to the
translation in KiSwahili, which was kupofira “to blind’ from *spoil. blind" in which the
KiSwahili rendering does not include *spoiling’ as such because it is general, while to *blind’
is a specific form of spoiling.
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spot, speckle -dyoa/ma-doa (focus on the singular form especially where palatalization is
common?) (cf languages with non-palatalized forms: G24 -doa; G32 doa/ma-doa; E62d -
dowa/ma-dowa; EJ403 ri-dowa

stranger, visitor, guest mu-geenda [G60] umu-geendzi;(< PB *-geend- *go’ “the one who
goes (or passes, does not stay)’) (cf EJ34 omuiu-kendwa; G35 u-menza?) )

suffer, bear patiently ku-gigi F31b k igi (ctF21c gw-gimilzja ‘endure’)
sweat (n) -yila (cf F21c govyila ‘to sweat’)

thigh (human. animal) kitga G24a kiga *human thigh’; [P20] ciiga/ ciya/sija *human/animal
thigh'

Iomato n-tole (F21b i-tole/ma-tole; F22d mu-tole/ma-tole) DJ67 iBi-tole (vya mbwibwi)
Iree kyota/ma-kota (widespread in east Africa, see Nurse 1979b) (ikota (Class 5 ) — kyota
(regular palatalization in KinILaamba)) (cf Pu-gota ‘medicine’ in (147) in
K1Sukuma/K1Dakama as an areal feature which can also be observed in Tuble 4.9).

up, above kyaapa, F3 1b kyaania (F24 ku-caania) G60 ku-kyana/ku-caana/ ku-fana; E74a
ku-capa; [East Ruvu] ucaNia/ucafia/ucana? (cf M20, M30 ku-mwaa/pa-mwafia

From Figure 4.7. F24 and G60 sharing 4 words each with F3 la/b suggests a certain historical
relationship, of either contact and mutual borrowing only, or genetic affiliation. On the other
hand, as in other cases above, the presence of F24, G60 and all the other languages’
vocabulary in F3 la,b might also suggest cross-immigration into and from F3 | by speakers of
other languages and their continued use of some items from their language. This is often the

case, especially at the edges of different speech communities.

2 Palatalization in KInLaamba occurs before class 5 (di/d1 or li/lr) and 8 (bi/b1); in
many tense markers like -i- present, -ki- future, -ile perfect (Nurse 1979b:31).
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Dialect/Language/Language Group

1 2 3 4

Frequency of lexical occurrence in groups

®  Figure 4.7 Areal frequencies between F31a/b and other

4.2.1.2.8 KIKtombh o (Km) (82%) (KIK1onb o North and KIK1onh o South)
(154) Unique vocabulary (13 words)

hlood caaji (F24b) unique creation as a definer of F24.

door y-Kilx (F24b) (cf Proto-Kalenjin kurk ‘door’?): unique creation or borrowing?

grass ma-saanje (F24a), i-saanjz (F24b)

gruel, light porridge m-paapt

hoe i-silt (F24a), i-siP1 (F24b)

hunt ko-guuPa (F24b) ( ko-Beenda (F22a, F22e -Beenda, found in F24a as inherited from
PB asin E62e -binda, G37 -winda, G42d -winda, G52, P15 ku-vinda)

leaf (of ree) intiti/matiti (isaafjUmasaanjz F24b)

navel i-wuumbu (F24a), piwuumbu (F24b) (cf F2 I jifuumbu *pubic area’)

pregnancy mii-tungo (F24b) unique creation, as a literally meaning * ing
which is wrapped, and therefore fastened safely inside’, < *-tung-“tie up’

search for ku-puuga (F24a), ko-puuga (F24b)
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sound, cry idoolo (F24b) unique creation, or from specific sound rather than generic.

spit KU-tya matye

stutter KO-tamaantama

The 13 words above, or 33%, are unique to KIKIImbw, a high percentage which indicates
that F24 and its dialects has a long history of internal cohesion. The areal vocabulary, at
67%, shows the effect of neighbouring languages. The influence of Kinyamweezi is obvious

from Figure 4.8 below.

(155) Areal vocabulary, derivati ical i ion and ing (26 words)

hanana -dooke (F21, F22 -dooke) P15 ndoki < F22 < 21 (because of DL) < EJ? due to
proximity
hark of a tree i-pata (cf F32 i-bada/ma-bada (F32a, c), I-baada F32b)) < Barbaig badacanda
geta (geta ‘tree’) < Proto-Southern Nilotic *pgrtet “bark (of tree)’ (Rottland 1989:221)? or
did Barbaig get the word from F24, and F32 got it from Barbaig?
hlood mu-gazi (F24a) F22a,b.d e mu-gazi; F23a,b ma-gazi; N 12 n-gazi: borrowing <F23a,b
because F22 has no inherited BS where *d > /I/; ( cf caaji (F24b))
howstring p-gosa (cf ngvsa, a proper name in F21): M21 lu-kusa lwa wulapwa: M24 aha-
kusa (spelling error from ama-kusa?); EJ23 omu-guha gubuta: s > h?
climb ku-taanta (cf F22d, F25 ku-taanda; F10 ku-taanda): unique creation, or is it only one
type or way of climbing, an innovation which is common in all verbs of motion?
dance (vi) kw-iigeya (cf F32a i-yeya; F32b w-T1yeya; F32c g-iyeeya “imitate’: borrowing: <
F32?
deny ko-siita (F33 ku-siita; F34 o-siita)M3 1 ku-sita; (ctG61 usiiti*denial”) (cf P25 kw-ita?)
< Proto-Southern Nilotic *Reet™ ‘deny, refuse’?
grind coarsely ku-balaaga (F24a), ku-balaga (F24b) EJ25a oku-baraga: EJ41 ku-baraga;
G61 ku-balanga; EJ22 ku-baranga; G62 uku-bal ; G63 ku-baladzula; G34 ku-balaza; E54b
ku-bararta; P14 ku-balahya: (cfE61 i-barangata < PB *-pad ‘scrape’ ., ¢.u, as in M21 uku-
palala? (cf G42d ku-paaza): borrowing: < G60?

grow (of plants) vi ku-leemba (F25 kul-eemba): unique i ion by is, as an
idiosyncratic development: < kulemba < kulema < kumela < PB *-med- "grow, sprout'?

* 'R’ is a consonant which stands for an approximation without full feature
specifications, and therefore can be flexible (See Rottiand 1989:220)

347



hide ku-sweexa (F24b), ku-isa (F24a). The two words in the two dialects might be from
two different sources, or from one source because of their irregular shape in KIK1imbu
where there is no /l/ deletion nor *p > B as observed in the respective words: North Nyanza
ku-kweka (cf DJ66 ugu-seleka; DJ67 uku-seleka; Rutara ku-seleka/ ku-sereka; ku-
[Jeleka/oku-[ereka; and ko-Bisa: D25, E46, EJ3 1, EJ40, EJ25, F21, F22 -Bisa/-bisa; F23 -ibisa
(reflexive): borrowing: < Rutara and F21/22 for the two words respectively?

in front of kopo-loongolo (F24a), ku-loongolo (F24b) G60 kuwu-longolo, pawulooggolo;
East Ruvu, N10 ku-longolo, ku uloggozi, palongolo; [M20] kwi-longolela; Seuta ku-
longole. See also G50, P15 kuu-loggolu) (cf Bu-tooni ‘in front of in (145) KrSukuma)
Jawhone kola (F24a) (F22e i-zakul kula): [M10] i la: unique
creation, and a loan in F22e and M10 because of that phonological giveaway /u/ in F22e
instead of /u/?

Journey njo (242 (F3la, F31b F3lcl nzo: F32
mu-heenjo/mu-hiinjo): unique creation, and borrowing in F31 and F32 < F247

maize i-gaagwe/ma-gaagwe M20 in-gagu, aman-gagu/amagagu:

mother maayx (F25 v-maayi) E62d, [EJ40], G35, G61, M10. M20. [M30] EJ25 . u-
mayi/maji; EJ31 mayii;

mushroom wiipwa (F24a). witpwa (F24b) [G60] u-wiipa

oul (go). go away ku-fuma borrowing: < F227

potato -kafu (F24a) (F22 -kafu) borrowing: < F22?

sew ku-suma F22, [F21] [F23] [Seuta], G321 Corridor -suma: borrowing: < Zone M and
spread to F21/F22,<PB *-tum-, as in F3! -tuma? (cf KiKinga: PB v — su (Nurse
1979b:459; also Seuta: KiKinga as nearest source?))

sniff, smell out ko-tuca (F24a), ku-tuuca (F24b) - borrowing: < Alagwa tsu?ut- "to snift”
(See Ehret 1980:199)

spider n-suma/i-suma BU-taanta literally ‘weaver of webs’ (cf DJ67 tanda; G35 tandabui;
M21 etandawulwe): borrowing, from a language with BS, because KIK1Imb is expected to
have -tuma instead of -suma < PB *-tum- "sew’. Name is derived from the spider’s activity.
take leave of ku-daahya (F24a), ku-daaya (F24b) (F22 -daahya): borrowing: < F22. with
DL. The regular reflex of F24 is like in F23 or F10 ku-taahya. In all the more than 100
varieties available for that word, only F22 has that word, and it is not well-formed in F24.
In F21 it has connotations of ‘bidding farewell’ to a medical apprentice after graduation so
as to practise on her/his own.

walk ko-ya (F22a, F22d, F22e): M11 kuya ulwa muly; EJ43b ukuya magoro: borrowing
<F22,by M11, and perhaps EJ43b? < PB *-gi- ‘g0’ (cf-ya ‘go’ in (149) in KINyamweezi
proper (F22a, F22d, F22e)).

wel (get) ku-saapa EJ22 ku-[aaba, Barabaig [aba

word, affair mpola [M10] impola unique creation, then loan to M11/12? (cf K1Sukuma
(F21) greetings: ult rhola *Are you well?” Literally * Are you a word?" that is, *Do you have
any word?” = *Are you well?’)




zebra n-sengele G63 i-seeggele, G61 n-senjele, M24 in-senjele: borrowing: < Barbaig
singiyed “zebra’)

The role of geographical proximity in lexical similarity is displayed well in this case of

e
é PI54—=a
(3 N104+—a
@ M104——a
& oce3l—a
3 Ge0i—a
] G35 +—a
3 Flabi—a
2 EJ24—s
g Barbag +—————a
2 I3 -
S sl — o
H
2 MO4t—
5 G 4—— 4
a Pl 4«
F22
T T T - T
2 3 4 5 6 7
Frequency of lexical accurrence in groups
| ™ Figure 4.8 Areal between F24 and other |

KIKIImbo and its neighbours like KINyamweezi, Corridor-Nyiha languages (M20) on the
one hand, and by the Southern Highlands languages like eSiSaangu (G61). and others. on the
other. The farther away a language, the more unlikely the occurrence of shared items, and
if such occur, then it suggests contact in the past or genetic affiliation. The F22 items are
presumed to be mainly borrowed, because they skew the regular K1K1rmbu reflexes. So far

there is no known pressure of G60 over F24. The similarity therefore points to possible
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contact in the past and present, involving constant interaction over a long period of time.
This is especially true because many languages share vocabulary with F24, including the
following dialects and groups, which share one word each with KIK1tmbu: N12, EJ23, G34,
E54b. Rutara, East Ruvu, F22e, F31, EJ25, EJ31, Corridor, F22d. F10, F33. F34, M31,

EJ25a, EJ41, P14, G50, EJ40, E62d, M30, G321, and Alagwa.

4.2.1.2.9 SN (81%) (KBukuma2 - KNyamweezi)

Out ofthe 21 words 5, or 24%, are unique to K1Sukuma2 and KiNyamweezi. This indicates
acloseness which s significant historically, suggesting a genetic affiliation. The remaining 16,
or 76% of the total, occur in other languages as well, although their forms may not be

necessarily identical with those found in K1Sukuma2 and KiNyamweezi (SN).

(156) Unique vocabulary (5 words)

affair, word thaye (F21) (< mu-hayo) , mu-hayo (F22|

chase away -peeja (F21); -peezya (F22) < -peela ‘run’, -peeja/-peezya “make run’ (ru -
peela (F23 kupela®, not given in F22d)

excape -pHfa ( not given in F22d)

search for -koopa (F23a, F23b -kooBa), a loan in F23.

tick juundya (F21), p-kuundya (F22) (F22d I1g-kupa (not related)

(157) Areal vocabulary, deri ical i ion and ing (16 words)
haboon y-goku; ng-uku (F22e); g-koko (F22d) (F22a not sure) M1 | ama-kuku; [EJ30]
inguke; DJ62, [EJ25] in-guge; EJ40 en-goge/en-yuye E46 n-goge (cf EJ32 in-guci)

* Only in Nurse and Philippson’s list, our list has kw-iiluka/kw-iiluka “run’
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bark of 1ree i-g0la; i-goola (F21a); 1-gola (F21c); i-gula (F23) (F21b word not mentioned)

(F73 <SN because m F23ab gu > vu and F23c gu > zu); [DJ60] iki-gula; Corridor -gula/-
ladifi-zulai ; God i-cula; E124 e-culafel-yuta (o N14, P14 lijola/maola)

brother-in-law, sisi k la (F21) K la (F22): i by d <*-

kued ‘marry, copulate’ Lnerally, the one who was married,” or ‘the one who copulates’ to

contrast *-kue “relative by marriage’ restricted to in-laws

ddust, cloud of dust 1o-Buufu, (10-pooPT F22a) (F23a lu-buubu; F23b, F24a 10-Buupu;

F23c lu-BuuPu) EJ34 o-lufu; North Nyanza em-fufu?: Derivation PB *-bu “ashes’

Sull (hecome) -okala (F23a, F23b -okala) loan to F23 because it is limited to F23 only.

gel, obtain -paandrka (F23 -paandika, F22a not certain) derivation from PB *-pat- “hold’,

loan to F23 because regular process in F23 is *pa > ha

hump of cow 1o-guku (not mentioned in F22a, F22b) (F31c lu-kuku; F32, F34 -kuku:

Thagicu -guku/-Buku; E74a i-fufu; DJ60 i-pfupfui-pudu ) borrowing: < Barbaig hukta <

Proto Kalenjin *ytuk (Rottland 1989), or < Ehret (1971:96) claims the source is Proto

Southern Nilotic *yuuk (*yu:k) ‘cow’s hump'?

listen -degeleka (F23b -degeleka; not mentioned in F22d) M11 uku-tegeleka: EJ25 -

tegeresya; EJ40 -tegerera; E46 -tegerya; (cfM20 uku-teyelezya; EJ3 I ¢ -regidididia "listen to”

(de Blois (1975); DJ66 ugu-tega amatwi ‘to snare with the ears’; DJ67 ukukutegeleza?: East

Ruvu ku-tegeleza; G23 ku-tey . EJ34 -tekeresa: F24a -tekelezya, F24b -
tegelelya; F33 ku-teerera; F34 o-teererera < PB *-teg- ‘trap’? innovation by extension of
meaning

resemble very closely -ikola (F23a, F23b kw-iikola; F24a,b kw-iixola) Corridor uku-kolana
(cf F32a gw-iixwer 32b g-iixwa; F32c g-ixwa, where *d or *lis sometimes lost)

seize -diima (F24a -diima) (cf F25, Corridor ku-lema; (EJ22 ku-zimatila? P12 ku-limba?)
EJ34 oxu-dira (misspelling?)

speak -yoomba (not shown in F21b) (F23a, F23b ku-yoomba) EJ16, EJ24 ku-yomba; EJ25
-yomba; EJ34 oxu-yomba (cf EJI7 kw-omba ‘quarrel’; G52 ku-womba; <-gomba as in,
Seuta, [East Ruvu] -gomba?; (-gomba-na (reciprocal as in G24, G31, G52 -gombana) (cf
mbegu > mbIyu: is it the same process of PB *g loss which in SN is irregular, found in a few
words like these two? *g-loss in non-high contexts is regular in EG0/E74, some Sabaki, F33,
F32, some Thagicu (see Nurse 1979b:462). Source of -yoomba therefore may be one of
these languages/groups)

squeeze (milk), milk -feema (F21), -syeema (F22a, F22e), (F22d has -kama - not related)
(F24a -feema, -syeema™); F3 la -feema (cf EJ32 xufela (misspelling?)

tomcal (half-wild) kitmbolo (F22d sitmbolo) (not indicated in F21b, F22b and F22a)(F23a
siimbuulu; F23b simbuulu; F24 kitmbulu) EJ441 kembulu

war Pu-logu (F22a, F22e wo-10go, not shown in F22d) (F24 wu-lugu) G61 uwu-lugu;
M20 -ugu; G66 lilugu; (Proto Kalenjin *luk *war, raid’ (Rottland 1989; or < Proto Southern
Nilotic *luk "raid’, Ehret 1971 ).

* In Nurse and Philippson’s list



white -aape (not given in F22d) (F10, F24a -aape; F23a, F23b -epe) Innovation using the
intensifier instead of the lexeme: < *-yelu pe, where pe is an intensifier. KiSwahili (G42d
retained both, with regular loss of *I: -eupe. (See Nurse and Hinnebusch 1993:290, 583-4)
wind 10-yaga, naga (< mu-yaga as in F22, F23) (F10 mu-saya) Rutara, EJ25 omu-yaga;
DJ60 umu-yaga: Borrowing: < DJ/EJ mu-yaga?

Compared to the unique creations, shared vocabulary due to borrowing or contact generally

M0t —a
Ml —e
Fsl—e
Flo}—e
el —s
e2ed—a
Corridor +—u
et — o
D460 +——
s t——
[ e —
F23

Dialect/Language/Language Group

2 4 6 8 10 2

Frequency of lexical occurrence in groups

[ = Figure 4.9 Areal frequencies between SN and other languages

predominates at 16 words out of the 22 total. Such skewed results in favour of external
sources of vocabulary support in part the idea that the sources of K1Sukuma2/ KINyamweezi
are many and varied, as Batibo (1992b) points out for K1Sukuma. The other languages or
groups sharing one word each with SN are EJ30, DJ62, EJ40, G64, EJ16, G61, G66. N14,

P14, F3 ¢, G32, Thagicu, E74a, EJ17, F3 1a, Proto Southern Nilotic (PSN). Barbaig, DJ66,
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DJ67, East Ruvu, G23, F33, F25, EJ22, P12, G52, EJ441 and Rutara. Those sharing two or

more words are represented in Figure 4.9.

4.2.1.2.10 Ar (80%) (GiAhi ~ GIRwana)
Only 7 words are shared by these two dialects, indicating that their history as separate dialects
has not been a long one. Out of those, 3 (43%) are unique, supporting the idea of a short

period of separation. On the other hand, it is difficult to predict whether a longer list of

words would make a diffe in the of unique y. As it stands. the

distribution between unique and areal vocabulary is almost equal, 3 by 4 words respectively

(158) Unique vocabulary (3 words)

arrow i-Ruumbo (cf F21c tkuumbo ‘arrow shaft’)
listen -Raaya (F32a), -taraya (F32b )
mushroom mpoRa/ma-mpora

(159) Areal vocabulary, derivati ical i ion and b ing (4 words)

branch (iree) i-saapja M14 lu-sansa (cf EJ3 I¢ -sagia; EJ34 esaga) < PB *-canj- “spread”
derivation and extension of meaning (not from PB *-canju "branch’)

chase (away) -jofica (F32a), -jupca (F32b) (cfG64 xu-pica; EJ11 kw-iruca; ES| -nukia:
E54a ku-rungia; ESS ku-lopgya)

climb, ascend -nantia (cf F24 -nanta™ ‘climb’)

hunt vseempa (cf G33, G35, P11 ku-pelemba)

* From Nurse and Philippson’s list.
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4.2.1.2.11 KmILaamba Lm (78%) (KmalUshoola - KmiLaamba ' - KmiHaanzu)

Of the 25 words, 10 or 40%, are unique to KinILaamba (F31). The rest occur in other
neighbouring languages, although there are few cases like M30 languages which are not
adjacent. A high number of unique words from the total number of innovations indicates a
historically valid and close-knit linguistic group, especially when it is larger than a language,
incorporating several dialects. When the majority of the innovations is composed of shared

words, the claim of historically based grouping becomes less certain

(160) Unique vocabulary (10 words)

be, become ko-tula (F3 1a, F31b), ko-tola (F3 Ic)(cf G23 ku-ituka?. G5 1, G54b gu-turka?)
get, obrain kw-iligia (F3 1a), ku-ligya (F31b), ko-lija (F3 Ic)

leaf (of tree) 10ka (not shown in F3 Ic)

lean, bend (down) ko-tuna (cf F21 ¢ -tuna “bend the knees and lower body vertically.
especially for women, as a sign of respect’):

maize m-puklle (F3 1a) -pokile (F31b), kim-pukile (F31c)

mourning soka (not mentioned in F31c)

search for ku-duuma (F3 la, F31b), ko-duma (F31c)

spear n-dilima

nwin miintotz (F31a, F31c), miatyotr (F3 1b)

wife mu-soongu (F3 1a, F31b), mu-soongo (F3 Ic) (cf P23 m-jangu/n-jangu?

The following |5 words, though they occur in other zones outside Zone F, are peculiar to
KiniLaamba only within Zone F, representing 60% of the 25 words identified. Where a Zone
F language or dialect uses or shares such a word, then it is likely to be either a loan from

KinILaamba, or the language borrowed it from the same source.
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(161) Areal vocabulary, derivation, morphological i ion and ing (15 words)

carry. convey ku-keepka (F32 -keenka) M31 u-kwega? G65, EJ25, EJ40 -yeya; N12-
gega?

climb k pkila (F31a, F31b), k gtla (F31c) EJ41 -yanigira?

dust, cloud of dust 1o-nk d1 (F24b lu-pki dr, F25 lu-nguondr [G60] -pkundi; M25
i-kundi

louse m-pani F22a, F22e, F24 m-pani; M20 m-pumi; [East Ruvu] mani/tani

milk ma-sounso (F32, F33, F24 ma-sou(n)su ) E65, G22, G50 ma-susu™; DJ64, M22 ama-
fyutyu(cf EJI3 ama-[ununu" EJI5 ki-sununu?) Widely distributed generally.

pen ga (F3 1a), ki-doga/mi-doga (F31b), i-loga (F3 Ic) (F32c i-roya: F22e.
F24 -loga; F’S i-l Iuwa) (cf [EJ40] uru-zupga? E46 ke-nunga? Cfalso [Rutara] ku-cuga
“copulate (with")): extension of meaning, as euphemism meaning “paddling tool’, < PB *-dug-
paddle vr vi

quarrel (vi) ko-kileea (F3la, F31b), -kilea (F31c) G51 ku-lirewa

rest, take a holiday ku-{oopya (F3 1a), ku-suopya (F31b), ku-supya (F3Ic) (F22a, F22e
-suuha; F22b -isuuhya; F24 ku-suupa; F25 ku-supa) [G60] -suupa

rooster, cockmoumbz (F3 1a, F31b), mombr (F3 ) restriction of meaning (< PB *-comb1
‘chicken’ or < PB *-buumb- ‘mould pottery, create’?

set (of the sun) ku-faalxzla (F31a), ko-sal1tla (F3 1b), ku-halila (F3 [c) F2 I -salaltla; E46
~fala, -syala; [EJ40] -fara?

spider tyati (F31a, F31b), itati (F3 Ic): derivation and extension of meaning, < PB *-tat- “tie
up’

stem (of maize, millet) Vo-peleli (F31a, F31b), i-peeli (F31c) (F10 i-helele; F25 ma-pelele;
F21, F22, F23c ma-Belele) M10 im-pelele; M20, i-pelele/ama-pelele: [M30] imi-pelele;
EJ402 liBerere; [P10] -pelele; N12 lipehe; semantic shifi? < PB *-bede millet, eleusine,
sorghum’

tomorrow mu-daat (F3 la, F3 1b), mu-dav (F3 1 ¢) [G60] ki-lawwki-lavu; [N10] ci-lawu; GS0
ci-lau; [P10] malabu/malabo  Difference of prefix only, and F31 is unique

wind n-zega (F3 1a, F3 1b), pw-eega (F3 Ic) (F24 in-jega®, F25 Um-weya) G5 I-yega; P15
li-yeya;

word 1o-kaani/g-kaani (F3 1a, F31b), I i i (F31c) (cf EJ40, [EJ25] e-pana/ama-
nana: semantic shift: < PB *-kaani- ‘to contradict’, and in EJ40: nk > < p-kaani (See Nurse
1979b:433 on nk > )?

27 From Nurse (1979b:542)
* From Nurse and Philippson’s list
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4.2.1.2.12 KIRpni (RD) (78%) (Gidhi - GZRwana ~ ymiyaMunyipanyi))
The 10 words (20%) out of the total 49 as unique inventions in KIRImi suggest group
cohesion. On the other hand, the group is heavily mixed as the speakers have interacted with
others from adjacent languages. Shared vocabulary indicating that mixed nature of lexical

stock is 80%.

(162) Unique vocabulary (10 words)

axe gI-heendo (cf P25 imbendo)
clothes, material i-saa/ma-saa
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crown of head -buUsa

hae i-kuujo

medicine, remedy ma-hoka
pronounce v-hapa

tail 1-¢oUmbT

thicket -ROpkO

Iry -sooya

up, ahove go-vnto

(163) Areal vocabulary, derivation, logical i ion and b ing ( 39 words)

birth (give), 10 a child o-paada M20, M30 ku-paapa; G64 xu-baba; N12 ku-baba

parent, s he who begets mu-padi G66, [M20] m-pafi; M30, P13 -papi

blood -sayami (F3 ¢, F33 -sakami) [G30] -sakame; Thagicu, E65 -Bakame; E46 n-daxame;
(Rutara], DJ65 -[agama/-sagama; [E60] -samu? (in some E60 languages: ¢ > @, e.g. -waa
“kill' < PB * -budag- “kill’. For -samu see Nurse 1979b:108, West Kilimanjaro (Masama -
E62a), Rombo (Mashati-E62c): *i > u, *u >i as in KiWunjo (E62b), KiRombo (E62c)
mburu “goat’ < PB *-budi; -eri "chin’ < PB *-dedu, and therefore, -samu: Proto Southern
Cushitic *sak’ “blood’”” — -sagami — -sagamu — -samu?: borrowing from Proto Southern
Cushitic.

breathe, rest go-hea [G60] kwe-ehela; [Luhya] oxu-hera; [EJ40] -hecera (cf P23 ku-
yewelela)

brother (older) mu-una (F3 1b mu-nuna) Northern Dialects of KiSwabili innovation *m-nuna
“younger sibling’ as in G41b, G42d mu-pa ( Nurse and Hinnebusch 1993:300) (cfEJI3 omu-
rumuna; E52 mu-rua nina; E54a mu-rua jia; EJ42 mo-mura)

day afier tomorrow in-Ko EJ42 en-kio ende; G24a -kioi EJ1 | -kiro

far kw-eengI cf Barbaig [agi “far’

Iy (vi) O-ruma (cfP15 ku-jumba; P22 ku-lumpa; G36 ku-zurha; E74a ku-zumba, ku-zump"a)

follow -hoonga G65, G66, M30 -konga; [M10], M20 -konka (*k > x where it is phonetically
easy to change to /i before low vowel /a/ or back /o/ in KIRImi, although elsewhere. *k >

get, obtain G-haanga GS1 kw-apk'a
hate, detest G-hora [Thagicu ( i.e [Thagicu] ku-Buura and E46 -soola)], Luhya oxu-syula;
[E62) -sua;

* Compare explanation given by Nurse 1979b:513 on the status of -samu “blood" as
an unlikely loan from KiSwahili damu ‘blood’, which is a loan from Arabic dlam, a word
which may not be used now in Arabic, and whose original meaning in Arabic is obscure
(Bosha 1993)
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lean, hecome; grow thin O-xoxoa EJ 14 oku-koha? M24 ku-hoha? (G65 uku-sokoka?, G35
ku-soka)

look aronnd -iheenga [Luhya] oxu-henzahenza?

lost (get) -yaya G60, [N10] ku-yaga; Seuta, East Ruvu kw-aga, E5S ku-a, kw-aa: P23 ku-
yahika; E74a ku-lagaya;

love, want U-yaanja [EJ40] -hanca; [Luhya] xu-yanza

marriage -ilooyoa (cf F31a -loogwa ‘love, want’) E74a ku-lowoa; DJ65 ku-loggora

milk (n) ma-aya (ct [E62] ma-lla < ma-nla < ma-lela (as in E62d): borrowing . Proto
Southern Nilotic *Pe:l- *white’ (Ehret 1971:138).

milk (fresh) ma-hoonga (F21b, F21c nga; F23b nga; F23a ma-suka)
mother iyoo (F33 iyo; F3 1c iyaa, F21b iya) EJ441 yiya: borrowing: < Barbaig yiya, Proto
Southern Nilotic *iiyo

old times, the past ka-enge G35 u-henga

Ppipe (tohacco) i-fuunde (F33 -puunde; F34 ke-buunde) E145 eke-Bonde: G35 mu-nde: EJ24
eki-bunda? (cf Barbaig kaponded)

pit, hole i-koombo (F31c i-koombo) G36 -kombo; PIS li-yumba? [CF DJ60] ik-yoBo?:
EJ25b er-yobo?; EJ31 li-lowoo?; EJ3 I ¢ -dopoo?; [EJ40] mw-0Bo?)

pour away -hunga (F3 1¢ -hunvla) G61 -kunula

push G-suntitya EJ43 uku-hunia; G65, M21 uku-suncilizya; (cf EJ42 ko-sukia?; G32 ku-
sufiza?)

guier (he) O-Kila E340, [Thagicu) ira

return -soka (F3 1c ku-soka, F24 -syuxa™; F33 ko-fyouka) Thagicu -cioka (cfF21. F22b,
F31a/F31b, -fooka/-fooga) ‘return vi", -foofa “return v, reply” *

raoster, cock -jololo (F24 N-jogolo; F25 i-jogolo)

search for -eefija (F32c) (F10 ku-heensa; [F22] ku-pesula/ku-pesa) EJ3 | -peenja: EJ25a
oku-yenja; (cfEI41 kw-efa; E62¢ -sengeta; M25 -hwanza)

shame mipaa (F3 Ic mipala; F21 minala; [East Ruvu] mipala

shiver oxaxaRa’' (F3 |c ku-kagata) (cf EJ43 oko-gapkana)

small NOYS (F32c) P14 -cuku (cf EJ 40 -suhu)

spear (n) mu-koha; [P10] [West Ruvu], G50, [G60], m kuhn Seuta [Easl Ruwvu] -Luha.
[N10], n-oha (cf F21c -guha < mu-guba "small, sp bl
big needle either used for sewing hard materials like Iealher or in KiSukuma medlcal
operations, and it resembles n-gela, which is such a big needle used exclusively for medical
purposes’)

* From Nurse and Philippson’s list.

" In K1Rxmi, the voiceless flap represented as [R] is a regular reflex of PB *t in many
words, although it often occurs in free variation with /t/ (See Olson (1964:13) on the
allophonic nature of {R}).
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sweat (n) mu-RuRu (F21c li-duutu) North Rutara e-tutu (cf P10 li-usu): derivation and
extension of meaning < *PB -tu *spit’

sweel, pleasant -loombe M14 -lyompe; ([EJ40] -omereru?)

thigh (of human: animai) g1-nama (F3 I ¢ kr-nama) E60 ki-nama; [EJ40] eke-nama; [Luhya)
esi-nama; (also G61 ipki-namana)

tomorrow padiv (F32c) EJ16 ido or idiho - possible misspelling as given: icfho?

wash clothes -homboa [Thagicu] ku-8ambya ngua? (cf E46 -sabya?)

what ntooni (F3 1c ntouni) M24 honi? [East Ruvu], M32 coni?, M23 foni?

word i-hapo (cf F21/F22 muhayo)

Apart from those groups in Figure 4.1, other dialects, languages or groups which share one
word with F32 include G64, N12, P13, E65, Southern Cushitic, G51, EJ441, F34, EJ45,
EJ24, M21, F25, EJ31, G40, G24, P22, Corridor, ESS, P23, F23, F21b, F10, P14, G50, West

Ruvu, North Rutara, P10, M14, E60, EJ16, M32 and M23.
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4.2.1.2.13 NM (78%) (KIKIonh o - KISukuma - KNyamweezi)

Only four words join these three language groups, K1Sukuma (F21), KINyamweezi (F22) and
K1K1rmbu (F24). The four words can be accounted for in terms of diffusion from a common
source, either from among them or from a common ancestor. This account is plausible
because all 4 words are not unique to these 3 members alone. They are also found in zones

DJ, EJ and G, among others, as areal words.

(164) Areal vocabulary, derivation, morphological i ion and (4 words)

bush, forest -poolu (F23a i-poolu; F25 i-pooli) [DJ60] i-polo; East Ruvu P12 -poli /-hulo?
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calfof leg luta (not mentioned in F21a, F22a, and in F22d n-salula) EJ44
e-saruta; EJ43b i-sutwa; (Cf Gisamjanga, Barbaiga™ haw-da ‘thigh’, Proto Southern Nilotic
*aR (Rottland (1982:296))

thigh (especially human) i-taango [EJ40] ri-tapgo; [Luhya] -rango: DJ65. DJ66 i-tako: G23
-tako (cf DJ62 i-tako “female thigh’);

1ry -gema (F23a, F23b -gemezya, F23¢ -wemeza) EJ402 -gema: (cf E54a -gena)

Of these languages and languages groups, only SiSiloombo (F23a) shares two words with
NM ( K1Sukuma (F21), KINyamweezi (F22) and KIKIImbu (F24)). The rest share with this
grouping only one word. These are F23b, F23c, F25, DJ60, DJ6S, DJ66, East Ruvu, P12,
EJ44, EJ43b, EJ40, Southern Nilotic, Luhya (EJ30 and EJ41), G23 and EJ402. Such a

distribution does not tell definitively about genetic affiliation since even the areal vocabulary

is widely distributed

4.2.1.2.14 NL (76%) (KIK1mmbv - KiSukuma ~ KiNyamweezi - Kmd.aamba)

The small number of shared innovations in this lexicostatistical node makes it doubtful as a
historically valid grouping, as in the NM (KIK1imbu + K1Sukuma + KINyamweezi) case
above. The unity of the node supports a retention-based explanation, which is a weak
classification criterion. Three words out of the four can be said to be uniquely NL
(KIK1imbu + K1Sukuma + KiNyamweezi + KintLaamba). But the major drawback is that,
one of the major members of the group, F24b KIK1imbu South, does not have all three

words in our sample. The absence of these three words in F24b suggests a later diffusion

** There are two ways of representing this name, Barabaig and Barbaig (Rottland
(1982:27)
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from one language rather than innovation within an earlier group (NL) before a split. This
areal account is supported by the relatively heavier influence on F24a by F22 dialects because

of F24a’s closer proximity to F22 compared to F24b. In addition, the last word ‘remember’

is shared by Rutara (EJ11-4, EJ21-24) and Corridor-Nyiha (M20)

indicating a possible source from them as neighbours,

(165) Unique vocabulary (3 words)

Jace dowmwards (lie on one's stomach) -bundaala® (not indicated in F22a, F24b) (F23c -
Buundaala) (cf [E}40] -Bumara?)

pot, vessel ki-seme (F23 -seme) (not indicated in F24b)

stick mu-laanga (F21b,c naafa (< mu-laafja); F32 mw-aanga) (not indicated in F3 la.b and
F24) (cf N1 1 n-denga; N12 n-donga?)

(166) Areal vocabulary, derivation, morphological innovation and borrowing (1 word)

remember F24 -ijoktla; F22 kw-izokila; F3 la,b ku-k1joka; F21 -izoka), (F23a-izoktla,
F 10 kw-isukila) (cf F23b -iBukila; F23¢ -iBuuktla), Rutara -ijuk(il)a; [M20] -izuk(il)a; M11
ukw-idukila; [EJ25] -icuka

" In the majority of dialects, the initial phoneme in the root is /B/. In others, it is /w/
or /u/. /b/ is used as a proto-phoneme

w
3
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4.2.1.2.15 NR (72%) ( (KIK1onbo - KZSukuma2* - KiNyamweesi - Kmdaamba -
K1Romi)

In the linguistic tree constructed for Zone F in section 4.1.1 above. this is the final stage in
which the languages appear to be closely connected lexically. But even this connection is not
necessarily genetic, because areal features can spread quite quickly if there are favourable
conditions for adjacent social networks to be established. There is no strictly unique lexical
item joining this lexicostatistical group. Only one word (14%) partly appears to be a unique
innovation, daale *pack, flock’. However, since it is also reported in M12 (KiLupgwa). a
F22 neighbour, it suggests innovation in one area only and with later spread to other
languages through contact. Since ~duale is associated with an animal flock, it is likely that
F24 might have borrowed it from F21 or F32 where animal husbandry is more entrenched.

The in p: | speech ities suggests ing. and since animal

herds and their herders can be mobile over long distances through trade or emigration, cattle-
related words can spread quite easily. The linguistic and the socio-economic cannot be
separated, since the socio-economic activities and interaction directly influence people’s
experiences and how those experiences are expressed in their languages. Because the words
in this group are areal or occur in other zones as well, the implication is that they are
inherited or borrowed from a common source. With such a distribution therefore, the genetic

status of the group is doubtful and inconclusive.

HKI! a2i to(K: G , JinaK11ya)+ K1Dakama
while plain K1Sukuma refers to meunaSukuma, GrnaNtuzu, JinaKrtya only. This has been
pointed out above (section 4.2.1.2.3 ).

363



(167) Areal y. derivation, ical i ion and borrowing (7 words)

pack, flock, group i-daale/ma-daale F3 12.b dyal - F32bd: dae; F32ci-de; (not
mentioned in F21b, F22a, F32a) F23, M I2 - daaldma—danle Also in Ezsl Ruvu like
KiZalamo: loanword from Cushitic (Ehret, p.c.)

houndary 1g-brtmbr  F25 olo-wizmbIix (not mentioned in F32a** ) South Rutara, EJ25b
oru-bibi; F10i-Bifi; DJ60 uru-Bifi; [EJ40] oro-Bepe (cfF22d lu-Buomba; [F23], lu-vuumba;
EJ45 oru-BuPa)

love, want -togwa cf F31 a kulyoogwa; F3 1b kuloogwa; F3 I c kulowa; (F23%, F25 togwa)
(not mentioned in F32) cf G65 kunogwa; G35, G37 kunogela ( F21c -toga "object O please
subject §')

pole (thin) -kite/-gito (not mentioned in F21a) (cfF32b fiRo; F24b -sito) cf also [G60], M3 1
ulu-sito; [M10], M32, [Seuta], P13, P22 -fito; G52 u-fitu; DJ66 i-fyito; P14 -hito; EJ 14 umu-
sito. Also wider distribution in East Africa generally as in KiSwahili (G42d); [Thagicu] ru-
bito?

sharp (he) -yokipa/-yogipa (F3 1a, F31b -yopika; F23a, F23b -ugiha; F3lc sharp’)
(not mentioned in F21b, F22d, F24b) [Luhya/ -ogiha; [EJ40] -ogeha; EJ24; -uhiga; [ Thagicu]
-ugtba; cf; E61 -yoi-ya; and EJ25b, M32 -ugi ‘sharp’

sheep -kolo*(F21. F22b, F22e folo; (n-kolo (F22a), (not mentioned in F22d) G11™. [East
Ruvu] -kolo; [G60], i-polo/-koondolo™; < -kolo < PB *-kodo “sheep”

well (n) -ji/z (F23a Iw-inz1) (not mentioned in F22d), EJIS luz-zi; P13 lose; Derivation <
PB *-y1jI “water’

** The informant was not sure.
 From Nurse and Philippson’s list

*7 Although this word is part of Guthrie’s (1967-1971, Vol.3:291) reconstructions for
Proto Bantu, as a recent acquisition in Eastern Bantu, there is uncertainty about its origin.
For instance, it was not clear whether the word was actually borrowed from outside Bantu
or not (Ehret 1968b:217), although later, Ehret (2001, p.c.) affirms that -kondolo is a Bantu
derivation while -kolo is a loan from Eastern Sahelian *kwar.

" The languages in this category are from Nurse’s field notes prepared in the 1970s.
Some of the languages like G 11 iCiGogo are not in CBOLD at the time of writing this line.
In comparative examples, G11 has not featured because of that reason.

* On the other hand, Nurse and Hinnebusch (1993:669) assert that p-kondolo *sheep™
in some Sabaki, Ruvu and Seuta languages is of non-Bantu origin.
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One major problem in this set of words is that some of these words are not found in certain

languages/dialects, making their unity even more doubtful

4.2.1.2.16 Zone I

(169) Unique vocabulary (1 word?)

old person (male) mu-nampala (not mentioned in 7 out of 22 varieties: F10, F22a, F22d,
F24, F25, F33, F34). The one word is found nowhere else with one major problem: F24 as
a prominent member of Zone F does not show the word, even F24a which is relatively
proximate to F22. But also, two dialects which form the cores of Zone F, F22, do not show
the word, F22a and F22d, indicating that, the word may have originated from F21, F31 or
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F32, from mu-na-m-pala ‘the one with the bald head’*'. From one source, it spread to the
rest, especially git he abs of seri i i e b -

Rather than define Zone F as one unit, the one word or (6%) out of the total 16 in (169) only

happens to be in the zone in most, but not in all, of the language varieties. This word is

munampala “old male person’. The speech communities being relatively adjacent to each
other, but then sharing only one unique word as a marker of their genetic affiliation casts
serious doubts on the claim. In addition adjacency also disturbs the core of Zone F by
introducing the possibility of a word spreading easily from one source, so that a few shared
words confined to Zone F alone can be only accidental. Furthermore, most of the
intermediate lexicostatistical nodes forming Zone F are not as genetically cohesive as shown
by the qualitative analysis of the vocabulary. Since reliance of unique innovation for the
validity of Zone F is placed on one word only, the qualitative evidence is not hard. This word

is likely to have originated from only one of the languages and simply spread, due to the often

friendly relations which have existed between these core Zone F community members. with
frequent intermarriages and cross-migration sustained over a long period of time. If smaller
populations in the earlier constituent F languages are assumed, living relatively even more
closely than is currently the case, then the spread of words might have been much easier and
faster, all conditions being equal, and hence, this word does not isolate Zone F as one
historically cohesive group. ~ The word excludes an important member of the traditional

Zone F core, K1K1imbu (F24), both northem and southern. The other varieties in which the

* Suggestion by and discussion with Nurse, personal communication, 2000
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word is not mentioned are F10, F25, F33 and F34. The distribution of this one word not
only weakens the core of Zone F significantly, but also it goes on to support what Nurse
(1979, 1995a, 1999) and Ehret (1999) have maintained over a period of time about the

doubtful status of F10, F25, F33 and F34 within Zone F.

It is tempting to even suggest that this word is actually borrowed from Proto Kalenjin-

Omotic, a word given as *pAAyAAn “elder’ (Rottland 1989:223). The form, meaning and

distribution offer a strong argument. The path might have been pAAyAAn — payan — palan
 pala — mu-pala — muna/mupa-m-pala. The loan might have started in one language and
simply spread to the rest. This source may be F32 (KIRmi) with a fuller form mupampaa.
although the /V is normally lost. In SSN, it was reduced to munampala, then to nampala and
namala in F21/F22b. This argument adds to that by Nurse (p.c.) as being from *(person) with
the bald head” < PB *mu (class 9 marker. which includes people) + *-pada "bald’. Both
hypotheses do not seem to have any strong justification as to why should “old man" in this
group of languages and not "old woman’ use a euphemism like "the one with the bald head”
or borrow from Southern Nilotic. One suggestion would be the higher status and esteem
which the Southern Nilotic elders seemed to have been enjoying in the eyes of outsiders, and
it might have acted as an incentive in the speech communities in contact with them to adopt
and adapt the term*'.  In fact, there were intermarriages between them, especially in eastern
! In most of Rutara like in oRuHaya (EJ22), the idea of using a euphemism. a
loanword or a grandiose term is also observed (as in F20/F30) where *old woman’ is the
(continued...)
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PuSukuma where contact was maintained as the Datog continued to move in and out of the
area they once lived (Itandala 1983:189). In this contact, some Datog were absorbed into
Kr1Sukuma society, by the Bapiinza clan, and with this absorption, many cultural aspects were
also acquired, especially in livestock keeping which made the predominantly agriculturalist
PBapiinza into pastoralists as well, being selective of those aspects which were only beneticial
for them (ltandala:ibid). This fact is borne out by the Datog proper names for both females
and males. place names, some rituals, name for the Datog god Asita, etc, indicating that the
contact between Southern Nilotic groups like the Datog was harmonious and mutually
beneficial rather than the adversarial nature implied in contact situations and/or replacement
of one speech community in an area with another. They might have moved out of the way
because their exclusively pastoral way of life became incompatible with the now mixed

farmers BaSukuma, who continued with their farming tradition after adding cattle keeping.

The term for *old female person’ in many Bantu languages is composed of two morphemes,
PB *-ka, *-ke or *KI "woman, female’ and PB *-kudu *big, or old’. forming mu-ka-kulu.

mu-ke -kolv, or mu-k1-kulo respectively, or other such words with "person’ and "old’ in

*(_..continued)

regular 0-mu-ka-i-kuru and *old man’ is either o-mu-gurusi (sg)/a-ba-gurusi (pl)’ *founder
or patriach’, or omu-karuka < Proto Southern Nilotic *ko:irk ‘married adult (Ehret
1971:136). Abagurusi, as those clan founders who constitute oRuHaya society, just as the
Kr1Sukuma case and their clans: p-gI-kolu ‘old woman’, namala/Banamala “old man’ indicate
absence of classless society as is often implied in earlier Bantu prehistory (See Cory and
Hartnoll 1945 [1971]) and Itandala (1983) for a discussion of clans and their founders in the
respective speech communities)
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either order. The term for “old male person’ from PB is normally derived from two words
from which many other variations are possible: mu-ntt “person’ mu-kulo “big, or old’ as
in KiWoso (E62d) ndu pku < muntu mukulu or as in Gtkoyu (ES1) mundu mokuru, or in
Maragoli (LuLogooli) (EJ41) mukurundu < mu-kuru mu-ntu; and mo-lume -kolu “big or

old male’; as in KiSeri (E62e) mmeku < mulumekulu.

The remaining 15 words, or 94%, do not define Zone F either. They occur widely across

neighbouring zones also. With inter-dialectal b . this is not surprising. The most

telling feature of these words is that they are borrowed, mainly from Southern Cushitic (cattle
terms), Southern Nilotic (some cultural items like terms for animal hides/skins) or KiSwahili
(trade terms like metal pots and tins), indicating the lexical impact from one source facilitated
by movement inherent in pastoralism and trade, and therefore the ‘movement’ of these words

from a recent past.

(170) Areal vocabulary. derivation, morphological i and b g (15 words)

hull -yagamba (not mentioned* in F10, F22d, F24b, F25, F33). This word occurs in two
shapes -yagamba, as in most of Zone F and -kambakol-kambaku as in [G60] -kamba-ki
M20, M30, NI0, P2I-kamba-ku; borrowing < Iraqw yaqaamba (sg), yaqaambee (pl) “bull,
big male animal’. Where it occurs in Zone F, the word comes directly from Iraqw.

calf -dama (not mentioned in F10, F31c, F32a) Seuta, East Ruvu, G52, [M10], M32. P11
n-dama; G61, M22 in-dama; Burupge, Sandawe dama: borrowing < Iraqw dama

2 Lack of mention may reflect more than one fact: absence of such a word, informant
g a word or being fits existence, even when it does and confusing between
similar concepls and mentioning the wrong one.

369



cattle mi-tugo (not mentioned in F 10, F23b, F22e, F33, F34). Occurs in three shapes. with
stem-initial /t/, with stem-initial /f/ by process of Bantu Spirantization and with regular /t/
followed by prenasalized /g/ [ng] instead of /g/as in [EJ40]-tugo; E74a, [Seuta], [East Ruvu],
G52 mi-fugo; [Rutara] i-tugo ly ente; [DI60] iBi-tungwa; (cf EJ32 mi-rugu; N13 mi-pugo?
) Innovation by a proto language from which some Zone F members descended (cf Eastern
Affican Bantu and Ruvu languages in Hinnebusch and Nurse 1993:585).
goat (he) n-gulaati ( [F22), F23a,b, F24, [F311); n-gulyaati (F21), p-gulaata ((F32], £33
F34) (not mentioned in F10, F22a, F23c, F25, F31b, F32a). G35 vulati; Seuta -vulata. -
vuata; Barbaig qwarayda; Iraqw gurta (sg), gurtaawee (pl) (see Maghway (1995); Burugge
gwerati; Kw’adza gulata < Proto Southern Cushitic *-?ogur- (Ehret 1980:293). The word.
though from the same source, displays two major arezl phonological features which define
three different groups and -gulaati, -gulyaati and -
gulaata with an -i/-a divide, most probably depending on the route the word took to reach
them. The -a word suggests a direct route from the source, and it is in Seuta only (G23, G24,
G31 and G34), while the -i is not based on direct transmission, or the plural form, gurtaawee,
was taken instead of the singular gurta. Thisis found in iKiLuguru (G35) and some members
of Zone F only, resembling the Burunge gwerati.
lime, whitewash -swaakala (not mentioned in F21b, F3 1a, F31b. F32c, F34). [G()O] P IO
P20, Corridor -swakal: kala; EJ25; [EJ40] ki kala; N10,
DJ66 i-[wankala: [East Ruvu], Barbaig, [Thagicu], [Seuta], [Rutara], [c.so1 [Luhyal
[Chagal, [North Nyanza] -cokaa: borrowing: from G42d, through English “chalk™? This wide
distribution of the word suggests that it is a recent loan from the same source, most probably
English, especially if it is associated with house decoration on sealed walls. It is unlikely that
completely plastered walls were common in such hot and humid climates where mosquitoes,
the heat and darkness would discourage such house construction. The word isalso unlikely
to be found in languages which did not have any strong English impact. The need for #-
swaakala is hence highly dubious as a native concept in hot climates apart from borrowing
from a culture which needs sealed houses because of weather conditions like extreme cold
In cold climates like the vicinity of Mount Kilimanjaro and the Upare ranges (E60), Bukoba
(EJ20). Mbeya (M30) and Iringa (G60) a native word is likely to have been i place already,
making y. This fact is by the absence of -swackala in
dialects/languages either located in relatively cold climates or those in isolation like G62
(ingeesi), G63 (ingedzi), E65 (mlaci), [EJ20] (-noni), M30 -pafia; E46 mbarimbari
look after grazing cattle -d1ma (not mentioned in F10, F25, F31b, F33. F34). M13, [East
Ruvu], G52, G60, M20, [N10] ku-diima; M3 1 uku-tima (cf N14, P13 ku-lima) borrowing:
< Iraqw/Alagwa de?em- ‘to herd’ < Southern Cushitic, from Proto West Rift (see Ehret
1980:190; Nurse 1988:64-79; Batibo 1992b:63)
monkey (small, lightish-colc i) (not i in F10, F23. F25 F32a) East
Ruvu, [G60], N10, P20 -tumbili; [P10] -tombele; Seuta, [Corridor] -tumbii: EJ32 in-duvili;
(M32 g-gambili?) Innov:mon by a proto language from which some Zone F members
Also widely in East African | ges like KiSwahili rumbili
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one-eyed (heing) -soongo (not mentioned in F22d, F31, F33, F34). E)25, [Luhya), [EJ40] -
soongo; N13 -sopgu; Thagicu -Bongo; Seuta, East Ruvu, G51, P13 -congo; DJ61. [Rutara]
-fongo: (cf EJ402 eke-tongo?; EJ43b ege-tongo?; EJ403 eke-tono?, EJ42 ege-tono:
[Corridor] -tonko (mbali)?) semantic innovation: < PB *-copgo *'point’?
pool, pond -laambo (not mentioned in F10, F25, F33, F34). EJ41, G32, P14 -lambo; [EJ25]
-rambo; G37, G60 . M10 -laamba. Innovation from a core then the word spread to others.
This is another telling word where the four languages are effectively excluded. This however
does not necessarily prove that the remaining members are genetically unified because the
distribution of the word extends beyond Zone F.
pot (metal), cup -kopo (not mentioned in F10). DJ60, Rutara, EJ25, Seuta, East Ruvu, G50,
G0, Corridor, M30, N10, P10, P20 -kopo; EJ40 -kofo; [E60] -kobo; Barbaig kop-ajanda
(se) /kop-ajega (pl): borrowing, < KiSwahili -kopo "small tin'< Portuguese copo “cup’
(Tucker 1946:857). This is an illustration of late borrowing from a common source like
KiSwahili (G42d) in which unrelated languages seem descended from a common, immediate
ancestor where even lraqw, a Southern Cushitic language, has koopo (Mous 1993:42). With
this word, all the 8 Bantu zones occurring in Tanzania are represented (DJ. EJ. E. F. G, M,
N, P). The word is significant in highlighting the potential for misleading conclusions when
languages share a word. Sharing a word is not enough. The source of that sharing should
ideally be ascertained beyond any reasonable doubt.
pot, mug mu-kebe (not mentioned in F10, F24b, F25). [DJ60), Rutara. EJ25. Luhya. EJ40,
[Chaga], Ruwu, [G60], [Corridor], P10, P20 -kebe; [Thagicu] mu-keve. All zones except N
display this word. It is a widespread word the source of which is obscure.
shin (hone) -loondI (not mentioned in F31c). [G60] -luundi; [Corridor] mu-lundi, omnundi
walyulu; DJ60, [Rutara], M31 -lundi; [Seuta] muundi/-lundi; M 1 3 uundundi; E65 mwindi (ct
EJ42 omgorondo “small leg’?) Innovation by a proto language from which some Zone F
members descended, probably East African Bantu (see Hinnebusch and Nurse 1993:288)
skin (of person)-dlx (F23a n-dili; F23b n-drlr; F33 n-dirr; F24 n-tiila) (not mentioned in 6
of the 22 varieties: F10, F23c, F25. F31b, F32c, F34): Borrowing from Southern Nilotic as
in Kalenjin *irir *skin" (Ehret 1971:143)
sky -luunde (not mentioned in F10, F23¢, F31b, F25, F33, F34). P13 lyunde; P21 kwiunde
semantic extension < PB *-dunde “cloud”
woman mu-kiIma (not men!loncd in F73c F3la, F]lh F33. F;4) G62 u~muk| mamﬂ (Cf
G63 kidala). Thes
respectively.  mukIdna or somethmg similar is found in two G60 languages, and the
morphology of the word there shows more antiquity than those found in Zone F: Derivation,
PB *-ke ‘wife’ + *-ma ‘mother’, to suggest “woman who acts both as wife and mother”




Table +.24 makes some important statements with regard to contact affirming bath Thomason
and Kaufiman (1988) and Labroussi’s (1999) observations on the role of proximity and the

contact of different speech communities. First, F10, F25, F33 and F34 behave radically

from the rest suggesting separate d p with minimal contact with any of

the other Zone F members. Secondly, the cohesion of the remaining members suggests areal

Dialect/Language/Language Group

2 3 4 5 6 7 & 5 10 n

Frequency of lexical occurrence in groups
[ = Figure 4.13 Areal frequencies between Zone F and other groups ]

influences rather than genetic affiliation, as demonstrated by F31 which is KintLaamba.
showing less shared vocabulary, presumably because it is shielded from the direct impact of
surrounding Zone F members. The other F31 members show higher shared vocabulary
precisely because they are at the edges of contact with adjacent languages, with a higher
possibility of mutual influence (See Maps 1, 2, 3 in Chapter | for the relative adjacency of the
speech communities).
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Table +4.24 Variety and frequency of occurrence of the 16 words shared in Zone F (in
hrackets) (1 word “old male person’ as unique to Zone F )

Variety | Freq | Variety | Freq | Variety | Freq | variety |Freq | variety | Freq
F10 0%(6) | F22a 0(15) | F23a 1(14) | F25 0(7) F32a 1(12)
F21a | 1(15) |F22b | 115) [F23b | 1(12) |F31a | 112 |Fazb | 1015
F21b | 1(14) |F22d | 013) |F23c | 19) |F3b | 1(8 |Fazc | 113
F2ic | 1(15) |F22e | 1(14) |F24a | 0(15) |F31c | 7(12) |F33 0(9)

F24b 0(13) F34 0(6)

In order to determine further whether these 16 words are relevant in the genetic argument for
Zone F, a semantic analysis is in order. Normally, there is a tendency for cultural vocabulary
to be borrowed as contacts bring in new concepts and objects which require naming. With
amajority of shared cultural vocabulary rather than core vocabulary, non-genetic affiliation
is suggested, and vice versa. 7ahle 4.25 shows that out of the 16 words identified in (169)
and (170) as defining Zone F, 6 are core, and 10 are cultural. Cultural vocabulary is
subdivided into four groups: related to technology (Tech), Animal husbandry (Animal).
Farming (Farm) and Geographical location (Geog). Possible sources of the words are
suggested where feasible. All these words are shared by most of the other 7 Bantu zones in

eastern Africa (Zone F being the 8"), indicating that the cohesion of Zone F is due to

*! The numbers outside the brackets indicate the presence of mu-nampala “old male
person’, which is the only unique innovation of Zone F. although it is only a partial
uniqueness as explained in the text, since it may be a loanword from Kalenjin or a derivation
from Proto Bantu

373



convergence of differem tanguages which drew their shared vocabulary from the same
sources. In eastern Affica, 8 zones are represented: DJ, EJ, E, F, G, M, N and P (See Mup

1.3, Chapter 1).

Tuble 4.25 Lexical analysis of Zone F shared vocabulary

Vocabulary

Other zones in Core Cidua)l
Wordin | eastem Africa
Zone F Teon | Aimai | Farm | Geog | Posive
bull GMNP . . + - B S Cushitic
calf aMP < - + - + S Cushitic
cattle DJEJEG - = + 2 + S Nilotic?
goat (he) | Seuta, G35 < : + ¢ . S Cushitic
lime DJEJVEGMNP |- e : < KiSwanili
ook after | GMNP - . 4 B S Cushitic
grazing
cattle o
monkey | GMNP - 2 < . + NECB
odman |- - . s 5 . Kalenjin
one-eyed | DJEJESOGMNP | + . . - “ NECB
poal, pond | EJIGMP 2 |- = . +2 | NEcB
pot DUEJEIGMNP | - + - s . KiSwahili
(metal)
pot (mug) | DIEJE/GMP = % 8 g . Kiswahil
shinbone | DJEJESO/IGM | + - : - - NECB
sky P + - - y a PB
woman | G60 . B . B _ o8
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4.2.1.2.17 Other groups: KmutLaamba and KR oni
Three words (20%) out of the 15 are unique to F31 and F32, and the remaining 10 or 80%
are shared with other languages. While geographical proximity and lexical inter-dialectal

borrowing cannot be discounted, the unique creation vocabulary count attracts attention.

This poi elyto ! ionship, although the lexi ically based tree used
above does not show this closeness. For example, Nurse (1979a:28) points out that in West
Tanzania (roughly Zone F, without a few members), F31 and F32 stand out as the Only ones
without Class 13 tu- (diminutive, plural) which normally forms the plural of Class 12 ka-
(diminutive, singular). Instead, they form that plural using Class 19 pI-, normally a locative
morpheme “at'. Two interpretations can be advanced here: first, KinILaamba and KIRImi
are genetically related, although they might have split a long time ago in the past. The second
interpretation is similarity in unique vocabulary as an areal feature. The other languages in
the vicinity could not have exerted any stronger influence because of their geographical
locations, and therefore only these two influenced each other with regard to those words

which were invented by one language and spread to the other.

One supporting piece of evidence of the historical validity of F31/F32 is the grammatical
aspect of Class 13 sharing. In addition, Nurse (19792:28) notes the division of West
Tanzania into two halves, the K1Sukuma, KiNyamweezi and SiSuumbwa division. o the one

hand, and the KiniLaamba, KIRimi and KIKIImbu belt, on the other. while the other
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members assigned to this group have an unclear status. For the former group, he sees some
relative homogeneity, while in the KIntLaamba, KIRImi and KIK1tmbu group, their unity is
less homogeneous. Within this group, KiniLaamba and KIR1mi display this historical unity.
although internally, the group asa whole which includes K1K1imbu, might be explained better

by the second account, in part explaining the weak cohesion of the group

(171) Unique vocabulary (3 words)

foam -poombolu
gather (flowers, fruit) -kala
run -maanka

(172) Areal vocabulary, derivati ical il ion and ing (12 words)

adze (carpenters’) -seeso G24 seezo; (cf [P20] -teeso; G52 -tesu; [E60] -teso; M25 [i-teso:
ES4a. [East Ruvu] -tezo/nezo; M 14 n-tezo; [EJ25] -tesyo; P13 n-deso: and elsewhere in East
Alfrica, as in Sabaki)

cobra (spitting) -tio* (F34 n-joka nj-1ru) F24*, G62 inamw-ilu; E46 egapn-jiro; cf EJ41
ri-rubi

donkey n-dogwe [some M20] in-dokwe; F33 n-dakwi, F34 n-daako (cf DJ60 in-dogofe:
South Rutara en-dogobe (EJ24 n-dogove*“); [some M20] in-dogobi: G6 1. 66 -dogovi: [North
Rutara], EJ34 in-dogoya, en-dogoya, n-dogoyi; also cf E46 n-dikele; EJ40 -tekere, -tikere,
-tikiri: ES3, ES4a n-tigiri; [EJ25] -sikili; EJ3 Ic -sigiria borrowing: < Barbaig diged and <
Proto Kalenjin sikir

* The forms in the individual dialects vary between /i/ and /1/, /u/ and /u/ and /I/ and
/tl, the proto-form likely to be -Izlu, < PB *-yidu ‘black’. In subsequent forms, such a
reconstructed lexeme is posited as the most unmarked and expected with regard to regular
reflexes from Proto Bantu. Where relevant, KiniLaamba acts as a reference point because
of its least number of changes from Proto Bantu compared to KIRImi.

* From Nurse and Philippson’s list.
“ From Nurse and Philippson’s list.
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Sfingernail -kulukulu by derivation and extension of meaning: < PB *-kudu "tortoise’?
frog -toundu (is it a species of frog rather than a generic term? (cfF2 ¢ -tutndu /nuandal
“toad’ vs -daanga “frog’).

intoxicated (get) -gaala [G60) ku-gaala; M32, [N10] ku-gala; M25 a-gale (subjunctive)?
itch <yaaga EJ441 okw-iyaga

monkey (small, dark-coloured) -poma (Not mentioned in F3 1a, F32b, F32c) (cf F25 -Im-
buvma) unique creation in F31 and spread to F32? What about F25? (cf haboon, ape -
posma (F24, F25 1Im-buma) G61, G62 ili-puuma)

pig n-guluma cf EJ32 in-gulume

potato (sweet) -doolo F21 maan-doolo; D25, [M20] kan-dolo; [P10] kin-dolo: G34 n-dolo,
and elsewhere in east Affica.

rhinoceros -peembele N12 ci-pembele cf DI61 ru-hembe ; [North Rutara] eq-kura uyaru-
hembe/ekuraru-hembe “rhino with the horn’; M3 | ki-pembe-kimo "the one with one horn’
P25 si-pambele?; extension of meaning < PB *-pembe “horn’

testicle -toombo cf[G60], P21 li-pumbu; Sabaki, M22 -pumbu ; East Ruvu -pumbu/mumbu;
Seuta; P25 mumbu; E62c, P12 m-bumbu

The other groups which share one word with F31/F32 are DJ61, G24, G34, P20, E60, E62c,
G52, E54a. M14, EJ25, P10, P12, P13, P21, F33, F34, F24. G62, E46, F21c, M22,

M31,M32,NI10, N12, EJ441, F25, EJ32, F21, D25, North Rutara and Seuta.
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= Figure 4 14 Areal frequencies between F31/F32 and other languages|

4.2.1.2.18 Other groups: KmiLaamba, KIRmi, KIKmmbhv

The results in this sub-group are startling. Only one word seems to unite them, although even
this one is shared by other groups. The most disturbing fact is that the word is not mentioned
in F24b, the southern variety of KIKIImbo which shows less influence from languages of the

north like F22.

(173) Areal vocabulary, derivation, jcal i fon and ing: (1 word)

shield -gola (F24a) G11, G12¥, G61, G66 n-gula Borrowing (cf F21, F22b lu-nuuda)

*7Gl11 and GI2 are from Nurse’s unpublished field notes.
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This grouping is a good case which demonstrates the problem of lumping together languages
when they are simply adjacent or because they show a high rate of lexical retention. This
uneasiness is also mentioned by Nurse (19792:28) who observes the loose unity between
these languages. While they may be closer by retention, lexical innovation reveals more
disunity. The cases of shared innovation like this one include mainly areal vocabulary which
suggests there is normally a centre of innovation in one language and an area of spread to
adjacent languages. Because of this weak lexical support, these languages may not be one

entity historically, apart from the fact of being geographically adjacent

4.2.1.2.19 Other groups: KiiRapgi and KeeMbinve
Three words or 18% out of 17 words are unique to F33/F34, while the remaining 14 or 82%

are shared by others, as indicated in Figure 4.15.

(174) Unique vocabulary (3 words)

heer i-ruso (F33), -rusu (F34)
pass, surpass ku-looka (F33), he-looka (F34)
udder ki-mira (F33), ki-mire (F34)

(175) Areal bulary, derivation, morpl ical i ion and borrowing (14 words)
brother-in-law maange (F33), maagke (F34) cf [Rutara] mu-ramu waange/ mu-ramu-kazi
waange *my brother/siter-in-law’: compounding and reduction, <PB *damu “brother/sister-
in-law’ + *-nge ‘me’

follow ko-tuba (F33), o-tuumba (F34) E46 -tubagera; EJ24 ku-tubilila; cf EJ25 -ruba; E62e
-idubisa; Barbaig dubagesht < Proto Omotic-Datooga *rup ‘follow” (Rottland 1989)
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grass, leaf -saambe D25 -samba cf EJ32 -sambu?; G35, [G50], [G60]. [N10], P15, [P20]
-samba/-hamba

marriage i-looka (F33), -loola (F34) (F25 iloole); G42d -oa < -lola < -loola

mushroom i-rino (F33), ma-rino (F34) cf DJ64, DJ65 iki-zinu?

pipe (obacco) -puunde (F33), ke-buunde (F34) (F32 -fuunde) EJ45 eke-Bonde; G35
munde; EJ24 ekibunda? (cf Barbaig kaponded)

potato (sweet) ki-rasi (F33) ke-rasi (F34) G42d kiazi/viazi. Widespread in East Africa
pronounce ko-lusa (F33), o-losa (F34) cf EJ31 xu-rwaasa

spoil ko-saambora (F33), o-saambola (F34) cf F21c -saambula “demolish, especially a
house or structure’

sweel, pleasant mw-erere (F33), m-orere (F34) EJ40 -comereru/-zomereru; Seuta -mw-ile;
-mw-iiye; [East Ruvu] mu-lile cf DJ66 -Beleye, E46 -jamiryo

lake, carry ku-toola (F33), o-toola (F34) G50, [G60], M10], [N10], P10 kutola: [Seuta] -
toa/-doa

taste (vt) Ku-saera (F33), o-seera (F34) EJ44¢ ko-sagasera

yesterday miijo (F33), meejo (F34) [North Rutara] ijo; [North Nyanza] jjo/izzo; DJ60 ejo/
nijoro; EJ40 icolizo; P20 liiso/liido; P10 liso; [N10], G50, lisu; cf E62e hiyo; E3S 1y00;
youth mu-tavana (male), mu 1ja (female) (F33); mo-tava, mw-aana-mo-ka (F34) G66
minja; E46, E74 mo-taana

The other language groups which share one word with KiiRangi (F33) and KeeMbuwe (F34)
are Rutara, EJ25, D25, EJ32, G35, East Ruvu, EJ44g, North Rutara, DJ60, P15, F25, DJ64,

DJ6S, F32, EJ4S, EJ31, E74, F21c, Seuta, M10, P10, North Nyanza, ES5 and G66

Although there is a lower count of shared uniquely created vocabulary between F33 and F34,
there is reason to believe that these two are related genetically, supported by native speaker

intuition™
** Personal communication: Michael Kimolo (1994), Florian Kimolo (1999) and
Flourine Francis (1999) on the relationship between KiiRangi and KeeMbuwe with regard to
KiiRangi folklore's epic branching of the earlier ancestors in search of francolins (of the
(continued...)
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DialectiLanguage/Language Group

i z 7 :
Frequency of lexical
Figure 4 15 Areal frequencies between F33/F34 and other languages

The following five languages (or dialects) of Zone F, as individual languages (KeeMbuwe,
KiiRangi, KiLoongo. ICIWuungu, and KiBeende) display one specific lexical feature in
common. Their lists of unique vocabulary which isolate them from the general stock of the
Zone F group, whether invented or areal, are unusually long compared to the others. This
may point to some significant difference in their historical development based on the
assumption that, if languages belong in ane genetically derived zone, then the difference in

their individually unique vocabulary is minimal, since their ancestor would be expected to

*¥(....continued)
Francolinus genus, related to and resembling the quails and partridges found in the Old
World). mbumwe or kwale in KiSwahili. For example, Michael Kimolo characterized the two
languages as dialects which differed in speed and length of some syllables only: KiiRangi
faster, and KeemBuwe slower tempo.
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have innovated and borrowed the same items before a split into smaller units. After they
split, only a limited amount of different vocabulary is expected. A full display of lexical

behaviour for the Zone F languages is summarized in Tuble 4.26

Table 4.26 Total mumber of language-specific vocabulary in Zone I linguistic groups

Language (group) Identifying Language (group) Identifying
lexemes lexemes
F21b.c (-Ntuzu, Kirya) 13 | NL (F21, F22, F24, F31) 4
F21a,b.c (KiSukuma)*® 20 | NR (F21, F22, F24, F31, F32) 8
F21 + F22b (KiSukuma2) 16 | Zone F (F10, F21, F22, F23, 16
F24, F25, F31, F32, F33, F34)
F22ad.e (KiNyamweezi) 19 | F31/F32 15
F23a,b (-Siloombo, -Yoombe) 74 | F24/F31/F32 1
E:)Ha.b(-Usnunla,qlaamba 39 | F33/F34 (-Mbuwe, -iRangi) 18
F24 (KiKimbo) 39 | F34 (KeeMbuwe) 53
SN ((KrSukuma2 + 21 | F33 KiiRangi) 42
KiNyamweezi)
Ar (GiAhi, GiRwana) 7 | F23c (KiLoongo) 73
F31a,b,c (KiniLaamba) 27 | F25 (C1Woungo) 79
F32 (KIRimi) 53 | F10 (KiBeende) 91
NM (F21, F22, F24) 4

* F22cin Guthrie is Kiya which does not belong in F22. It was shifted to F21 as F21c
JinaK1ya. In addition F22b K1Dakama joined the F21 group because ofits linguistic affinity.
leaving F22a, F22d and F22e as the core KINyamweezi dialects
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Any isolation of dialects from their sister languages increases their distance as they innovate
and borrow differently, resulting in the emergence of new, ditferent languages with an
obviously different linguistic evolution, and a heritage from a different proto language. And
it is this subtle difference of innovation and contact with other Janguages which divides the

Bantu languages into zones (geographical), languages and dialects (linguistic)

If only the highest figures of unique vocabulary are taken as a first step, then these are 91
(F10 - KiBeende), 79 (F25 - ICtWoungD), 74 (F23a,b - shared between SiSiloombo and
SiYoombe), and 73 (F23¢ KiLoongo). Incidently, these are the same languages which did
not fit properly in the lexicostatistically based linguistic tree for Zone F because of their
relatively lower percentages of shared vocabulary with the rest of Zone F languages. Asa
second step, other high figures of interest are 53 (F34 - KeeMbuwe), 53 (F32 - KIR1mi) and

42 (F33 - KiiRangi). As a rule of thumb, it seems true that, if a lang belongs to a group,

its higher count of unique y implies i in that group. In this

case, the membership of KiBeende, SiSiloombo and SiYoombe, KiLooggo, ICIWuungu,

KeeMb ind KiiRangi is i r simply not genetic because of their higher unique
stock. However, of these, KeeMbuwe and KiiRangi are closest to the remaining members

of Zone F because they have fewer exceptions.

On the other hand, higher counts of shared uniquely created vocabulary among two or more

languages or dialects is indicative of a common history between them. In other words, when
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linguistically viable groups share fewer unique innovations (whether as creations or areal
words), then they are unlikely to belong to one immediate genetic tree. Their similarity may
be only areal. This is best illustrated by the counts of least shared vocabulary in KIK1zmbo,

KiniLaamba and KIRImi as one group, sharing only one word. That word is also found in

neighbouring languages, therefore making any similarity between these three languages only
areal. Another illustrative figure is 7 words shared between GiAhi and GIRwana. Since
these two dialects do not form a final node in their group, then their genetic position within
Zone F is not the issue here, because they are part of larger KIRImi. What the 7 words tell
us is the existence of a significant relationship between the two of them as members of a
larger group.  When they combine with yrnaMupinapi to form KIRImi, the number of

shared vocabulary between them is 53 unique words. This is one of the highest figures

indicating genetic cohesion without question.

Because of the first scenario of high numbers of unique vocabulary in single languages

indicating non-membership, the following languages are not discussed. Only their vocabulary

is given, as members of geographical Zone F rather than genetic Zone F

4.2.1.2.20 Other groups: KeeMbuwe
(176) KeeMbuwe unique vocabulary (53 words)

heard mbulo

cartle vi-maka

chief mo-suupgaati

day after tomorrow o-keeye

384



dog diyo

doze o-naafa

duck ki-dako/vi-dako
grandfather maame
ground (cultivated), farm waala
hate, detest o-sooca

hunt o-loomba

increase, make greater o-duuma
increase o-swaania

Jaw (bone) n-kaasa
Jjealousy ki-feeya, ki-feya
kicdney y-Kosaankosa
leave, go away o-ferenka
lend, horrow o-taanica
milk ma:
mountain mw-eemb1

navel mo-poku (F22b i-noku; F3 la, F31b noku; F22a i-noopku: F32a fieku; F32¢ neeku)
new ki-fefe

penis kiva

pig n-kamba

pigeon (kind of) ke-rukwa

pinch, make narrow o-dida

pit. hole -siimbe derivation: < PB *-cImb- *dig’

pool, pond Ki-tenge peri

pregnancy mo-kova

pull, drag oo-kurya

return o-taaloka

river mo-fulo

rooster, cock n-sesero

run o-feena

sell o-ta

sheep o-risa

shield gaamboda: borrowing Iraqw gaamboot

shiver o-siingisa

singe o-reerya

slaughter -kera

snail -kalava

suiff, smell out o-ndufa

speak o-loseka

stick mo-resa

sweat biro
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termite mekese
tomorrow loovi

Iry weseererya

urinate o-sumaa < PB *-cub- “urinate’? (cf ESS ku-maa)
urine ma-suma < PB *-cuba ‘urine’? (cf ESS ma-umao)
well (n) soola

work as a mason o-jifa

=ebra n-dako ya i-sake "donkey of the bush, i.. wild donkey’

4.2.0.2.21 Other groups: KiiRaggi
(177) KiiRangi unique vocabulary (42 words)

armpii Ki-nesu

day after tomorrow 1ovIrirya

dog kori also found in Seuta, Arusha (Ehret p.c.): loan Maasai ol-kurii
dust, cloud of dust i-ruri cf Iraqw/Burunge teri “dust, earth’ (Nurse 1979b:515)
embrace Ko-kwatirira

Seathers, fur baaera < G60 ama-gala?

finger i-maamba

give ko-toola cf G42d kutoa "give, produce, remove™?

grandfather baaba semantic shift: < PB *-baaba *father’

hate, detest ku-sovla

hunt ko-sakaata < Barbaig [agata ‘search for, hunt’ cf PB *-cak- “search for. chase’
increase ku-mema

Jealousy i-yIst

knee i-coomero cf G60 -fugamilo?

kneel KB-cwaama < -cugama < -tugama (cf G60 -fugama “kneel’)
know Ko-taanga

leave, go away ku-roka < G40 kutoka ‘leave’?

mosquito uno

navel mu-kofo

outside weerwi

pit, hole 1-duundu (also used for “well’)

river i-Bote

salf saangasa

sell ko-coloca (cf F21c gu-suluja ‘to trade’)

sharp (he) ku-kola

shave ku-Kera extension of meaning, < PB *ked- “cut’

sheep muundi




sift ko-cekesa (cf gusegeesa “to separate butter from milk by shaking, especially in a
calabash’)

snail i-tambaala Seuta term (Ehret p.c.)

sneeze ku-va maafa

smiff, smell out Ko-tahya

spear n-koongo

thigh (human) ra-awa/ma-awa

thigh (animal) ki-jombolo

tomeat (half-wild) i-hulumi

tortoise ki-simantohe

Iry ku-yeva

walk ko-doma

word i-saare appears in Sabaki (Ehret, p.c.)

yawn kw-aasama ("gape’)

zebraprjae E46 N-jage; EJ40 --faye/--cage/n-zage/n-zagi/P-jagi: EJ25, ES2, ES4b n-jagi
(cfIraqw dakeet (Sg). daket (Pl)

4.2.1.2.22 Other groups: KiLoopgo
(178) KiLoongo unique vocabulary (73 words)

axe n-seena
hanana (fruit) i-hiise

bark of a tree i-Baangwa

heat ku-teela Rutara

hlood Bwaamba Rutara

horrow Ku-tiiza

hrother, relative mu-zaale cf PB *-biada *cousin’

. finish ku-hwa

chief, king mu-kama [Rutara], D64, EJ25, [EJ40] mu-kama

climb, ascend ku-hanama

cow e-n-te Rutara cf Proto Eastern Nilotic *-kIten “cow’? (Ehret 1971)
coward mu- derivation PB *-t1n- *fear, run away’

cracodile e-nsaambi (F23b nsaambi)

darkness e-n-ziimbazi

dayrime i-haangwe

deny kw-aanga Rutara




do ku-zila

Jfinger lu-kumu General Great Lakes term

Iy (house) e-n-sohela cf F21c sohela ‘small, blood-sucking flies which pester cows’
grandmother kaaka Restriction of meaning, < PB *-kaaka ‘grandparent’
great, powerful, big -haango found in Rutara

ground (cultivated) e-n-saambo

hair i-soke appears in Rutara

hide ku-seleka Rutara

hushand iBa (F10 iBa)

intoxicated (ger) ku-tamiila

Jaw (hone) eemba

lamp e-n-kaanzi

lean (become); grow thin kw-aanuka

leopard e-n-zumula

lie down ku-lyaama Rutara

lion e-n-gaanza Rutara

eeza/ma-seeza Great Lakes

medicine, remedy mu-pazi

mother maaha

neck bica Rutara

night cilo Rutara -kilo/-cilo

path mhaanda Rutara

pig ee-m-punu Rutara

porridge (stiff) o-Pulo

press out (oil seed, sugar cane) ku-kaanza cf F2 | ¢ -kaanza “extract. usually seeds. from a
plant/fruit like a cucumber

quarrel kwi-izumagula

rar mu-dolo

rhinoceros ee-n-kula Rutara

river mu-nona (cf F21c pnona ‘ravine, especially with fast flowing water"

seed mbIfo cf F21c -p1fa ‘plant seeds by throwing and scattering
sister, (his her) mu-paana

slander, accuse falsely, often secretly ku-Beehela

slaughter ku-Baaga (F23b ku-Baaga; F2Ic gu-Baaga "to flay an animal’)
sleep ku-lyama Rutara

smoke mu-hiligka

siail e-noonga

strength, power maani (cf G42d mani
stutter Ku-titil
sweat e-mpiita (F10 Kafiita)

sperm’?)
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tears ma-lila derivation< PB *-drd- “cry’
think, imagine ku-teekuza
thirst i-liho
tick (of cattle or dog) ee-m-balaBala
tomcat (half-wild) mu-goomba
tomorrow Neenica Rutara
urine ee-gkali Rutara
vomit ku-tanaka Rutara
walk (take a ) ku-tuumbagila
ash {haml\) ku-mmﬂa cf G42d -nawa “wash hands’

yawn kw-iyayamula
voung man mu-sigazi Rutara
=ebra ee-n-tulege

+4.2.1.2.23 Other groups: 1CWoongu
(179) 1C1Wuungu (79 words)

ashes i-twiitwi

ask for ku-leenga

arrow u-n-dutnda

hanana -dizi cf G42d n-dizi “banana’

hathe ko-crinda

heautiful i-noonu extension of meaning, PB *-non- "became fat’, cf F21 -nonu “sweet”
hite ku-wawa

hlood o-laanda

charm (especially to ensure wife's fidelity) () i-nuumbo
chief, king mweene

cloud i-koombr

cobra 1-hoogo

courtyard i-saala

crawl, creep ku-sala

crocodile 1-n-doolo

day after tomorrow isikwIInje




defecate Ku-ku-na (ku- insertion and double infinitive™: why?)

do ku-loonga

dhvell ko-kw-iikala (double infinitive?)

face dowimvards ko-kw-Inama_ (double infinitive?)

Jather-in-law mother-in-lny kayeemba

fence, enclosure 1o-waya

finger kaa-n-kone derivation using diminutive ka-: < PB *-kono “hand, arm’
fingernail i-nitggwa

iy (house) i-sangaazi

foum i-povu (of soap): borrowing to enrich language, since ifuulo < PB *-pudo s for the rest
of other types of foams.

Sfood supply for a journey (cFF2lc-fu “obtain/buy food, usually from
a distant place after a shortage or famine in one’s house’)

fully developed (he) ku-kw-eenjoka (double infinitive?)

go Ky-waala

grasy, reeds i-sote/ma-sote

grind coarsely ko-sigina (cf F2 | ¢ -figina “grind finely and thoroughly’)
ground (cultivated) caalo (cf F21c caalo “village, land, district country’)
heavy, serions, dull i-kopaava

hundred T-mya (F24b, F33, G42d mia “hundred’)

ill (he). groan ko-wiina

ifch ko-negela (cf F24b kupegela; F33 kueera; F34, E74 and some others ofieera)
kill ku-komaanga extension of meaning, < PB *-kom- "hit with a hammer’
kneel ko-laamba

knife o-m-pyaano ‘knife used by men only’ (cisu *knife for women’)

lake, pool, pond B-lo-kowa

lean (hecome); grow thin ku-topa

leg, foot 1-cInama < PB *-yama "meat’? Corridor

lick (v1) kU-myaanda

lie on one s back ko-kw-anzrka (double infinitive?)

light, sky 1-koomb1

lion t-saama Corridor

listen ko-kw-ntvikifa (double infinitive?)

look around ku-vwaamba

louse 1-soUmI

maize i-saka/a-ma-saka (F10 sisaka/fisaka)

* The addition of ku- is counted as one innovation only, and the cases mentioned only
illustrate the phenomenon in the language. Most of the words are inherited from Proto Bantu.
F31 and F32 do that to a limited degree (Nurse, p.c).
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medicine 1-kwl (ct tree 1-kw, < PB *-ku1 *firewood’)
monkey 1-m-bwaaji

mould pottery ku-maata, (also elsewhere in east Africa)
navel KI-pwawaambwe

open mouth wide, yawn ku-kw-asama (double infinitive?)
pot. / I-cI-Ind 0/ I-vi-indT

protect by charm (medicine) ko-tema
quarrel ko-ku-dwa (double infinitive?)
quiet (he) ku-kw-iinala (double infinitive?)
river o-m-baana

rool i-kwaazo

scorpion 1-9-gona

sell ko-kaja

set (of the sun) kw-iila /g/ loss, (cf F24b ku-gw-11la; F3la w-eela: F3 b -iila; F33 kw-iira:
F34 o-w-era, F2Ic gw-11a; (cf F21, F22a -gwa < PB -gu- “fall’ )

shame, disgrace yaazi

shave ku-seena

sick mbiinu

skin (of person) T-p-gweembe

Sool a-ma-twiitwi (cf itwiiti “ashes’)

speak Ko-tela

spear O-n-dotnda

spread ko-kw-aaka (double infinitive?)

spread abroad (be), hecome generally known ko-kw-eenela (double infinitive?)
stick soomi

1ake, carry ku-seenda

taste ko-myaanda

thigh (human animal) 10-paamba/t-m-baamba

tie, fasten ku-pepa

tomeat (half-wild) i-waka

tree i-kwi

1y kU-paaja

walk ku-wala

wall 0-lg-woUmba

wash, take a hath ku-ciinda

wel (get) ku-kolowa (double infinitive?)

wind O-mweya (cf F21 haga (< mu-yaga), Rutara mu-yaga "wind’ and *¢ loss in F25
withhold from ku-kw-iima (double infinitive?)




F25 has some affinity with F33 and F34 in losing *g unless it is pre-nasalized as in -lowa
(F25/F33), -lova (F34) < *-dog- "bewitch’ and Ingaanga (F25). nkaapga (F33, F34) « *-

kanga “guinea fow!’

4.2.1.2.24 Other groups: KiBende
(180) KiBende unique vocabulary (91 words)

uccustomed (get) ku-beelela
animal i-nweele
ashes i fuundu (F22a
ask for ku-seeya
baboon, monkey i-jaanda/ma-jaanda
base of tree-trunk i-siindo
bathe, wash hands ku-naaya
beads Bu-Kkasi (< PB *-kadi ‘female'?)
hite ku-teta
hlood malase < PB *-lac “to shoot with arrow’
hody si-taambo/fi-taambo
brother, relative wa muyana
huild ku-juPaka cf PB *-bak- “build"
bush i-siyo
calabash lu-siingi/n-si
chest i-tuundu
cloud i-kuusi/ma-kuusi
count Ku-paanda
cover ku-fiimbila
day Iwiisye (F21c lwist used mainly in Iwist lweene “that day’) (< *-yIcI “day, daylight,
found mainly in Zones A. B, C?)
day afier tomorrow before yesterday \wii
deny, refuse, say no ku-tuna
dig ku-saPa
L/I\‘ll‘ic province, country si-huyo
¥ 1 oul 1o dry ku-y-anika (morphological innovation or retention ot earlier PB form,
hke in F25, by adding a syllable in verbs, the infinitive ku-?)

ye luundi
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dust, cloud of dust | fuundu (cf i
marker to show difference)
Sfeathers ma-fuumbu

“ashes’. diffe of class

fill ku-buumba

fish i-seembe/ma-seembe

frog ka-saBa

goat (he) li-kap B (“th tter of its.
“penis

grasy ma-fano

ground (cultivated) i-Bala
gruel, light porridge m-pana
hair (white, grey) g-kote
hand (right) kweene

heart mweeyo

heavy, serious, dull i-nwaamu

is’): lexical extension < PB *-bodo

hill. mountain mu-sosi/mi-sosi Common Great Lakes, loan from Nilo-Saharan, diagnostic
term of Great Lakes subgroup (Schoenbrun 1997; Ehret p.c.)

hold, arrest ku-niya

hyena i-tana

kill kw-ihaaya (D28 -thaga)

king mw-aami cf DJ60 mw-aami *chief, king’
leak, ooze ku-sooPa

lend horrow ku-tiila

look after grazing catle ku-kema

love, want ku-nomwa

lung

oombo/ma-poombo (<PB *-puupu ‘wind'?)

waize si-saka/fi-saka (nsaka/masaka “millet’ < PB *-caka "bush'?) (D28 -saka: F25

isaka/masaka “maize’)

migrate ku-tolooka (7V7?)

maosquito ka-laamba/tu-laamba

navel mu-nofo/mi-nofio

pack, flock. gronp mu-leya

pipe i-kuugka/mi-kuunka

pol, vessel; carthern cooking pot n-kono
pour away ku-Yona

protect by charm (medicine) ku-
pull ku-bwiita

quarrel Ku-soola (F22d -soola; EJ16 kusola)
rest, take a holiday ku-tamuka

return Ku-heleela

run Ku-|
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seize Ku-i
seven dwi
vew ku-laanda

sharpen Ku-tyasya

short -tofu

skin rind (of fruit) i-papa

steeze Ku-tisila

speak ku-teenda

pil ku-tema

spoil ku-yonona

spread ku-ganika, Ku-yaansa innovation or retention of -ga-?

star lu-taangwa/n-taangwa < PB *-taggua “sun’ (Zones H. L. K. R)

stick i-ntufa

strength, power manaya

stumble ku-kuuntuka

sweal kafita (F23c)

sweet -lyoohile

thicket i-huumpu

thigh (human animal) i-taamba/ma-taamba

thirst n-kaangu (cf F21c jilaangt *desire (thirst) for things one does not deserve’)

tie, fasten ku-haamba, ku-haambilila

tomorrow yesterday isoneka

mry ku-liigisya

walk (1ake a) ku-lyaata

wall lu-mato (cf F21c -mata *plaster by throwing from a distance. usually watery mud)
war masoola

wet (ger) Ku-paana

wind musaya

work (1) musika

4.2.1.3 Contribution of Bantu I to Zone F

In the following examples of shared vocabulary, there are clear-cut cases of borrowing from
and to either direction, on the one hand, and the obscure ones on the other (for a fuller
treatment of Cushitic and Nilotic loans in Bantu languages, see Ehret 1971, 1980 Nurse

1979b; for Arabic loans, see Bosha 1993)



4.2.1.3.1 Contributions of non-Bantu languages: Iragqw

The three words below are from Bantu without any doubt, and their significance lies in the
obvious fact that speakers of different languages have always interacted with their
neighbours, borrowing words from each other in the process. The number of words
borrowed depend on the perceived gaps and reasons for borrowing by the recipient
languages’ speakers. When only oral history is available, in cases like Bantu where speakers

ofdifferent languages from language families have interacted for millennia, tracing the sources

of those words becomes difficult.

(181)

hed Ki-taara loan, PB *-tada *platform’
hottle -cupa, loan, KiSwabili -cupa
sword -panga, loan, KiSwahili -panga

It is difficult to decide whether the following words are native to Iraqw, loans from the

languages listed after them, or from sources other than those shown:

(182)

grass for cattle manongi (f) manonga (f) F21c ma-noopga “name of river, meaning “shells™*
The river divides Tabora and Shinyanga regions and its valley empties its water in the
Wembere swamp. Cattle graze in the valley and drink from the river.

hare kwalangw (m), kwaleeri (n) F2lc pwana-kaagwa “hare, mainly used in
personifications in folklore’; also a female proper name kaampva, with the whole name for the
*hare’ meaning ‘son of Kaapwa’. Is it a loan from Iraqw?



The following group of words are borrowed by the Bantu languages. However, for some like

“maternal uncle’, *pestle’ the directi b ingisi i since Southern Cushitic

might have borrowed from Bantu. Many of the examples from JinaK1tya are compared

mainly with Iraqw vocabulary by Mous (1993) and Maghway (1995):

(183)

heans loositoSo (f) loosi (1) F34 loosi

bull, biggest in herd sidiimé NSgfi imedu? Pln F2Ic [adiima “biggest bull in herd"
darkness giwti NCfi F21 giiti, F24 kiiti ‘darkness’ (ct PB *-kiit- *screen’)

kid, lamb deel(a)moo NSgfi*!, deeldy Pim F2Ic ndilaana “infant calf’

maternal uncle maamay (m) maami?i (n) F2 1 maami ‘uncle (who is by definition, maternal)”
This word in K1Sukuma can be posited to have come from two Proto Bantu words maa(nia)
“mother’ and -</omi “male, man’ to form the compound maa(me)-/omi *male mother™ or
“brother of my mother’. In oRuHaya, the second stage before a portmanteau stage is reached
is relevant: marumi ‘maternal uncle’. This word is very similar in context and meaning to
“aunt’, which in Bantu refers to father’s sister only. In KSukuma, as in many of the Ban!
languages surveyed, it is composed of two words: seeggi < *-ce *(his) father’ and -k
‘wife (female)’, becoming ‘female father’ or ‘female person born of same parents as my
father’. The other zones in Eastern Africa indicate that the concept is widely distributed,
since many members in E, EJ, G, M, N, and P also use a_two-word compound to represent
“aunt’, as in oLuNyankole which better represents this concept of referring exclusively to
father’s sister: i/ “(his) father’ and f-kazi ‘female’, becoming i/epkazi “paternal aunt’ (cf
KiSwahili shangazi ‘aunt’. Because of this likelihood of Bantu origin. both the JinaKrrya
maami and seengi are suspicious as original Nilotic words. Since JinaK1Iya does not have
~lumi for *male, and instead has -/ume, it might be a loan from EJ20 or EJ40 where that shape
is found. For instance, as an analogy from maamay, it is unlikely that the following
reconstruction for Proto Southern Nilotic is correct: s&(&)gke “paternal aunt” (Rottland

' Abbreviations used by Maghway (1995:211) in describing Iraqw. Some like N
“noun’ are universal, while others like /i or fii are language-specific: N = noun; Sg
Singular; fi = first feminine subcategory: fii = second feminine subcategory; Pl = plural; m
masculine; NC = non-count noun; n = neuter

** seengi can also be posited in K1Sukuma as *-ce *(his) father” and *-pgi “other’,

to mean “another kind of father’

396



1989:221), or even lraqw egga *father's sister’ < Proto Southern Cushitic *7ag- “father’s
sister’ (Ehret 1980:288).

pestle, mortar stick musa (m), muse (f) cf PB *-yInct "pestle’, F21c pwIIst

picce of soil with grass kinti (£), kinta (f) F21¢ 1kiindo *dry clod of earth’

pole (for shutting cattle encle (m), (f) F21c Bu-kaaggala “short
poles cut to fit the width of a bed used as a mesh onto which a cow skin or other skins can
be spread, for sleeping purposes’

leather hag (on donkey) mayfoodu F21c fouda/mi-funda *leather bag’

male animal yagaamba Zone F and some other central Tanzania Bantu languages “bull’
seat, chair, place 10 sit kitaanw NSgm kiteeri? Pin F31 and some other Bantu languages
kIteengu "seat, chair’

side dish maanu F21c nani “relish, which can be from plants (all kinds of vegetables) or
animals (all types of meat) as a regular, complementary accompaniment to a main food made
from grain’

sunset, evening NSgfi tsiindoo Pln F21 mIndt “evening’

sweet potatoes KasiitoSo (f) Kasiis () F23 -ziizi “sweet potato’ (cf KiSwahili kiazi)

4.2.1.3.2 Contributions of non-Bantu languages: Barbaig*

The loan words in Bantu languages from the list below are Barbaig, and some Bantu language
varieties like JinaK1lya have borrowed them. Those from Cushitic in Barbaig might have
been borrowed by the Bantu languages either directly from Cushitic, or indirectly from
Barbaig, as in the case of /osi “beans’. from Cushitic, which might have been borrowed by
KiiRangi from Barbaig because of its shape, rather than the Iraqw loositoSo (f) or loosi (f).
Most of these loan words retain their morphology without being assigned to the Bantu noun

class system, as most of the examples below show.

(184)

calf of leg hawda cf saluta/saluda in KIK1imbu, K1Sukuma and KINyamweezi?

** From Nurse’s 1972 unpublished field notes collection.
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calf of cow mayd (sg), muhog (pl) F21c muvga “heifer’

cow ded(sg). dug (pl) F2Ic dixda “old female cow’

dust binjand F2|c gufaanda ‘powder, mainly medicinal’

horse diged Ulay *European donkey’ , Ulay from KiSwahili, {/laya *Europe”

hump hukta KiSukuma and KINyamweezi luguku < Proto Southern Nilotic *yuuk (*yuzk)
(Ehret 1971:96) ‘cow’s hump’

hunt [agata E46, E62d (and E60 generally), F33, Hadza, loan from Cushitic, as in Iraqw
tagaadu; Alagwa takaat; Burupge taakat

look after grazing cantle adabiw F21c g0-labiila ‘look after grazing cattle for another for a
short period before the substantive herder takes over’

migrare, move away balag F21c 10-baga “temporal, grazing camp obtained after migrating
from the usual place of domicile’

mother iya F21b iya ‘mother’

pot, vessel dahuda F21c -dahula “scoop and serve, mainly relish, from a cooking pot to a
smaller, serving bowl/vessel

shield igambod F34 gaamboda: borrowing < Barbaig (Iraqw gamboot also borrowed from
Datoog)

tail fumpand F21c stpwaanda “bushy, bull’s tail-end used for dances and ritual’

fortoise gumald F2 ¢ gulumaadi ‘tortoise’

Because of their shape, the words below are borrowed from Bantu. with Barbaig affixes
attached to the Bantu roots:

(185)
hoe magempand (sg), magembojig (pl) PB *-gembe *hoe’

spoon matingod PB *-yiko *spoon’

hed bulalida PB *-daad- *sleep’ cf -d1di *bed’

On the other hand, the following words are most likely borrowed through KiSwahili
generally. Some of them are from other Bantu languages other than KiSwahili, with their

origin in Proto Bantu:

(186) Possible Bantu loans in Barbaig

boutle cupajand (sg), cupajeg (pl) G42d cupa *bottle’
hread mkat G42d mkate *loaf of bread’
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chief mtamid F21, F22, F24, G42d m-temi “chief’

examine apima G42d -pima ‘measure’

fish samak G42 samaki “fish’ < Arabic samak *fish’

higiway balbala G42d barabara “road”

hook (for fishing) ndean G42 ndoana *hook”

hunger jalod PB *-jada “hunger’

lime, whitewash cokaa G42d cokaa “lime. whitewash™ < English *chalk”

pay alipana, gilipanda G42 -lipa < PB *-d1p- “pay’

pol (metal) kopajanda (sg), kopajega (pl) G42 kopo “small tin' < Portuguese copo “cup’
pump bomba G42 bomba "pump, water tap’ < English “pump’

razor wemb G42d wembe “razor blade’

read kisomand G42d -soma ‘read”

salt mupiod PB *-mupu

size, measure gipim G42d kipimo ‘size, measure’

spring, machine mafineda haw G42 mashine < English “machine’

sword panga G42d panga “matchet’

reach, instruct go-fundif G42d ku-fundisha < (cf F2I¢ regular infinitive gu-)
tomato pan G42d pana

tawn muji G42d mji

whtiteman msungajanda G42d mzungu “European’

While some of the above words were relatively easy to trace, the following show some close

affinity to Bantu morphologically. although they show up as Barbaig

(187) Possible loans in Barbaig from Bantu and other obscure/unknown sources

he, hecome huwa ct PB *-ba

hett, canoe malambod cf F21/F22/F24/F3 1/F32 -lambo; EJ25b -rambo “pool. pond”

cal nyawud onomatopoeic, as in most Bantu languages

fierce, sharp nanipa cf PB *-kad1p- "be sharp’

filth madakalgajega cf F22e, F23a,b ma-takala; F23c bi-takala; F24 n-taxalala; cf F3 1a ma-
lagala; G65 a-ma-kakala; G61 a-ma-xaxala PB *-taka "soil”

grate, scrape far, fara cf PB *-pad- ‘scrape’

gurt mundischand cf F22 F24 muduji; F25 1-mudousi; F10 munduusi; F22e mundouzi;
F3la muduozi

motrning foka cf F31 soka ‘mourning”

old times, the past garrai cf PB *-kale




pestle mosida cf PB *-yInct

sever isha < Prata Southern Nilotic *tisap, a loan from Eastern Cushitic *tizzb- (Ehret 1071)
(cf Arabic sabaa(t) “seven’).

sound, cry fokjand cf F31 suka ‘mourning’

From the foregoing lists, the vocabulary from Iraqw and Barbaig indicates that some words
can be traced quite easily, while for others it is difficult to know whether their origin is Bantu
or non-Bantu because they are claimed by both as native. as in the case of *sheep’ which is
Proto Bantu *-kodo and may have some bearing with the Central Sudanic *-(k)ondri,
although *-kolo had not been traced to any non-Bantu source (Ehret 1968:217). With the

passage of time and collection of more data however, some of the words can be ascertained.

as is the case with *kodo and *-kondri (Ehret 2001, p.c.). For some, tracing their o

remains illusive. This goes to show that proto langua; b Iti-g ic (for a di:

of the impact of the nature and length of contact on loan words, see Thomason and Kaufman

(1988))

4.2.2 Conclusions: Lexical status of Zone F members from qualitative evidence
The data and discussions of qualitative evidence in KiSukuma, KiNyamweezi and
SiSuumbwa, on the one hand, and other Zone F languages on the other, reveal the following

general, tentative conclusions:

(1) The dialects as concrete linguistic units smaller than languages are true historical

representations of differentiation due to linguistic splits. If they are dialects, they normally
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share the highest number of words within a language and they can be represented in a
linguistic tree as one node. They can thus be posited as genetically related at that micro level
to form the languages we know. Beyond that, uncertainties abound. This is true of the
K1Sukuma group, where KimunaSukuma, GnaNtuzu and JinaK1tya form a coherent group

as one would expect. For KINyamweezi. KiDakama behaves more like a dialect of

K1Sukuma in significant ways, leaving only K1l . KIK and SiG:

in the KINy i group. In and SiYoombe unite genetically,
while KiLoogo departs from the two in important ways. Lexically. the historical affliation
of F23a,b ( SiSiloombo and SiYoombe) with neighbouring languages s difficult to ascertain
precisely, especially between DJ60 and EJ20, as the above graphs show. while F23c’s
(KiLoongo's) affiliation is clear: it does not belong in Zone DJ6O. It is a member of EJ20 or

Rutara generally. Internal dialectal unity is also solid in the separate KiniLaamba, KIRImi

and K1K11mbu groups.

On the other hand, ICtWungo, KiiRangi, KeeMbuwe and KiBende each form a group of
its own because their innovations are quite different from the rest of Zone F languages.
indicated also by the relatively lower shared lexical percentages. Because of forming their
own groups, analysis does not proceed any farther as an indication that they do not
immediately belong to the larger group. and therefore their analysis deserves a different

project altogether.
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For the remaining languages in Zone F, namely F21, F22, F24, F31 and F32. itis true that as
one goes higher up in the linguistic tree, incorpotating more dialects and then languages, the
internal relationship of the expanding groups begins to be clearly due to geographical

proximity since unity becomes progressively weaker and essentially areal.

Forinstance, F21/F22/F23 isnot a historically valid group because F23 does not belong there.
lexically. F23 belongs to either EJ20 or DJ60. Qn the other hand, F21 and F22 share many
lexical innovations, both unique creations and areal, making it a better group historically.
although it is difficult to say whether they are dialects of one language as Nurse (1999:10)
suggests, most probably quoting conventional Wisdom. Some significant differences exist
language-internally, as shown by their unique cftations and areal vocabulary configurations.

as below. Such ity between F23 and F21/F22 suggest a

different genesis, since geographical proximity or distance of related languages does not
significantly erode genetic affiliation. This is strongly supported by the case of F23¢
(KiLoopgo) which has maintained its genetic affliation with EJ20 despite being engulfed by
F21. Physical separation of dialects or languages does not therefore signiticantly affect their
former historical path even at their lexical level. although the evolutionary path is normally

clearer phonologically.

As to genetic similarity between F21 and F22, two possibilities can be advanced: first, either

the languages were one initially, and an earlies divergence differentiated them as separate
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languages, although the speakers maintained contact by being resident in contiguous spaces:
second, though descended from the same Proto Bantu, they might have been different
languages which, by convergence, were made more similar by contact. Nurse and Philippson
(1980:38-9) describe both the long and short range mutual influence between speakers of
neighbouring languages where even languages from different families display some lexical

similarities.

(2) There is fuzziness of affiliation at higher levels in the linguistic tree (See Figure 4.16
below). Three nodes shed some important light on the lexical status of Zone F. the highest
node in our discussion. These three nodes are NM formed by three languages (F21 (
K1Sukuma), F22 (KiNyamweezi) and F24 (K1K1imbu)); node NL. composed of F21, F22.
F24, with the addition of F31 (KinILaamba)); and node NR, which includes the preceding

group, NL, (F21, F22, F24, F31) with the addition of F32 (KIRImi)

The members of node NM, that is, F21 (K1Sukuma), and, F22 (KINyamweezi), F24
(KIK1Imbu) do not share a single unique lexical creation as a diagnostic innovation out of
the 4 possibilities identified. indicating that their unity is not necessarily genetic. The
linguistic tree in /igure .16 implies that they descended from anly ane node up the tree. an

which is not d by lexical i ion. Likewise, the members of node NL

(F21, F22, F24, F31) do not share any unique lexical innovation apart from areal vocabulary.

On the other hand. Zone F displays three shared innovations only out of the 17 identified.
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Figure 4.16 Linguistic tree from retention rates for Zone '

although even with these three, only one seems to be properly unique. Unfortunately, even
this one word has a problem: an important member, F24b does not share that word,

suggesting that the innovation might have started at one point and simply spread to the rest.

This is illustrated in 7able 4.27. In this table, unique lexical inventions and areal vocabulary

counts are compared. Within any one group, fewer or zero shared innovations imply an
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automatic weak or absent genetic relationship with a larger group (e.g. Zone F) into which

they purport to belong.

Table 4.27 Lexical imovation in Zone F and genetic affiliation

Linguistic node and Words innovated in Zone F

vocabulary Total # # of Unique % of Unique # of Areal % of areal

of words | creations creations | vocabulary | vocabulary

F21b.c 90% 14 4 29 10 7

F2189% 13 4 3 9 69

F21/F22b 86% 14 3 21 13 79

F22ade 84% 24 3 125 16 875

F23ab 84% 74 1 15 63 85

F31ab 83% 3 13 42 18 58

F24 82% 39 13 33 26 67

SN (F21/F22) 81% 21 5 24 16 76

Ar (F32a,b) 80% 7 3 43 4 57

F3tabc 78% 25 10 40 15 60

F32 78% 49 10 20 39 80

NM (F21/22/24) 4 0 0 4 100
78%

NL (F21/22124/31) 4 37 757 1 257
76%

NR (F21/22/24/31 7 0 0 7 100
132) 72%

Zone F 16 17 67 18 9%

Two interpretations can be advanced here: firstly, such high percentages may indicate dialects

or languages which are internally less cohesive genetically because of dominant external
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lexical interference or because of unrelated dialects or languages converging into one unit,
as in the case of NM (F21 ( K1Sukuma), F22 (KINyamweezi) and F24 (KIK1mbo): NL
(F21, F22, F24, and F31 (KInILaamba)); NR, (F21, F22, F24, F3land F32 (KIRImi); or
Zone F.

Secondly, the group may be genetically valid and cohesive internally but with heavy
interference from other languages in the past as the cases of F22a/F22d/F22e, F23a/F23b and
F33/F34" seem to suggest. F24 also shows this interference by having more shared than

unique vocabulary.

This high percentage of shared areal vocabulary is best illustrated by KINyamweezi (F22a,
F22d, F22e) (87.5%), SiSuumbwa (F23a,b) (85%), K1Rmi (80%) and K1Sukuma2 (F21,
F22b) (79%) as examples of heavy interference, where the sources of that interference make
tracing their history extremely difficult. The four examples, especially SiSuumbwa, are

relevant because of the relatively large sample of Zone F-unique words identified, at a total

of 76 words, where only 12 or 16% of them are unique creations. At level NR (F21. F22.
F24, F31, F32), unique creation is 0%, suggesting weak or dubious genetic affiliation by this
predominance of areal vocabulary, rendering the historicity of Zone F itself highly
questionable, as it has an areal count of 15 words (or 94%) against | (6%) of unique
inventions. On the other hand, NL (F21, F22, F24, F31) with a unique vocabulary count of

* The shared areal vocabulary of these two is 83% as shown in Tuble 4.29, which is
less than 87%, indicating reasonable internal cohesion, although the languages are also
significantly different because of heavy interference.
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3 out 4, and 1 areal word suggests borrowing, since such an inconsistent display may be due
to the small sample of words found (4 of them), where chance can play a bigger role than in

a larger sample.

(3). The Zone F languages show more lexical affinity to outside groups than among
themselves. This externally favourable relation is extracted from the highest cases of shared
vocabulary appearing in the ditferent groups in the graphs above. For instance. as
summarized in 7ahle 4.28, individually, traditional KiSukuma (F21) and KrNyamweezi
proper (F22a, F22d. F22e) do not seem to be immediately related to each other because
KiNyamweezi does not share significant vocabulary with Thagicu, while K1Sukuma does.
When KiDakama extends a bridge between KiSukuma and KiNyamweezi to form one
group, then Thagicu (Thagicu - Central Kenya languages like KiKamba and Grkuyt)
disappears . But also, Thagicu shares vocabulary to a large extent with only F32, and not
with F23, F24, or F31. This suggests strongly that the development of these languages before
the speakers settled in their current geographical locations was not from one parent. Where
only a few Thagicu traces are found, it is likely that it is the effect of inter-dialectal borrowing,
which tends to spread the words from one source to surrounding neighbours. There is also
a suggestion that the lexical connection between F2 1 and ESQ (Thagicu) is historically vatid,

given the possibility that the area currently occupied by non-Bantu speakers like Maasai was

once occupied by the Bantu. The i ntion by the B; cut off the

continuity, leaving linguistic istands, as Nurse (1999:4) muses about the connection.
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On the other hand, three groups of languages show a widespread pattern of interaction with
Zone F languages. These are Ruvu (G30), East Nyanza (EJ40) and Corridor (M10/20)
Vocabulary which was not inherited from Proto Bantu and which was unique for a group
within Zone F suggested mainly two processes: unique creation or areal occurrence.
Widespread G30 or Ruvu vocabulary was shared by the following clusters: KrSukuma2,
KiRimi (F32), core KinlLaamba (F31a and F31b which excludes F31c (KinrHaanzu)).
Those not well represented were KINyamweezi proper (F22a.d,e), SiSuumbwa, as well as
the SN (F21/F22), NM (F21/F22/F24) and NR (F21/F22/F24/F31/F32) combinations. Since

these combinations are subsets of Zone F, two important points are suggested. First, the NM

and NR groupings are not historically valid, since their individual languages have G30
vocabulary. If the speakers of those proto groups acquired those words as a single group
before splintering into speakers of several languages, then the words would show up even in
the larger. earlier groupings. Second, Ruvu (G30) vocabulary was acquired by the speakers
of each individual language after the earlier groups had already split. Scenario two is unlikely.
since it would require a larger agent for spreading those words. The first point suggests a
plausible possibility that some of the G30 and F20/30 languages emerged trom the same
ancestor before they split, like the “Kati” suggested by Ehret (1994)

Such a scenario may well apply to EJ40 which shares vocabulary with all levels of K1Sukuma,
F21/F22, F31, F32, F21/F22/F24 (NM), F21/F22/F24/F31/F32 (NR) and Zone F generally.
The interesting part however is that EJ40 is not shared with F24, F22 and core F3 1, indicating

that the larger units beyond the language acquired the words through inter-dialectal
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borrowing rather than from immediate genetic heritage. Likewise, M10/20 words are found
in F21, F22, F21/F22, F24, F31 and F32. On the other hand, as larger units, NM
(F21/F22/F24) and NR (F21/F22/F24/F3 1/F32) as groups do not feature M10/20, indicating

that the vocabulary is areal rather than genetic.

Table 4.28 Shared vocabulary between Zone F members and other languages

Linguistic node | Largest areal vocabulary | Linguistic node | Largest areal
and % of shared | shared with and % of shared | vocabulary shared
vocabulary vocabulary with
F21b,c 90% | Thagicu (E50), East SN (F21/F22) | F23, F24, (EJ25).
Nyanza (EJ40), Luhya 81% | DJ6O
(EJ30/EJ41)
F2189% | Thagicu (E50), Corridor F3lab.c 78% | F24, EJ40, F25, F22e,
(M10/M20), East Nyanza G60
(EJ40)
F21/F22b 86% | East Nyanza (EJ40) F32 78% | F31c, Thagicu (50),
East Ruvu (G30).
EJ40. Luhya
F22a/F224/F22e | M10, F23a,0%, F24, M20, NM (F21/22/24) | =
84% | F10 78%
F23ab 84% | F23c, Rutara (EJ11-EJ14, NL (F21.F22, |+
£J21-24), DJ60 F24, F31)
Fatab 83% | F24, G6O NR | F23ab, DJ60, EJ25b,
(F21722/24/31/32) | F25, EJ40, G6O,
72% | M32, P13
F24 82% | F22, F21, G61, M20 Zone F | All Bantu zones found
in East Africa: DJ, EJ,
E.G.M.N.P

* Only four, four and seven words respectively were used, and the resuls are only tentative in NM
(78%), NL (76%). NR (72%) because of the small number of words in areal vocabulary which makes
the statistical pedantry of using a graph unnecessary, although a graph was drawn for NR, 7 words.

% F23a,b is strictly SiSuumbwa, while F23¢, KiL.oongo is treated separately.
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(4). While the linguistic tree for Zone F admitted some members and rejected others, patterns
observed in the past or those emerging from the current data deserve some mention. For

instance, the linguistic trees in Figures 4.1 and 4.16 suggest how the branching of the different

Zone F languages took place. lts configuration could be altered depending on the order in
which the shared retention percentages are collapsed. In the current tree, KinILaamba and
KIRImi are not coordinate anywhere. They join further up the tree, due to KIRImi's drastic
change away from the phonologically conservative KintLaamba, and therefore indicating a
much earlier split and different history, ifit is assumed that they formed one language in the
past. The shared vocabulary between KintLaamba and KIRImi which is not represented in
the tree is indicated in 7uble 4.29, showing a unique invented vocabulary figure of 20%. As
advanced above, such a figure qualifies them to share a coordinate node, suggesting
immediate historical branching, shown in 7able +4.13 with a shared retention rate of 72%
However, such unity is open to question given the effect of proximity and subsequent

borrowing

Table 4.29 Lexical inmovation in nodes outside the Zone F tree and genetic affiliation

Linguistic node and Words innovated in Zone F
% of sh
vocabulary Total# | #of Unique | % ofUnique | #ofAreal | % of areal
of words | creations creations | vocabulary | vocabulary
F31/F32 15 3 20 12 80
F24/F31/F32 1 0 0 1 100
F33/F34 18 3 17 15 83

* Only one word is indicated, illustrating the possibility that the languages are not immediately
genetically related.



The proper interpretation of such a figure, which is also supported by shared unique created

vocabulary, depends on whether such i ion is really i or areally based. Mere

proximity even of languages from different language families can do a lot to change the
surface contiguration of created vocabulary, an element which Nurse (1988: 43) correctly

characterizes as the least important form of borrowing, when a hierarchy of determinants of

[ imilarif idered. If suchunique lexical i based. then.

some drastic interference can be posited for the difference in phonological inventory and

phonetic realization, like the presence of and i ion with several Bantu langi

inthe area. Both scemarios are plausible, and a preference for one over the other depends on

how much evidence is available and used to justify it.

On the hand, KiiRangiand K display a lower ge of shared unique creations,

although they are claimed to be very similar in the literature, including strong assertions of
historical affinity by the native speakers of the two languages themselves. One explanation
which is likely to be correct is contact with different non-Bantu languages at different periods

with varying degrees of intensity, contributing to a different set of new vocabulary.

The assumption that F24/F31/F32 (K1K1mbo, KiniLaamba and KIRimi) are immediately
connected historically is not borne out by both the lexicostatistical and lexical figures. In fact,
only one areal word joins them, indicating an unlikely genetic relationship, apart from
similarity of Proto Bantu vocabulary retention and areal shared vocabulary. A genetic
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connection would be shown by a higher number of shared unique lexical creations enhanced

even more by the close proximity obtaining between the speakers.

4.3 CONCLUSION: QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE EVIDENCE IN
GENETIC AFFILIATION

4.3.1 The lexical unity of KiSukuma, KINyamweezi and SiSuumbwa

From the preceding sections. it is apparent that K1Sukuma, KINyamweezi and SiSuumbwa
do not form a unified linguistic group. SiSuumbwa, referring mainly to SiSiloombo and
SiYoombe, is shown to belong elsewhere since its overall shared retention rate to
K1Sukuma/KiNyamweezi is 74%, while the figure between KrSukuma and KINyamieezi
is 81%. a margin which is high in this context. The 74% rate seems high because of contact,
since the number of unique vocabulary proves that. KiLoongo. while geographically
occupying an area between RuZinza, SiYoombe and K1Sukuma, with many of its speakers
mixed across the whole area, does not fit in well with SiSiloombo or SiYoombe nor with
KiSukuma/KiNyamweezi. [t shares with them some words, and departs from them in
significant ways, with a shared retention rate of 65% to SiSiloombo/SiYoombe, and 58% to

K1Sukuma/KiNyamweezi

Qualitatively, SiSuumbwa is similar to both Rutara (EJ 1 1-EJ 14 and EJ21-EJ24) and Western

Highlands (DJ60), although a definite taxonomy can only be contirmed when other criteria

like or morph are Combining lexis and phonology places
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SiSuumbwa (F23a/F23b) in DJ60, the affinity to Rutara being a result of contact. On the
other hand, KiLoongo (F23c) is shown to belong to Rutara exclusively. A paradox might
be the low shared retention rate with oRuhaya, at 57%, roughly the same rate obtaining
between KiLoongo and K1Sukuma/KiNyamweezi at 58%. Isolation from Rutara for a long
time accounts for such low shared rates with Rutara members as a tunction of contact with

many other languages.

On the other hand. K1Sukuma and KiNyamweezi have internal divisions which question the

essence of their similarity as a pointer to genetic relationship. For instance, q )

they share a retention rate of 81% of Proto Bantu vocabulary, a high figure warranting
genetic affiliation. But the KINyamweezi internal configuration excludes K1Dakama whose
lexical retention figure gravitates towards K1Sukuma, a picture supported by the qualifative
evidence as well. Phonologically, KIDakama is also isolated from core KINyamweezi (F22a.

F22d, F22e). The 81% figure therefore is raw, emphasizing convergence.

4.3.2 Does Zone F exist lexically?

Lexically, each major group: F10, F21, F22, F23, F24, F25, F31. F32. F33 and F34 stands
on its own, related to the others only by either the high retention rates from Proto Bantu
words in some of them or because of inter-dialectal borrowing facilitated by many years of
contact. Because most of the words in the innovations within the Zone F languages are areal,

it implies therefore that the smalil uniquely invented vocabulary is the most important aspect
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of evidence for classification. This apparent autonomous status of each group is supported
by the absence of solid shared lexical innovations among them, except a few groups at lower
levels like K1Sukuma/K1Nyamweezi. This Zone F fuzziness is illustrated well by the extreme
members of the zone which are not only clearly autonomous, but also do not belong there
entirely as immediate sister languages to the core group. These non-members are F10
(KiBende/KiTongwe). F23 (SiSuumbwa), F25 (1cIWuungo), F33 (KiiRangi) and F34
(KeeMbuwe). Two common attributes are shared by this group of languages: first, a long list
of unique innovations, either as loans or lexical creations not found in the rest of Zone F
members, and secondly, being at the edges of the zone, although F33 and F34 are closer than

the others

It is also interesting to note that if 5 out of the 10 members of Zone F do not taily with the
other 5 lexically, indicating a weak grouping, then it follows that the zone cannot be called

by the same name when half its membership from the original is missing

Within the remaining 5 members, namely F21 (KiSukuma), F22 (KINyamweezi). F24
(K1K1tmbu), F31 (K1inILaamba) and F32 (KIR1mi) and their dialects, only one word can be
called a unique innovation of the 7 words which isolate them (example 167). In the Zone F
node, one word appears to unite them. But even this one word mu-nampala *old male’ is
doubtful, because it suggests borrowing from Southern Nilotic in one of them, then spreading

to the rest, shown in (169) and in the footnote in that section. In addition, the validity of
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Zone F as a linguistic unit is further because ipale is not i iné
out of the 10 traditional Zone F members, namely F 10, F22a, F22d, F24, F25. F33, F34. This
indicates that the speakers of those languages did not originate from one proto-community
The multi-genetic character of the Zone F speech communities is mentioned by Itandala
(1979. 1983) and Batibo (1992b) when they discuss the origins of the current KiSukuma

speakers. Nurse (1999) also doubts the membership in Zone F of F10, F23, F25, F33. F34.

as reviewed in Chapter 2. Such multi-genesis as reflected by the different sources of
vocabulary parallels the notion of Zone F as a geographical AhfTussloses Gebier”, an area
into which various linguistic “rivers” emptied their vocabulary, never to come out again. It
is an area where rivers flow in and the water has no outlet to flow out because it is blocked.
probably because of the safety the area offered in the past. This makes Zone F a real

Abflussloses Gebier calling for a proper grasp and interpretation of both its history and the

phonological and lexical data yielded in this study, a theme treated in Chapter 5.

* A German term meaning a Imgulsuc situation m an area whereby features are
shared across genetic language (Kiessling, unp: pt, 2000)
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CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSION: LANGUAGE AS A TOOL OF HISTORY
5.0 INTRODUCTION
This chapter closes our study by synthesizing the results of Chapter 3 and 4 in relation to the
aims spelt out in Chapter 1, given the gaps identified in the literature review, Chapter 2. The

and lexical i ion focusi Bantu

(BS), seven to five vowel reduction (7 > 5), Dahl’s Law (DL), glottalization and voiceless
nasal formation, covering the area shown in Chapter | Maps /.2 and /.2. Comparison to a
number of eastern African languages shown in Map /.3 was also attempted with the aim of

outlining the linguistic history of SSN and Zone F from the last millennium BC to the present.

As Ehret (2000:273) correctly observes, change of saciety and its culture is mirvored in the

histories of words in the lang) ken by people who express the various aspects of their

lives. These words and their behaviour become historical artefacts especially when they show
up as reflexes in several languages, indicated by some regular sound changes. The evidence
from the phonology and lexis in both SSN and Zone F suggests that they are not unified
linguistic entities internally, although the individual languages have been adjacent for a long
time. The evidence also suggests that the intermediate nodes in the Zone F hierarchy are not
historically valid because the smaller units forming those higher levels are not historically
supported by the phonology or vocabulary (See Figure 4./ and 4./6, Chapter 4 in relation
to the lexical evidence). The interpretation of the evidence to determine whether the facts
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available suffice to justify such historical statements about the languages and their speakers
permeates all sections. Without their proper interpretation, the graphs, statistics or patterns
as representations of raw data may not be tools of history, since many factors operate in the
generation of such raw data, rendering any direct interpretation of those representations
difficult and misleading. Normally, there are interpretations which are not valid either
linguistically or historically because the conclusions are based on the misuse,

misunderstanding, or over-stretching of the limits of the data or models; or when the

conclusions are based on false premises, i or mere

As objective events in space and time, languages reflect changes in peoples’ material

conditions, although languages may lag behind in pects. Such ch:
in sounds and words. When a speech community, its language and environment change or
disappear altogether, the languages or words are left as traces of that temporary distant series

of events.

In oral cultures, the only linguistic evidence of that past is obtained through the synchronic
study of languages. On the one hand, if isolated evidence from the phonological, lexical or

any other linguistic component is used alone, yielding some results, it does not necessarily

mean that such evidence furnishes necessary and sufficient proof giving an accurate

interpretation of a complete historical event which was not under our direct observation. The

of such as alone, may not have the same explanatory
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impact as the overall effect of the language taken in its totality.

5.1 LINGUISTIC EVIDENCE: THE RESULTS
5.1.1 Evidence from Phonology

5.1.1.1BSand7>5

Bantu Spirantization is an important process because it takes advantage of a
particular context: superclose vowels /i/ and /u/. There are particular, general and universal
changes in languages, three metaphors used by Andersen (1988:8). BS is a particular process
which has both phonetic and historical significance. Only historically related languages will
have this process in Bantu, and when the process is anomalous in a specific language, then

some historical explanation can be posited, either in terms of imitation or adaptation. BS

could not take place independently in different languages for one reason. BS requires that

features of a plosive be deleted by feats fa vowel, the

PB *i or *u. In regular assimil y processes like ization, front vowels generally can

also spread their features to neighbouring consonants, although the results of BS and
palatalization may be identical. Zoll (1995:542) differentiates between BS (which she calls
“Bantu mutation’) and palatalization and the distinction highlights the uniqueness of BS as a
process which could only occur in related Bantu languages. An independent occurrence
would suggest that BS could be found in Indo European, Algonkian, Afro-Asiatic or indeed

in all language families of the world.
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5.1.0.1.1 BS and 7V 5V in K Sukuma2, K iNyamweezi and SiSuumbwa

[n these three linguistic d Bantu Spirantization. To

pings, only
strengthen this argument, in this group, only SiSuumbwa is also 5V, like the J languages.
Due to an implied lengthy contact between SiSuumbwa and K1Sukuma2/KiNyamweezi
speakers, facilitated by constant interaction because of geographical proximity, any traces
of BS in K1Sukuma2 and KiNyamweezi are a result of words borrowed from SiSuumbwa.

This is further strengthened by the continued 7V presence in F21 and F22, with the
occurrence of words which appear to have undergone BS under the same phonetic context
in SiSuumbwa, and others which did not in the same context. Such an anomalous exception
to the general rule of BS within Bantu languages, and in KiSukuma2/KiNyamweezi in
particular, can only be explained in terms of borrowing by imitation rather than a result of
an inherited process from a common parent language. Neitherisit plausible to posit a process
in progress or a frozen one which ceased to operate at one point in the past, implying an
adaptation was in progress and then stopped. The presence of double reflexes in
Kr1Sukuma2/KiNyamweezi as shown in Chapter 3 can be explained quite adequately by
imitation borrowing, as a process of imperfect reproduction. Since not all words in a
language can be borrowed, a process like BS does not spread to all words which fulfil the
conditions of the occurrence of BS, because those loan words are only imitated poorly
without being adapted into the whole system of the recipient language. In SSN F21, F22 and
F23, only F23 shows complete BS with 5V, except in a few borrowed words, while F21 and

F22 show an anomalous pattern of BS and non-BS within the same contexts. with solid 7V.
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Thus, BS within K1Sukuma?2, K1l iand Si isagood if riterion
which manages to isolate SiSuumbwa from KrSukuma2/KiNyamweezi as languages which

have different histories.

5.1.1.1.2 BS and 7V 5V in Zone I

Within the wider Zone F area, full BS is found in F10 and F23 only, part of the same group
of languages whose vocabulary does not fit well with the other Zone F languages. Of these,
F10 and F23 have also 5V, while F25 shows only traces of BS, with the retention of 7V

(Labroussi 1999). This is indicative of separate histories within the zone.

5.1.1.2 Dah!’s Law (DL)

Dahl’s Law, the dissimilation of voiceless stops when two occur in consecutive syllables, is
realized slightly differently in each language where it occurs. In Chapter 3, it was shown that
only K1Sukuma (F21) and KiNyamweezi in the whole of the 10 Zone F language groups had
consistent and active occurrence of DL. The rest showed traces only likely to have been
inherited from their proto-language or borrowed from outside. As a marked feature, DL is
unlikely to be inherited from Proto Bantu by KiSukuma and KiNyamweezi, or from
intermediate nodes by others, for three main reasons. Firstly, it would not be confined to
eastern Affican languages only, showing up in Proto-Thagicu/Central Kenya (E50), Proto-
Chaga (Kilimanjaro)-Taita (E60/E74), Proto-J (also called Great Lakes) (DJ60, EJ10, EJ20,
EJ30, EJ40), Proto-NEC (Sabaki (G40 and E71, E72, E73); Seuta (G23, G24, G31, G34);
Ruvu (West and East as shown in (141) and elsewhere); Pare (G21, G22), Proto-West
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Tanzania (Zone F, including F33 and F34) and Southern Tanzania Highlands (G60) (Nurse
(1980, 1999), Davy and Nurse (1982), Nurse and Hinnebusch 1993). Secondly, it could not
oceur in F21/F22, EJ40, ES0, E60, etc by spreading because they are not adjacent today nor,
as far as we know, in the recent past. So, these languages with DL are likely to have split up
from a once unitary community because of the restricted distribution of the process
Independent innovation is suspect when pockets of languages with DL in distant zones are
not attested.  The languages without DL were not part of that speech community. Thirdly,
any highly retentive language which retains Proto-Bantu consonants very faithfuily as does
F24, but does not show significant traces of DL, makes DL inheritance from its immediate

proto- language unlikely. Ifit were a feature of Py B or any other p I ge

of Zone F, it would show up with some consistency in phonologically and lexically
conservative languages such as KIK1tmbu (F24) and K1niLaamba (F31), just as the feature
would be distributed more widely and evenly within Zone F if one linguistic node joining them
was responsible. Because of this anomaly, the likely possibility is inheritance by only a few
languages from an intermediate node, a proto- language from which all languages with DL
in eastern Africa descended, as Nurse (1999:21) observes. This imermediate node source
explanation of DL is better than any other so far, because it is unlikely that an inherited
feature from PB in languages like F24 or F31 can be lost without a trace, while much earlier
phonological features from Proto-Bantu continue to exist. What that absence of DL in
KiBende (F10), K1K11mbu (F24), 1c1Wuongu (F24), KiniLaamba (F31), KiRimi (F32),

KiiRangi (F33) and KeeMbuwe (F34) suggests is that some of those languages with DL
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inherited it from one ancestor, while the others might have acquired the appearance through
borrowing some words with DL. Since it was only imitation borrowing, few words showed
up with DL. In Zone F, DL distribution is an essentially K1Sukuma2 (F21/F22b)
phenomenon, excluding core KiNyamweezi (F22a, F22d, F22e). Due to contact,
intermarriage and geographical proximity, KINyamweezi speakers might have adopted DL
in some borrowed words, while in the majority of the vocabulary, DL does not operate

because it was not adapted.

2.1 DL in KiSukuma2, K iNyamweezi and SiSuumbwa
DL exists in SiSuumbwa' only in a few words, as pointed out in Chapter 3. The most telling
aspect of the process is in KiNyamweezi, where DL does not show up in more than 50%

of the words it is expected to occur. This DL status in SSN is recapitulated in 7able 5./

Table 5.1 Percentage of DI. candidate words which do NOT undergo DL (F-rom 58 words
used)

| F2la | F2ib J F2ic | F22b | F22a I F22d | F22e | F23a | F23b | F23c |

13 13 | 4 [22 56 | 71 52 89 ] 87 71 |

! Although there are many traces of DL in Rutara (EJ11-14/EJ21-24 and in J in
general), their status is debatable considering the spirit of our study. Most of DJ60 has DL,
and if SiSuumbwa (F23a/F23b) belongs there, then it suggests an earlier split.
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From Table 5.1, it is apparent that the lower the number of exceptions, the more natural is
DL in that language or dialect. The higher the number of violations leading towards a 100%
rate of exceptions, the more unlikely DL is native in that language or dialect. F21 and F22b
have the lowest exceptions, implying that most native words, including all loan words,
undergo DL productively, whereas F22a and F22e show only half of the words with DL.
Interestingly, F22d behaves as though DL is actually absent in the phonological system.
because most of the words are not dissimilated. DL is unlikely to be a graded process, it is
cither present or absent. Anything less than full DL implies two things: loans of words with
full DL or the resultant intermingling of speakers from different speech communities, some
of whom originally spoke or had adopted a language with DL but failed to adapt DL words
properly and ended up imitating incorrectly. The phonotactics in the recipient languages
might not have allowed complete DL, and the speakers then passed on the ‘poorly imitated’
words to the next generation. Of these two explanations, loan words with DL is the most

reasonable account for partial DL in KINyamweezi.

On the other hand, when a DL language like F21 has words which violate the DL principle,
then, the most likely explanation is that such words are loans. With this in mind, it is only F21
and F22b which are DL , 4 dialects or languages out of 22 from the whole of Zone F. In
K1iNyamweezi (F22a, F22d and F22e), DL is probably a result of close contact with F21,

among other DL This is by the SiG case (F22d) which is

currently geographically farthest from both F21 and F22b. The effect of DL fades in F22d
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asthe DL violations expand to 71%, ing I ing from F21/F22b as the di

from the centre of DL increases.

5.1.1.2.2 DL in Zone I

Zone F is not characterized by DL, since the dissimilation rule as a consistent process is
confined to F21a, F21b, F21c and F22b only, that is, in KISukuma2. Out of the |8 remaining
dialects surveyed in the study, 12 show more than 90% exceptions to DL, while the other 6
, which are adjacent to K1Sukuma2, show more than 50% exceptions. This is shown in

Table 5.

In other words, DL is a good diagnostic tool which isolates K1Sukuma2 from the rest of Zone

F as a historically different group. The ining languages are not ily related

because of that negative feature, since many languages have the same negative attribute, and

they are not Zone F members.

Table 5.2 Percentage of words violating DL in Zone F¥ (From 58 words used)

F2la | F21b [F2ic |F22b | F22a |F22d |F22e |F23a |F23b |F23c | FI0

13 13 4 22 56 52 71 89 87 71 100

F24a | F24b | F25 F3la F3lbll-'3|c F32a | F32b |F32c F33 IF34
91 98 100 100 100 IIOO 98 100 I‘JS 98 I9S
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In historical terms, two groups constitute Zone F: those whose ancestor had DL, and those

from a p language without DL, ing strongly that Zone F is a group created by a

h

different thanbyli

ancestry. By combining DL with BS, what is obtained is a highly fragmented K1Sukuma2,
KiNyamweezi and SiSuumbwa, a group which is traditionally assumed to be cohesive
linguistically. The group is actually composed of three independent languages whose genetic
closeness is highly questionable, although K1Sukuma2 and KINyamweezi share the absence
of BS, with SiSuumbwa standing alone because of it. At Zone F level, after F10 is removed
because of having complete BS, the remaining ones are not touched by either BS or DL,

making such an absence of a feature a linguistically poor unifying criterion

3 1.1.3 Glottalization and Voiceless nasal formation
While glottalization is widespread in other languages, in SSN only SiSuumbwa glottalizes
consistently, as shown in 7able 3.36. In Zone F. KiBende (F10) and KiiRangi (F33) show

consistent glottalization, while the rest show none.

Another important phonological process is the presence of voiceless nasals in Zone F in a
limited number of languages, namely F21 and F22b. The configuration of these nasals in the
zone is further evidence for the genetic unity of KiSukuma2 (F21 + F22b) , a unit which
further excludes core KINyamweezi as an immediately valid sister language. Voiceless nasal

formation in E71, G24, G30, G60, parts of G50 and Kisukuma2 shows a restricted process
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not found in other Zone F languages, nor widely distributed in other Bantu languages,
suggesting that such an areal distribution may be a sign of some genetic affiliation rather than

a purely phonetic accident. It is not a

process in Kil i or
In fact, in these two, it is found only in loans or in imitations of K1Sukuma2. These nasals

are illustrated in (188).

(188)
abdomen, belly, stomach fHuumbI < N-kuumbz

grasshopper §oombi < N-kuombi

that which scoops (non-human)® fuumbi < N-kuumbi < -kuumba *scoop, dig’
kidney migé< N-pigo

polygamy malf < N-palr < PB *-pad ‘polygamy’
apprenticeship or medical fee  meéla < -peeli *pay apprentice or medical fees’
ruming meela -peela < -peela ‘run’ (cf meela “chafP’)
pig (wild) no0mbi < N-tyumba

ball of food noongé < -toongé

The common characteristics of the above words are two: first they are composed of word
initial voiceless nasals which are homarganic with the initial voiceless stops of the underlying
roots® of those words, and secondly, they are unique morphophonological creations or

innovations not found elsewhere in eastern African Bantu languages and possibly in the whole

of Bantu in such a regular way, as a i motivated, but idi ic feature.

* If the scooper is human, then it becomes g-kuumbi < mu-kuumbi
? For a discussion of these alternations in K1Sukuma, see Masesa (1978)
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When the nasal prefix is /mu/ and is followed by a voiced stop in the root, then, the /u/ is
deleted, and the /m/ becomes homorganic with the initial stop of the root, without forming
a voiceless nasal, because there is no voiceless feature in the word, as shown in (189). This

pattern is also found in KiMatengo® and other Rufiji-Ruvuma languages (N 10, P10, P20) in
0g

general.

(189)

back g-goongo <* mu-gongo
ground ( da <*. d:
stranger, visitor, guest  7-gemi < *mu-geni
trunk (of elephant) p-koonde < mu-koondo®

Another important pattern connected with nasals occurs when the prefix /mu/ is followed by
a semivowel or liquid sound. The /u/ is first deleted, and the /m/ assimilated to the place

features of the semivowel or liquid, as in (190).

(190)

burden load,  nige <mu-ligo - PB *mu-digo

mouth nomo < mu-lomo < PB* mu-domo
work, activity nImo < mu-limo <PB*mu-dimo

young man  naanda <mu-yaanda

* Joseph Mbele, p.c.

* The pattern of this word violates the KiSukuma2 nasalization principle, suggesting
that it is a loan word because the expected form is joondo because of /k/. The word is also
not found in Proto-Bantu, indicating that it might be a non-Bantu word, probably originating
from languages like Hadza or Sandawe.
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5.1.1.4 Phonological evidence for SN and Zone F: concluding remarks

The violati the i incipl d ity il in Chapter

3 and 4 in the phonology and lexis of K1Sukuma2, KINyamweezi and SiSuumbwa (SSN)

suggest that they are not closely related for the following reasons.

(1) As sister languages in such close proximity, it is genetically suspicious for them to differ
in the important phonological processes of DL, BS, 7> 5, glottalization and voiceless nasal
formation. This points to a significant assumption, for instance that when a language shows
only some traces of BS, then it is not BS inits strictest sense. The traces are likely to be from
borrowed words from a BS language. The evidence against BS in such a language can be
explained in two ways. First, the continued existence of the 7V system weakens any claims
of BS, since as Zoll (1995) notes, the close vowels triggering BS must have as their essential
feature [+syllabic, +consonsantal] in order to make Bantu Spirantization possible. Secondly,

7> 5 is not a result of BS alone since there are two sources: BS and non-BS 7 > 5¢

(2) The ical dif of K1Sukuma2/K i cannot be explained only in

terms of the continuum hypothesis either, since DL and voiceless nasalization divide them

They are both suspicious in KIN i (F22a, F22d, F22e).

“In Zone F, 7> 5 without BS refers to KeeMbuwe alone, a situation which calls for
more empirical research involving many speakers of the language. Otherwise, non-BS 7> 5
is unusual, and Nurse (p.c.) is sceptical about its truth. Our analysis in Tables 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5,
Chapter 3 showed clearly that KeeMbuwe shifted to 5V
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By extension, if the smaller units like F21, F22 and F23 do not cohere internally, since F10
with its BS and 7 > 5; F25, F33 and F34 do not fit well within the remaining Zone F
languages, then what remains is also open to doubt, at least phonologically. The lexical
aspect was expected to shed some more light on whether SSN and Zone F could stand as

valid linguistically genetic groups. It did, but not in favour of SSN or Zone F.

5.1.2 Evidence from vocabulary

As shown in Chapter 4, two aspects of vocabulary were analyzed, namely, quantitative

id i i istics and qualitative evidence by ining lexical i ions. The

aim in lexi istics is to i i the extent of

between a pair
of languages or group of languages using lexical retention from a proto-language, in
percentages. It is assumed that the higher the quantity is shared, the higher the level of
relatedness between the languages is suggested, and vice versa. On the other hand,
qualitative measures examine the type of similar lexical values or traits shared by a pair or
group of languages to determine whether those traits are genetic or not. In this study lexical
innovations in any one group are divided into two: unique inventions and areal innovated

vocabulary as borrowing or creation (which can also be inherited in some special cases)

5121 i evidence: L

Asa itative measure, lexi istics tells a story of evenifitis

since all second-hand stories cannot match the completeness of first hand experience before,
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during or after languages split. For a fuller treatment of a larger geographical area covering

more using lexi istics, see Nurse and Philippson (1980). In both Chapters 3

and 4, it has been observed that Zone F as a linguistic entity is not supported by the
phonology and vocabulary. Only smaller units form coherent patterns, corroborated by the

intuitions of native speakers of those languages.

3.1.2.1. IKISukuma2, K. 2i, Sii and L

The lexicostatistical figures for this group of three languages cast doubts on SiSuumbwa’s
membership.  For instance, whereas the shared retention rate between KrSukuma2
(F21/F22b) and core KINyamweezi (F22a, F22d, F22e) is 81%, SiSuumbwa shares 71% and

76% with them respectively, as shown in 7able 3.3.

Table 5.3 K1Sukuma2, KiNyamweezi, SiSuumbwa and other Zone I languages ' retention
rates
Be
52L0
64 58 Sd Sd = 86 Sk =89 Nk =90
70 58 81 Nz Nz =
6356 78 81 Kn
62 55 76 76 82 Ks
6765 71 76 69 68 Sy Sy
5651 76 71 7574 67 Ul u =83
56 52 79 74 76 72 69 78 Ha
5858 7572 7471 6871 74 Ah
5756 76 72 74 72 69 72 76 80
5553 72 67 70 67 6469 71 79 77 Mu
5653 71 70 72 70 61 67 66 71 69 69 Mb
5142 65 63 67 64 54 59 60 62 62 61 64 Ra
6153 6569 71 70 5963 64 64 62 60 63 56 Wu

z

430



Abbreviations used in 7able 5.3:

Be = KiBende; Lo = KiLoongo; Kn = KIK1imbu North; Ks = KIK1zmbo South;

Ha = KiniHaanzu; Ah = GiAhi; Rw = GIRwana; Mu = yInyaMunyinanyi, Mb = KeeMbuwe;
Ra = KiiRapgi; Wu = IC1Woungu; Nk = GinaNtuzu + JinaK1rya

Sk = Nk (GInaNtuzu + JinaK1Iya) + KimunaSukuma

Sd = Sk (Nk (GInaNtuzu + JinaK11ya) + KImunaSukuma) + KfDakama

Nz = KIN +KiIK +SiG:

Sy = SiSiloombo + SiYoombe

Ul = K1naUshoola + KinrLaamba

Km = K1kumbu North + KIK1tmbu South

SN =Sd +Nz
Ar = GiAhi + GIRwana
NM = SN + Km

Lm = Ul + KinrHaanzu
RI = Ar + yInyaMunyipanyi

Thisis a difference of almost 10%. KiSukuma2 shares the same percentage with KeeMbuwe,
although there has been no claim that KeeMbuwe forms part of the KiSukuma2 and
K1Nyamweez group. On the other hand, shared vocabulary with K1Sukuma2 is higher in the
following varieties than it is with SiSuumbwa (F23): KintHaanzu (F3 Lc) (79%), KIK1Imbo
North (F24a) (78%), KIKIImbU South (F24b), KinaUshoola (F3 12), GIRwana (F32a) (all
76%); GiAhi (F32b) (75%); and yInyaMunyiganyi (F32c) (72%). The only figures with
lower percentages are from four languages, namely, 1ctWoupgy and KiiRangi (both 65%);
KiBende (64%) and KiLoongo (58%). The use of lexicostatistics to detect the effect of

contact as noted by Hinnebusch (1999:177) in /.3.5.2.3 provides a useful explanation.

The doubts of the validity of SSN are strengthened by other reasons, among them, the naming
tradition of the dialects/languages themselves in the first place, since, as words, language
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names reveal the history of groups (see Chapter 2, 2.1.4.8 ). The use of directional names
is misleading when used to suggest that any languages so named from the point of view of
one language are automatically genetically related. In the KrSukuma2 and KiNyamweezi
context, the four cardinal points of the compass refer to the following dialects/languages in
the literature: sukuma ‘north’ (F21 and F21a), dakama *south’ (F22b), mweeli (F23 and/or
F22d) ‘west’ and kmya (F21c/F22c) ‘east’. Abrahams (1967:11-2) gives an excellent
summary of this naming problem with plenty of bibliographical details which support the

observations from GInaNtuzu in this study.

In GinaNtuzu, for instance, ‘north’ is not sukuma but shaashi. The name shaashi refers to
KiShaashi (EJ44l), a language spoken north of the GInaNtuzu speakers. For any groups of
people living west of them, the GInaNtuzu speakers call them fanamseeli*westerners’, who
include some KrSukuma, SiSuumbwa, KiLoongo and other speakers of other languages or
dialects who simply happen to reside on that side, using a different language from theirs,
however slightly. They only mention particular names if a group has special characteristics
like the KiLoongo speakers who were famous hoe manufacturers and itinerant sellers in the
past (Odner 1971). Likewise, for people living in the south, they also include speakers of any
language, although they are mostly those speaking some form of K1Sukuma with some slight
difference, because no other people using different languages lived there as their immediate

neighbour.
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The same insight on the misleading connotations of language names is made by Brock
(1968:59-61), dealing with ifiNyiha, that common names which group a number of people
often do not imply homogeneity of language and culture. The problem lies in the fact that
other people who did not know those cultures well named them in the past. The ifiNyiha
case is not isolated, since it is convenient and easy practice to classify and name entities by
the easiest way of reference possible where no other details are available or relevant to the

person giving a name.

For other groups, the same naming tradition applies, indicating a non-linguistic reference.
For example, in the eyes of the K1Sukuma speakers who live on the west, eastern speakers,
PanaK11ya, include any group or language variety that is known to be different from theirs.
These include JinaK11ya, GInaNtuzu and KinILaamba speakers. The major problem with
these dialectal names is that they are not precise linguistically nor old in usage. For example,
Kasele (p.c.) is quite convinced that in reality there is no such language as ‘KiNyamweezi’
In the present day Tabora Region (See Map 1.1, Chapter 1), there are people who are known
to speak specific languages or dialects rather than the abstract ‘KiNyamweezi' which is a
socio-political, rather than linguistic entity. These concrete dialects include KiNyanyeembe

(from Igalula’ in the east to Ndono in the west, as well as in the South to Ipoole, Sikoonge):

K1K (from Ipoole , KIYuumbu (the speakers of which moved from

7 Most of these place names are located within the shaded areas of Map /. /, mainly
in the area where the speakers of those dialects or languages mentioned are concentrated,
shown in Map 1.2.

433



Ndono and BUsooke in present day Tabora 1o the south, in Mpanda, Rukwa Region, in order
to avoid sleeping sickness); SiGalagaanza (of Mabama, Ndono and Busooke); K1Saagozi
(of Kaliua); and KiSiisya (west of Busooke). KiNyamweezi is essentially a political or social
group identity. Itis ‘a language’ which no one speaks. According to Kasele (p.c.), the name
*KiNyamweezi’ therefore, was only a label given by the SiSuumbwa speakers to refer to their
neighbours. But those SiSuumbwa speakers did not clearly know them either, and they
coined the name BaNyamweezi. *people who come where the moon sets’ or simply, *people
of the moon’. Other scholars have offered various ideas on this naming tradition. It was
during the slave trade in the 1860s where the slaves normally stayed together in their
respective families or clans in the slave markets in Bagamoyo and Zanzibar before being sold

to The Si! speakers could i well due to their better

experience in long distance trade, and they were the ones asked about their neighbours.

ible li

Lexicostatistically therefore, K1Sukuma2 and KNy i form a p

ic group
based on genetic heritage, whereas it is unlikely that SiSuumbwa belongs there. On the other
hand, even this apparent K1Sukuma2 and KiNyamweezi genetic affinity can be questioned,
since it is based on retention only where groups like KIK11mbu share with K1Sukuma2 and
K1Nyamweezi a rate of 78%, which is a difference of only 3%, at the rate of 1% between
Ki1Sukuma2 and KiNyamweezi, as indicated in 7able 5.4. This doubt is also indicated by the
qualitative analysis of the vocabulary. The areal vocabulary is not shared exclusively by SSN

as a single genetic group as indicated in Table 4.23 (Chapter 4) and (192).
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Table 5.4. Percentages of retention rates of KtSukuma2/KiNyamweezi (SN) in relation to
other Zone I languages

S 9
Sd = 86

78 Km Km =82 Nz=84

74
74

69 Sy Sy=84
7567 Ul Ui=g3
74 6978 Ha

736871 74 Ah

73 6972 76 80 Rw

636463 74 79 77 Mu

716167 66 71 69 69 Mb

66 54 59 60 62 62 61 64 Ra
715963 64 64 62 60 63 56 Wu

(192) Affinities in areal vocabulary for F21/F22b and F22a/F22d/F22e

K1Sukuma2 (F21, with F22b)

(1)M10/M20, ES0, EJ40

ll

KiNyamweezi (F22, without F22b)

5.1.2.1.2 Zone I languages and Lexicostatistics

(1) M10; (2) F23a/b, F24. (3) F10,

Languages which have evolved from a common history are expected to behave in as similar

a way as possible. Any slight divergence is an indication of a different path, and therefore a

different history. Within Zone F, the languages tend to be conservative phonologically and

to some extent, lexically, with only slight variations obtaining in each individual language

(Nurse 1980:47; 1999:10). Lexically, the retention of Proto-Bantu words is relatively high,

with many words appearing as they do in Proto-Bantu. With such a scenario, all Zone F

languages are expected to behave that way if they indeed belong in that group.
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Table 5.6. Results of lexicostatistical groupings in Zone I

Guthrie's scheme This study
c L /Dialect c L Dialect
F10 KiTongwe F11 KiTongwe F10
) F10 KiBende/KiTongwe
F12 KiBende
F21a KimunaSukuma
F21b GnaNtuzu
F21 KiSukuma F21 KiSukuma F21 KiSukuma2 F21c JinaKitya
[F22c°]
F22b KiDakama
F22a KiNyanyeembe F22a KiNyanyeembe
F22d Mweri F22d SiGalagaanza

F22 KiNyamweezi F22 KiNyamweezi

F22c Kiya F22e KiKonoongo
F22b Takama
F23 SiSumbwa F23 SiSumbwa F23 SiSuumbwa F23a SiSiloombo
F23b SiYoombe
F23c KiLoongo™ F23c KiLoongo
(Rutara)
F24a Kikambo North
F24 KiKimbo F24 KiKimbo F24 KiKimbo
F24b KiKumbo South
F25 1ciBongu F25 1c1fongo F25 1c1Woongo F25 rc1Woongo

* All the language names in Guthrie are written in their long forms with the prefixes
indicating ‘language/speech’, although Guthrie himself does not show the prefixes in all
languages.

? As classified by Guthrie (1948), making our scheme skip F22¢ within F22 because
it does not belong there, and therefore transferred to F21 as F2lc

1 Although KiLoongo appears under SiSuumbwa, the data shows that it does not
belong there. It belongs in Rutara (EJ10/EJ20, especially EJ10).
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Guthrie's scheme This study
F31a KinaUshoola
F31 KintLamba F31 KiniLamba F31 KinzLamba' F31b KiniLaamba C
F31c KiniHaanzu
F32a GiRwana

F32 KiRimi F32 KIRimi F32 KiRimi F32b GiAhi
Fi2c
yinyaMunyinanyi

F33 KiiRangi F33 KiiRangi F33 KiiRangi F33 KiiRangi

F34 F34 F34 F34

The other schemes for SSN and Zone F by Bryan (1959), Doke (1961) Cole (1961), Guthrie
(1959, 1967), Nurse and Philippson (1980a) and Nurse (1999) are reviewed in Chapter 2,
2.1.4. Those works were produced when gaps in knowledge in both SSN and Zone F

generally were more numerous. This study therefore represents a step forward.

5.2 RESULTS: DIVERGENCE SINCE PB AND GROUPINGS

5.2.1 Areal influences

Areal vocabulary normally implies either descent from the same origins, contact and spread
or borrowing from a common source at the same or different time and place. In our study,

this is illustrated well by both phonology and lexis.

! The other two dialects are not shown in the table because they were not included
in this study for lack of data. These are KintAmbr (F31d) and KinaMbuga (F3 le).
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Areal phonological features being recycled within Bantu languages make it difficult to detect
whether a word is a result of later contact or inheritance from the same proto-source. This

is more so if the word is cognate and it has not any sif

change. One such case is Dahl's Law. In Zone F, the process is clear in F21/F22b. In
F22/F22d/F22e the picture is very confusing because the majority of the words do not

undergo DL. A strong areal influence is suggested where intermingling, intermarriage and

cross-migrations are common. The words with DL i from

F21/F22b h ities who i i with F22 speakers a: lts with

speech patterns.

Thisalso applies for BS-like features in F21, F22, F24, F25 for borrowed words. The process
of BS seems partial because of the same reason of diffusion from centres of BS like F10 and
F23 within Zone F, and other surrounding and outlying languages in DJ60, EJ40, E60 G30

and G60 (Hinnebusch and Nurse 1981).

While glottalization is widespread in many areas outside Zone F, within F, only F10 and F23

show consistent ization, whereas the widk of PB *p — /V is a result

of outside influence in F21, F22 and F24. Glottalization is absent in F31, F32 and F34, as
illustrated in 3.1.2.1, 3.1.2.2 and 3.1.2.3. In 3.2.1.2, Table 3.25, the example refers to SSN.
‘The mixed picture of the reflexes where PB *p is both /h/ and /p/ shows the effect of contact,

borrowing and areal spread of words. In some contexts in F21 and F22 the reflexes are all
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/W, emphasizing the great impact in the past of languages like SiSuumbwa (F23). Such a
mixed picture of glottalization in F21 and F22 is very similar to the partial operation of BS
in these languages and Chaga noted by Hinnebusch and Nurse (1981:59, 72-73). Itisa
situation which can be explained in terms of heavy borrowing argued by Thomason and

Kaufman (1988:53) where features are transferred from speakers of languages in contact

ofth gical fit with the fe fthe b ing language. Such borrowing
results in apparent anomalies in the recipient languages’ phonological or lexical structure, as

by BS and ization in F21 and F22, and DL in F22 from F21

In lexis, areal influence from one source to others is exemplified by a word like -gulaati/-
gulaata ‘he-goat’, from Southern Cubitic, asin Iraqw gurta (sg), gurtaawee (pl) (Maghway
(1995); Burupge gwerati; Kw'adza gulata < Proto-Southern Cushitic *-7ogur- (Ehret
1980:293) (See (170)). While F21, [F22], F23a,b, F24, [F31] have -gulaati or -gulyaati and
G35 vulati on the one hand, and ([F32], F33, F34) -gulaata and Seuta -vulata, -vuata, on
the other, it seems that the borrowing and adaptation process of this word depended on the
particular route the word traveled, as indicated by the differences in Southern Cushitic
between the singular and the plural forms, for example. When borrowing is outside Bantu,
detection becomes relatively easier. For instance Nurse (1979b:350-51) posits that the
Southern Cushitic speech communities were all over East Africa from Lake Victoria to the
Southern Highlands, Ruvu to Central Kenya. The loans in all those areas, especially related

to domestic animals attest to that. Batibo (1992b) and Ehret (1971, 1980) examine
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vocabulary and its distribution in related and/or surrounding areas across time. In their
surveys, lexical diffusion points to some form of contact, although the historical correlation
with genetic classifications need more work and water-tight evidence of the sources and

direction of borrowing

5.2.2 Classification by areal vocabulary

In this study, areal vocabulary joining groups is more numerous than unique lexical creations,
indicating that the central words most relevant for genetic classification are the shared unique
creations as a more reliable type of innovation. Areal vocabulary points to a past connection
which may not necessarily be genetic, but only be the result of contact and borrowing, either

directly or through second- or third-hand sources.

One hint suggested by the areal shared vocabulary is that the languages involved were closer
linguistically and geographically in the past (See 7able 4.23). This is true of the connection
between Corridor languages (M 10/M20), East Nyanza (EJ40) and Thagicu (ES0) in relation
to K1Sukuma?, or Corridor, SiSuumbwa (F23a/b), KIK1Imbu (F24) and KiBende (F10) for
KiNyamweezi. On closer examination, all such areal influences are mainly contact induced
due to proximity rather than being strictly genetic. The only possibility of affiliation occurs
between K1Sukuma2 (F21/F22b) and Thagicu (E50) for two main reasons: presence of DL
as an innovated phonological feature in both and some significant shared vocabulary

KiNyamweezi shows only shared vocabulary without any other phonological connection.
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The comparative method shows clearly the extent of divergence from PB. Languages which
share a common history also show the regular phonological changes uniting them, proving
their close relatedness. In SSN and Zone F, the principles of relatedness and regularity are
violated significantly. These principles were introduced in 1.1.3 as pillars of the comparative

method.  If these languages were really related, bound by their regular sound

they would not be so diffe in salient and di ic i ions like DL,
BS, 7 > 5, glottalization and voiceless nasal formation, in addition to having lexical stocks
from different sources. Diagnostic innovations for groups and subgroups are indeed not
always based on regular sound changes as Ross and Durie (1996:6-7) point out. Other
peculiar innovations can be examined. In our case, the dialects as low-level units of language
groups and families necessitate strict application of analyses to avoid similarities due to

contact and subsequent borrowing.

5.3 RESULTS:
SINCE PB

DIVIDUAL LANGUAGES AND DIVERGENCE FROM AND

5.3.1 Areal influences

Although the Zone F languages are known for being phonologically and lexically
conservative, processes like DL and BS have made some of them diverge from PB. affecting
even the most conservative and stable languages such as F24. Another influence is witnessed
in F32 with the regular change of PB *p to /¢/. F24 and F31 for example have departed very
little from PB, especially phonologically. Others like F21 and F22 departed a bit because of
the massive interference from many contacts with different languages, both Bantu and non-

442



Bantu. This can also be said of F25, F33 and F34 which retain reflexes more or less close to
PB. Apart from 7 > 5 and other interferences from other Bantu and non-Bantu languages,

F34 is not very far from PB.

On the other hand, many of the divergencies in these languages can be traced more to
adjacent languages than to internal innovation, especially for those languages spoken by
smaller speech communities and surrounded by other, relatively bigger speech communities

speaking other languages. This can be said of F10, F23, and again F34

5.3.2 Classification

After minor adjustments, it is the traditional, individual groupings which are confirmed: F10:
F21 (F21a, F21b, F21c (also labelled F22¢ by Guthrie), F22b); F22 (F22a, F22d, F22e), F23
(F23a, F23b); F23c, F24 (F24a, F24b), F25, F31 (F31a, F31b, F3lc), F32 (F32a, F32b,
F32c), F33, F34. The divergence from PB in each individual language or language group is
not significant, especially because of the generally conservative nature of the languages. This

relative conservatism does not make them automatically genetically related.

5.4 RESULTS: CONVERGENCE AND CONTACT MODELS
While the elements of divergence in Zone F are mainly a result of contact with other
languages which influence them through borrowing some items which trigger some changes,

convergence in the group is even more pronounced. However, this is mainly confined to
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tanguages such as F21, F22 and F24 in the area of vocabulary. Their individual phonologies

remain distinct.

This lexical convergence can be said to have contributed to the attribution of Zone F as a
valid grouping, not only referentially, but also linguistically, validating the contact model by
Thomason and Kaufman (1988:51), especially that characterized by casual contact with little
bilingualism on both sides. The lexicostatistical effect of contact on retention counts as noted
by Hinnebusch (1999) is also valid as an explanation here. Lexicostatistically, there is a
reflection of this convergence, indicated by the family tree (/“igure 4.1), which seems to

imply various epochs of separation at different levels from a common ancestor.

Closer examination reveals however that the ancestor of these languages is not immediate
although there are some substantial lexical similarities between the Zone F languages as
shown in the sample vocabulary in 4.2./.2.16. The words they share, though innovations,
are not unique to Zone F in the first place. The phonology supports the lack of unity of the
zone by indicating that each had a different history, exemplified by F23, parts of which

belong to DJ60 (F23a/F23b) and other parts to EJ10 (F23c). In addition, F22b does not

belong genetically to F22. F24 does not share the istary with F3 | and F32 by s
one doubtful word joins them.. The histories of F10, F25, F33 and F34 are also separate
The evidence is furnished by the phonology of each language which displays either retention

of the PB system, or separate innovations in terms of BS, 7 > 5, DL, glottalization and
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voiceless nasal formation. Since the evidence from lexis and phonology does not mateh,
phonological evidence tends to take precedence as older, and lexical similarity more recent
This analysis of non-genetic similarity is also supported by the shared innovations in lexis

in

Apart from the individual languages known traditi the other

ZoneF, SSN, F24/F31/F32,F21/F22/F24/F31/F32 % idence is shaky.

based predominantly on areal features.

5.5 LANGUAGE, ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORY

What do these phonological and lexical details tell us about history in the area? The following
historical and archaeological works are surveyed briefly in order to compare their results with
the linguistic ones. especially in relation to the methods used. The linguistic contributions
were dealt with in Chapter 2, 2.1.1 a summary of which is not necessary here. But as a rule
of thumb, the interpretation of objective historical events is normally determined in large
measure by the methods used and type of facts available to inquirers, among other things.
This is due to the fact, for example, that artefacts whether material or linguistic (words) do
not necessarily overlap or correlate with biological, genetic, racial, linguistic, historical,
cultural, ethnic or other institutional grouping (David 1980:612, Lwanga-Lunyiigo and
Vansina 1988:146). In short language and culture do not always carrespand. Facts and their

are thereft od as the

P! ployed in obtaining the data in the first

place. With this in mind, our brief overview takes into account the insights of language

contact and the consequent evolution of those languages (Thomason 1983, Thomason and
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Kaufman 1988, Nurse 1997, Hinnebusch 1999, Mesthrie and Leap 2000). In addition, most
of these works did not have Zone F or SSN as their primary focus, and hence they may

address only small sections of the zone.

5.5.1 Soper and Golden (1969), Odner (1971)

Most of the archaeological sites Soper and Golden (1969:53) examined south of Lake
Victoria did not show evidence for Early Iron Age occupation. Archaeological evidence in
the area is therefore inconclusive with regard to human activity during that era because there
is none. But absence of such evidence says nothing of human occupation since iron-making

is a cultural innovation, not a precondition of life.

On the other hand, Soper and Golden (1969:76) contribute some understanding of KiLoongo
(F23c) speakers whom they hypothesize as originating in Buha, Rwanda or Burundi because
of their cultural and linguistic affinity to KiLoongo. This information was obtained from
informants as oral traditions rather than a result of archaeological finds. According to the
informants, the Rongo'? or Longo were smiths who were also first called Kamba, then Geji
and finally Rongo (Soper and Golden, 59). Taylor (1969:144), like the rest, mentions the
Rongo as a tribe distinct from the Sumbwa (F23) and Zinza (EJ23). Commenting further, he

quotes a legend, saying that the Rongo occupied the forests while the Zinza lived on the

'* The language names written in this section are according to the sources’
conventions.
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shores of Lake Victoria. Chronologically, the Rongo are said to have been the first to
occupy the area. The Rongo or Longo are mentioned also in the F3 1 area and they predated
the K1nILaamba speakers. When the KintLaamba speech communities settled in the area

they now occupy , the Alongo left peacefully and went to Usukuma (Odner 1971:154).

Although the picture is not clear, some affinity to DJ or J languages generally was observed
earlier on, although no formal linguistic research was conducted. This study supports in part

the general gist of the hypothesis of SiSuumbwa and KiLoongo belonging to J languages.

5.5.2 Itandala (1979, 1983)

Using oral sources gathered by the interview method and written original documents from

museums and libraries, Itandala (1983:16) izes the multi-clan nature of 8

using the Bapiinza clan history. The afiinza themselves arrived between 1200 AD and 1600
AD, the exact dates are unknown since various sources using genealogies differ, but falling
within that range. They found other clans and Bantu speaking people in the area whose
arrival is also not known, although some dates have been suggested, ranging from 500 BC
to 1000 AD (Itandala 1983:33-35). These earlier inhabitants spoke proto-K1Sukuma

(K1Nyamweezi) which formed a base language for incoming groups. Other immigrants such

e Bapii Enatbedand stbvited nrolc S i) (ltandala: bid).

From the examples of recent history (shortly before or after 1700 AD) when the Papiinza

met the Datog, Itandala (ibid:188) mentions that later interactions between them became
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more intense. This intensity of social networks was facilitared by the intermarriage of various
ethnic groups interacting in the area, evidenced by the example of the Datog proper and place
names still in use, especially in eastern PuSukuma, among other remnants (Itandala
1983:189), as mentioned in 4.2./.2.16. Such an interaction of many Bantu and non-Bantu
cultures suggests a complex multi-genesis of KrSukuma as a base around which substrata

clustered (Itandala 1983:34).

5.5.3 Ehret (1994", 1999)
The basis of analysis in Ehret (1994:6-8) is linguistic testimony, specifically vocabulary based.
The testimony also goes on to establish some groupings among which is Mashariki,
comprising the languages in zones DJ, EJ, F, G, M, N, P and S located within eastern Africa,
hence the name mashariki *east’. This larger grouping is a combination and modification of
both Guthrie (1967-71) and Bastin, Coupez and de Halleux (1983) who do not agree with the
idea of a division of Bantu between Western and Eastern Bantu (Ehret ibid:9-11). Within
Mashariki there is Kaskazi (north(ern)) from which Proto- Takama emerged. Proto-Takama
was the ancestor of present day F21, F22, F23, F24, F31 and F32. Excellent lexical data is
provided in terms of unique innovation or loanwords. However, we do not use the
vocabulary fully in our study because, first, Ehret's wark covers several zones, including
Zone F (Takama), and therefore only a few words are given as examples. Secondly, the basis
' Ehret, Christopher.1994.Eastern Africa in the early iron age: explorations in history,
1000 B.C. to A.D. 300, Prepublication manuscript, published 1998 as An African Classical
Age. Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press.
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for obtaining both the years and linguistic affiliations and hi ies of relationship is not

explained explicitly, although it is stated clearly that Mashariki and its subdivisions are not
based on genetic linguistic divisions but rather they are geographical distributions of people

(Ehret ibid: 10). It is difficult to draw linguistic ions from a

ofl although some linguisti like those of contact and mutual borrowing
can be made. Thirdly, the reliance on vocabulary to draw historical correlations is a
drawback which is mentioned elsewhere. Words normally spread easily, and their
significance is weakened especially when they are not unique to one group. And finally, the
distribution of the vocabulary is not analyzed to see the extent of sharing between the
different levels of relationship. Without such a breakdown, it is difficult to reach conclusions
of genetic affiliation, which is our main focus. For instance the following words are claimed
to be Proto-Bantu by Guthrie (1967-71), although Ehret (1994) suggests that they are loans
from eastern Sudanic: Proto-Lakes -tebe ‘stool’ from *t&:b ‘to stay, dwell, sit’ (cf PB *-tebe
‘stool’); Kati *-kolo ‘sheep’ from *kol ‘goat wether’ (cf PB *-kodo ‘sheep’). It would be
more comparable with this work if it were clarified and justified why a certain choice of word
origin was preferred over another. That would be possible if the exact distribution and extent
of lexical spread was shown, enhancing the great potential of the work in combining history

and linguistics



5.5.4 Other sources: ethnography, oral history and linguistic history
Apart from written linguistic, archaeological or historical sources there are other documents
which are based on oral accounts recorded from the speakers of some Zone F languages

These explain mainly the origin of people according to collective memory. Some are

by other well-ki academic disciplines while others await more evidence for
confirmation or refutation. Where knowledge gaps are common, it is not a good idea to
privilege some sources of information by inclusion and leaving out others without rigorous
academic scrutiny simply because they were not written by professional linguists,
archaeologists or historians. Important insights can be gained in examining them with an open

mind. However, these sources are few, as shown in 2.1.1

5.5.4.1 History of SiSuumbwa

According to Abrahams (1967a:25) the origin of F23 speakers is not certain, although he
quotes earlier writers as saying that Usumbwa might have been controlled from Karagwe, by
Tusi rulers, although he found no evidence to support that claim of imported rulers. Sutton
and Roberts (1968:64) quote oral sources as saying that the history of western Tanzania
communities is the history of their chiefs, and that some of the Sumbwa chiefs trace their
origins in Rwanda. Who the aboriginal inhabitants were, Sutton and Roberts do not say,
although the connection with Rwanda is borne out by both the phonological and lexical

evidence.
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5.5.4.2 History of KIK1ombtr
Shorter (1972:xix) introduces his research findings about the Kimbu in the following way:
‘I have received no specific linguistic training. However, during my fieldwork
in Ukimbu I was obliged to work out an orthography for the Kimbu language
which I was recording. Since virually no language recording had been done
in Ukimbu before | went there, there were no existing orthographies to follow;
and literate Kimbu vary considerably from each other in the way they write the
sounds.”
Shorter’s observation was true then, as it continues to be so even today for many of the
language varieties in Tanzania. Statements and informal observations not based on research
continue to be made. For instance, Shorter (1972:33) compares the opinions of various
scholars who mostly relied on informants without any analysis of linguistic data as a backup
mechanism, and get confused results, such as Kimbu and Bungu being almost identical. both

dialects of Nyamwezi; Kimbu related to another language of Zone G, (G62), the Hehe: or

Kimbu as a distinct language but closely related to Nyamwezi, which is contradictory.

5.5.5 Conclusions from the various sources

The works on the linguistic and general history of Zone F and SSN surveyed above share one
important thing: they are all hypotheses trying to account for the phenomena, using
synchronic data and facts. Guthrie (1967-71) also used synchronic data to draw conclusions

in relation to linguistic affiliations in Bantu languages.

The survey of the folk history of some of the Zone F languages shows that some of these folk
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histories do actually have historical vali This study shows traces of evidence to

fcontact, suggested cannot
be handled by the vocabulary since the spread of words does not imply movement of people.
On the other hand, lack of evidence only means more research, possibly with a multi-
disciplinary approach, involving all branches of linguistics as well as evidence from other

areas. This will help unearth more interconnectedness or lack thereof of the Zone F languages.

5.6 DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
Several improvements could make studies such as this in the future even better. These are

in the areas of method, researcher attributes and source of information.

(la) Improving method: The lists of words used were not pretested to determine if they were
suitable. The problems encountered in 1.3.4 would be reduced or eliminated if this were
done. Some items were unusable because they were ambiguous, polysemous, or irrelevant
because the list was not given in a trial to a preliminary small target group where the word-list

would have been tested and edited to improve its quality before given to the final informants.

(1b) In analyzing the relationship between languages, the focus should not be just on the
phonology and lexicon as in the present study. Evidence of morpho-syntax (tense/aspect,
noun class (nominal) and tonal systems) would go a great way to supplement lexical and

phonological studies as noted by Nurse (1995:72)
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(lc) Amultiplicity of hould b loyed in these complex historical problems rather

than sanctifying a few and ignoring ial ibuti fother This calls

for changes in the training of linguists, historians, archaeologists. and others in related
disciplines. This weakness has been observed when scholars adhere to various schools of
thought, and they are not interested in employing the approaches of other schools by
assuming that their school’s approach is the best or the only one worth of attention. A similar
point was raised by Nurse (1995:72). This is illustrated by archaeological approaches where
German, British, American, continental Europe generally, and Russian historians and
archaeologists have had their own schools of thought (Hérke 1998). The rest of the scholars
and researchers have followed any one of those, depending on who was influencing them at
that moment. East African archaeology has been a testing ground for various approaches,
although the processualist paradigm of the 1960s and 1970s moulded those East African
archaeologists of the 1980s and 1990s (Robertshaw 1990:93) (also see 2.2). As a balance in
the search for truth and facts, wherever they led the scholars, a multi-disciplinary or multi-
approach focus would imply taking optional courses like historical linguistics for

palacontologists, historians; or statistics, especially probability theory for linguists for

lication in lexicostatistics. Many schol i that ip is bias-free,
not influenced by ideology, self-interest or the politics of the day (Bunge 1983; Harke
1998:23). It is important to recognize this fact rather than suppress it or pretend it does not

exist.
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(1d) Equal emphasis should be placed on the intermediate levels of reconstructed languages

from which the daughter languages are lated to h: d. Many of these levels are

only hypothesized without being subjected to rigorous scrutiny. Historical linguistics is not
only about reconstruction of ever distant proto(-proto-proto) systems (upstream), but also

about historical trajectories (downstream).

(2) Native speakers of these languages should be encouraged even more to do research in

their languages so as to inject their intuition and insights.

(3) Other sources of knowledge, especially in oral cultures should be included. For instance
rituals like matambiko (ancestral offering customs) make it possible to know a people’s
roots by observing what artifacts are used in the tambiko (singular), eg, bamboos, canoes for
PaHa which indicate how they earned their living, built their houses, etc (Chubwa 1979:8, 9),
Elias Manandi Songooyi'*. In turn, such sources could be compared with others describing

the history ofa peoplein oral traditions, written records, archaeology. history and linguistics.

(4) The stakeholders in the knowledge process, including researchers, funding bodies and
society at large should encourage and scrutinize all alternative views, approaches and
explanations of phenomena so that enquiry or funding do not prescribe and proscribe areas

in which they are only interested. Such approaches of biased interest thwart genuine progress

" Personal communication, October 1999, with regard to research in fuSukuma.
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of knowledge in a situation described by Hérke (1998) in which what happens is not
necessarily what is told because of interests tied in reporting history. In Bantu studies for
instance, some languages have not been described because nobody is interested in funding the

research there.

(5) Future phases of research in Zone F should concentrate on F10, F25, F33 and F34 to
clarify their histories, especially to look for more evidence for Musso’s (1968) claims of the
connection he makes between KiiRangi and ICIWouggo . F23 is clearer than previously
known, although some more work is needed to ascertain its linguistic history even more
precisely. Other languages with questionable histories can be handled in the same way to

resolve any fuzzy areas

5.7 CONCLUSION

5.7.1 Answering the research questions

Four questions were posed in Chapter 1 as research questions.

(1). What are the concrete criteria for the classification of Bantu languages into zones? Do
we need linguistic zones in the first place? Are they historical, areal or typological? Only
unique linguistic criteria should define linguistic zones. Purely linguistic criteria do not
support the idea of a Zone F. they either fragment the zone and destroy it, or they are shared

by other zones, making them trivial for classification.
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(2). How many of the criteria mentioned in number (1) above should a language or variety
possess in order to qualify for membership into a zone? If an entity is claimed to be
historical, then all the defining criteria should match. Within Zone F, the languages hardly
share anything. In SSN, F21, F22 and F23 are separate, unless those features: BS, 7> 5, DL,
glottalization and voiceless nasal formation are not significant and can be ignored. Ifthey are

ignored, which features make SSN, or even F21/F22 one entity?

(3). What rigorous features define Zone F, excluding all other zones? This study has found
none, apart from vocabulary, innovations which are easily spread and shared, making Zone
F only a referential one without any historical validity, except that of convergence by long

contact.

4. Within Zone F, what, ish one group of I from others in exclusion

of all others, justifying the isolation of those groups? For assumed sister languages, unique
innovations are the only relevant criteria for classification. The distinct status of each
traditional language group is the defining character of Zone F. In combination or isolation,
BS, 7> 5, DL, giottalization and voiceless nasal formation effectively fragment the zone. In
addition the behaviour of PB *d in F33 and F34 isolates them from Zone F, while PB *g takes

F25 away. Vocabulary and how it is shared are aiso peculiar to each group.
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5.7.2 Concluding remarks

The following are general ical and i ions based on the analysis

of SSN and Zone F in this study:

(1) Cultural and core vocabulary reveal different things if the time of separation from a proto-
language is long. Cultural vocabulary reveals either both custom and geographical distance,
or only one of them, whereas core vocabulary maintains the genetic relations even when both
the cultural and geographical distances are large. For instance, KiLoongo or SiSuumbwa do
not belong to F20 genetically, although they are adjacent to F20. The closeness to F20 is
revealed in cultural vocabulary, which is easily acquired. Similarly, genetic and cultural
affiliations do not always overlap, as in the case of F23 in relation to F2 1/F22 and DJ60/EJ20.

Cultural vocabulary explains contact, technological acquisitions and their sources, cultural
influence and domination. Core vocabulary reveals genetic heritage. For instance, F23 is
predominantly F20 culturally , but DJ60 genetically, as shown by the phonology and

vocabulary.

(2) The rates of lexical retention, high or low, are relative rather than absolute, depending
on whether the word-lists used are 100, 200, 400 or more. It also depends on the reference
group. [fone language is compared to languages with high retention rates, its individual high
rates may be low with such languages, as in the case of KeeMbuwe (70%) or SiSuumbwa

(69%) with NR (F21, F22, F24, F31, F32), since the retention rates there are even higher,
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and a cut-off point has to be made. In some contexts, taboo words in social relations lead to

vocabulary loss.

(3) Inadjacent languages, inter-comprehension depends largely on shared culture, facilitated
only by cultural vocabulary where the rules of communication and the changes in material
culture are encoded. This can be demonstrated by the Bantu languages, which belong to one

family, but whe kers may not i iftheir cultures are diffe . When cultural

distance is great because of i i ication begins to be difficult or

impossible, although the core vocabulary retention rates may be high between any pair of

Thi lies in continua where dit b the furthest dialects of a language

makes communication difficult. In other words, inter-comprehension between dialects tends
to diminish as distance increases with a concomitant or proportional increase in cultural

divergence. Both the distant and adjacent languages or dialects normally share the same core

herefc

vocabulary. [ bea proot of genetic affiliation

between speakers of two languages from the same family since genetic affiliation is a fixed
fact, whereas cultural acquisition is not'*
(4) Linguistic trees (/igure 4./ and Figure 4.16 in Chapter 4). frequency graphs and shared

Tetention are alf simplifications and

They are meant to be

C ication becomes ibl when facilitated by KiSwabili in bi-or multi-
lingual speakers. But many people in Tanzania, especially in fuSukuma, are still functionally
monolingual, unless they went to school where they leamt KiSwahili
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descriptive. Their interpretation can be historical even when the methods of deriving a certain

set of conclusions are different.

(5) The oral history of iron workers in Buzinza refers to Longo as specialist ironsmiths living
there and who came from different clans related to the fuKerefe clans (Hartwig 1971).
Buzinza is the south-western part of southern Lake Victoria. This oral version of history is
corroborated by our data since linguistically, KiLoongo fits well within Rutara. both

phonologically and lexically.

(6) The made about similarities or di about in the zones,

especially as suggested by Guthrie (1948, 1967-71), have often been taken for granted. Only
anecdotal accounts are sometimes given without any rigorous evidence to ascertain the status
of entities sufficiently and necessarily. For instance, the cohesion of core Zone F (F21, F22,

F24, F31, F32) or SSN (F21, F22, F23) was based on evidence which was not sufficient.

(7) Itis important to recognize the advantages and limits of disciplines and their methods, as
Vansina (1995b:396) observes with regard to their theory and/or practice. For instance, in
archaeology he notes the advantage of producing concrete evidence. But its limitations
include the tendency to adhere to particular paradigms or to have a free range of the
imagination (Vansina 1995b:396). In history, one problem in both written and oral
testimonies is the privileging of some sources, especially favouring the testimony given by
leaders and ignoring the versions of common people (Nurse 1979b:384). One advantage with
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such testimony is the limitation on the free range of the imagination because the events are

narrated by others, minimizing the subjectivity of the historian.

(8) Guthrie’s (1967-71) classification was mainly synchronic. [tdid not include the historical
dimension when classifying the languages into zones, although the consonantal
reconstructions and the vocabulary were historically grounded. The effect of language
contact and the resulting areal influences were not considered. The phonological and lexical

analysis in this study has shown that SSN and Zone F are not valid linguistically.
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No

989

976

m
203
204

665
666

337
199

789
148
688
667
364
634

297a

English Si
Sisiloombo
apply by stretching, indifla
spread over
appoint, set up kiichaagula
arm, hand kupoko
armpit kwaaha

arrange, put in order kipaanga
amange, putright,  kiéézya
repair

arrive kihika

arrow mwaambi gwé bita
amow (head of); mitwe

spear head

ashes mavi

ask for kusaba

assemble, collect (vt) kolondika hamwi
aunt (father's sister) sééngi

avoid, dodge Kkwibaanzya
awe, fear of God Booha

axe mpasa

baboon, ape nkobe

back of (at the) numa

back migoongo
backbone igufa lya mugoongo
bad ibi

bad (become), rotten kipold
i)

bait syaambo
banana (plant) ntooke

Sisuumbwa
Sivyoombe
kopaamba

kiichaagila
Kopoks
kwaaha
Kiéezya
Kupéezya

kuhika
mwaambi
mwaambi

ivi/mava
kisapa
kuluundika
seéngi

kwooBaha

mpasa

nkope

nima

migocngo

igufwa lyd mogoongo
i

kupola

syaambo

lotooke

an

KiLoonge KiBénde/KiToongwe
kupaamba kubaamba
= kwimika
mukénd kupoko
kwaaha qkwadha
Kutuimbika kipaanga, kilyohélésya
kikola kalyohélésya
kuhika kufika
ipano mwaambi/myaambi
mwaambi mwaambi, isumé
izi/mazi ifugndd/mafaanda
kusapa kiseeya
kisdoza killyohelesya, kwisa hamwi
sééngi séénge
kwiifaunda -
¥ foapa
nséénya mpésa
eenkope ijaanda
nyima kinyama
mugoongo muyoongo
migoongo miyoongo
-ipi ibi
kupota kupola
lugéma ikoonde



1005
1022
313

416

417

844

1037
147

759

English Si-Suumbwa
SiSiIoémhd

banana (fruit) i
banana (for cﬂakmg) uooké Iyé kitéeka
baobab

KiLoongo

itooke, ihiise
itooke

bark (of tree) igula igula, ipaangwa

barren (of living g ugu

being)

barren (of land) nsi yé bo Bwoome chikamo

base of tree-trunk iziinga iziinga iziinga

bask (in the sun), kwiikoonta kwiikoonta kwoota

warm oneself

basket of open sikaampu isaanzo isaanzo

wicker-work

basket (plaited) sikaampu sikapo chikapo

bathe kwooga Kkwooga kwoogd

be fitting, behove kafwaaya ? -soga kihika

be, become koba kopa kupa

beach, coast, shore  mpwaani mpwaani mwaalo

bead(s) Pusals Pusalé bukwaanzi

bean, kind of bean  mfééli nkudndé lukoole/nkoole

(from Phaseolus

vulgaris)

bean, small (from  mahalage mahalage mahalage

bean plant)

bean (runner) mieeli mfwéell nkuundé lukoole
makil

bear child kubuta k\lﬂu(a kizaala

beard kasaku, nsaku késsku bilezi

beat kaohoola kahi kutéeta

beautiful -soga izima

KiBéndé/KiToongwe

ikaénde

insi jikamile
isiindo
Kisgontéla
m(i)séye
sikapo
kinyaaya
Kulydoha

munyéya

munyéya
kabalama

kufyasla
Kalefunalefi
Kihuila
-s6ya, lyoohilé



193

English

bed
bedstead

bee

beer

befi, suit

below, underneath
bend, twist (vi)
bend (v1)

bewitch
bifurcation,
cross-roads

bile

bind up, splice
bird-lime

bird

birth (give), toa
child

bite
bitter

bladder

blind person

blood

blow on, blow up
blow bellows

blow away

boast, brag, praise
oneself

boat

Si-Suumbwa
sisiloombo
billf, sitaanda
pokaangaga
nzoki
bisele
Kubezyd, kibbegézya
misinsi
kwiigdonda
kwihina
Kiloga
mazila saangwé

ndulwe
Kilagila
bwiileémbo
noni
Kupita

Kiima
~kali, biluli
lahago
mihofi
magazi
kufaula
Kiivigita
koheha
kwiibona

pwaato

Sisuumbwa
SiYoombe
sitaanda

nzoki
buséle
Kopeela
haansi
kiigoonda
kiigoonda
Kuloga

ndilwe
kulagula

noni
Kupta

Kisima
KAl
lihagd
mihofu
magazi
Kipliiga
Kiviigita
kiheha

Pwaato

479

KiLoonge KiBénde/KiToongwé
chitaanda Bulili, sitaia
inchiinzi ptit
enzéchi nsusi
maalwa maalwa
kisémeza kilyoohela
haansi heefo
kiigoonda £
kiigoonda 5
kuloga kuloya
ndékaanilo mahaanda nsila
nyoongo
kishadgmba
buliimbo
inydnyi, kanyonyi
Kfyaala

kutuma kinéta

kusaalila sikali

ensako *

muhofl mahofl

Bwaamba malasé

kithiiiha kiipliiisya

kuzagita kufukita mafiupa

kataamba kwitéha

bwaato Pwaatd
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1036

m

English

body
boil up

boil (v)
bone

bore a hole
bom (be)
barrow

bottle
boundary
bow, bending
bow
bowstring

bread

break wind*
break, snap
break wind
breast (of a woman)
breath, breathing
breathe, rest
bridge

bridge (wooden)
bring, fetch
bring to light
bring up (a child)
brook, stream
broom

Si-Suumbwa
Sisiloombo
mubili
kiiséba
Kusévya
igifwa
kadala
kibitwa, kiizyaalwa
kitkopa
nspa
mpéka ?
kwiihina
buta
luge
Pwoonks
itabazi
nkaaté
kunia mofuzi
kuvina
kunia mufuzi
mabeéle
muheemo
kuhéema
idatazya
butaalé
kuleéta
kitoola heepe
kolela
mwiiga
Iohyaagizyo

Sisuumbwa KiLoango KiBénde/KiToongwe
SiYoombe
mipili upil
kisepa Kipila Kiitokta
Kiisévya Kisefya Kitééka
igufwa igifwa ifuha/mafina
Kudata Kufumila Kitipula
Kispitwa Kizadlwa kifyadiwa
Kitkopa Kiniiza Kikbpa
nchipa &énchupa insipa
i aviti mipaka, iBipi
pita bita kwinama
pita biita bita
Ioge lugohi Kaje ka bita
Bwoongs Pwoongs -
itapazi itapazi iapi
mikaaté mikaate mikate ?
Kinia mifizi Kinyadmpa kunia ipisi
Kiviina kithéénda Kifinaya
Kinia mifizi kinyaampa kinia ipissi
mapeéls maPeels, ititmatits  mabséle
mihéémo, kihééma  mihéémo -
Kuhéema Kihéemika kihééméla
idalaja ? tatlinde datja
- litiindé bilalo
Kulééta Kleeta Kilééta
Kuléla Klela Kulela
ihoola uge méonga
lihyaagilo syeésd

480
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165

English

corpse, carcass
corpse (human)
cough (vi)

count

cauntry (ur)
courtyard

cover (up)

cow

coward

crab

crawl, creep
cricket

cripple

crocodile

cross (a river)
crow (n)

crown of the head
crumple

pulverize
crust

cry, wail
cucumber, small
cudgel

cultivate

cure, cool, heal
cut

cut, lop

crush by pounding,
e

Si-Suumbwa sisuumbwa KiLoongo KiBénde/KiToongwe
sisiloombs Sivoombe

mitiimbaanga mitisimbi mitdambi mulaambo

imaiti 7 mitisimbi mitadmbi malaambo
Kikolola Kikolola Kikolola kukosola
Kiip Kipésta Kipéeta Kipaanda
nsi yiita ast yita eensi yeets insh

libiitiga sipaanza luiga ibaanja, sibadnja
ifindikila afaindikil ufid Kufiimbila
noombe nodmbe sente ineombe
mwoopa mwoopa mitiini mwooba
kwaaviiila Kwadvirila kwadzila Kiisyéeleka
sifuila/bisit naanzeléle nyeenze nyéénsé
milema milema milema matema
maamba 7 nsaambi énsaambl ngweeéna
iaamboka itaambi taambi oy mwoonga
mbaga paaga Paaga/pasga -
10t66t0 BWOBIO0HS twootéto finaosi
Kihinahina - - Kiibiinganya
Kissekula - Kiisigina Kitwa
kokotwa kokotwa eankogotd .

kil Kl kulila Killia
maaliimbé mahiti maliimbe, poliimbe  mitana

Pihili i pshili iyoongo

katima kolima kilima kalima
Kusiinsya Kohozya kuhoza Kuslsya <kisila
kilkata ? kitema kinogola, kitéma Kupita, kipitila
Kupiiingiisyd - kitiitaila Kupitilé

484
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512

284
598

348
954

English
diminish, grow less
dip
dirt

district, province,
country

divide

divorce

do, complete, finish
do

dove (red-eyed)
doze
draw water (from
well)

dream (vt, vi)
dream (n)

drink

drizzle

drop, throw down

drum
dry (v), setoutto
dry

dry
dry up, ebb
dry up, become dry

Si-Suumbwa
SiSiloombo
kwoonda
Kusofya
matakala, buchafu ?
nsi (yiita)

Sisuumbwa
Sivoombe
Kipiiingdla
Kusoomvya
matakala, puchafu ?
nsi

KiLoonge

kukéha

kukéza

Uk6/mako, bitakala
éensi

kiigabaanila kigapa kugapa
Kubiinga, talka 7 Kipiinga kilekaana
kumala Kmala kimala
kigéma kiigéma Kizila
mbwé mbwa sémbwa
ndogobé nz0Pé, mpuinda séndogope
mizigd mizigs milyadngd
nkiiindya nkuandya enkadndya
kuigona kugona, kitiindila Kitiindila
Kitaha (miinzi) kitaha (miinzi) kitaha miinzi
kilootéla Kilootéla kuloota
KUlaata, milddtels MUGOEI chilootd
Kkonwa Konwa Kinywa
kogwiisya kuhaangoola kitapola, kihaangaala,
kwaaha
ngoma ngoma eengoma
kwaanikila kwaanikila kwadnikila
noomi lydomi bwoome
kwooma kwooma -
kwooma kwooma kwooma

480

KiBéndé/KiToongwe

kupiiingika
Kitwéésya
buchaafa ?
sihiy6

kuyapaanya
kilékana
kuhwa

Iwiipi, mlyaangs
nkodnda
kusiinsila

kutaha maansi

Killoota
kunywa
kinyayala
kagwilsya

lingoma
Kayanika

~gimilé <kigima
Khwa

kihwa



784
620
828

English

duck

dust, cloud of dust
dwell

eagerness, zeal
eagle, bird of prey
ear

earth, land
earthenware vessel
for serving up food
eat

effort, exertion
egg

eight

elbow

elephant

embers

embrace

end (come to an),
cease

escape, recover
examine, measure,
test

excrement, dung
exorcise, drive out a
devil

explain

eye

eyebrow

Si-Suumbwa sisuumbwa KiLoongo KiBénde/KiToonawe
sisiloombo Sivoombe
mbaata mbaata émbaata ipaata/mapaata
i 1opupl [T lafaindd/mafiindi
Kwiikala kwilkalisa kwiikala
angi maeli, kishaligi aangi
mbeest mbéest nkeona iphingu, isaansa
Kotwi Kiitwi Kitwi itwi
nsi nsi énsi bildongd
18laangahe s chisemé/viséme, siliile.
enyiningi
Kilya kulya Killya Kiilya
naizi nguzi Kuhatika kikalaambana
igi/magi igi/magi iyadyiimayadyi iji/majt
minaané minadné minaané minaané
ikookola lukookoola likokoola kasikiimpa ?
nzovi nzovi enzozis insofis
ikala lyé mililo ikafa lye matilo ikala lyo mulilo ikl lys mlilo
Kibiiumbilila Kisbuumbiila Kubumbila Kukikutila
Kihika mwiisyd Kismata, kisieka wilketa Kihwa
kissila Kissila Kichila, kipuligika kit
Kiplima kiigéma, kiipiima ma kiplima ?
maamvi maamvi mazi ifiimati
kikisnguuila Kuplinga, kikiungudla  kukidnguala kipuinga

a, kulaansya

nkohé

487




531a

English

eyelash
face downwards
face

fade, disappear
faint, lose
consciousness
fall

fall short

fan, wave

far

fat (be) (of animals)
fat (of animals)
father

father (my)
fear

feathers, fur
fence, enclosure
ferment, turn sour
few (a ), not much
fierce, sharp
fig-tree
fig-mulberry tree

fill a hole, stop up
filter, strain

Si-Stumbwa
sisiloombo

nkohé

Kaviima

pasyd

Kweslokilwa

Kihta

kigwa
kipoongula
Kipepéela
hale

paapa
baa-/maa bikwé

paapa
kwoobaha, Boopa
mazoza

milaambé
mukayl
Kiisoola, kwiihuila
kitkazya
Kiziila
kisswiiza

sisuumbwa
Sivoombe
nkohe
laambalala
Bisy6

kugina, kandla
-nolé

Paapa, daada
1aala-/maa pokwe

Baapa, daada

kiigaasa
ndo
Pusoongoke

Kisoola
Kwookazya
Kizipila
Kiswiiza

488

KiLodnge

énkone
kupiundaala
pusd
Kihweella

kigwa
Kilepa
Kihaahila
hale

kunala

-anuzile

taata

sinyizala, mahazala

taata
ptini
fwdaya
laipa
kigaga
biché, bike
pwoogi
milkiyis
Kilwaana
kwiiziiza
Kiiziila
kiiswiiza

KiBéndé/KiToongwe

nkohe
kalaala
busyl

Kiywa
KupBongoka
kuhéhémula

Kile

kihama, kinona
in6nilé, -hami

1a4ta, taata busya, taaté
1aata/maama bikwe

taata, taata
booba
maflumby, inyele
lapa

kusésa
-sé
~Kali

Kiisd0la
kublumba
Kwilyala
Kstiisa



970a

413
191
126

190
400
525
493

832
384

2907

1028
1032
502
143

English

filth

final, decisive
fine, excellent
finger

fingernail

fire

fireplace, hearth,
kitchen

firewood (collect, cut) kissééna
v

firewood
fish up, pull out
fish (old Swahili
nswi)

fish (vt), teap fish
fist

five

flap wings wildly,
flutter

flatulence
flavoured (be
properly )
flower

fly (house)

fly (vi)

foam *

foam

follow (in order)

Si-Suumbwa SiSuumbwa KiLoongo KiBéndé/KiToongwé
Sisiloompo Sivoombe
matakala matakala bitakala biichaafu ?
Kulaamla - - -& ha mwilsyd ?
-sdga -soga Kiizima soya
minwe minwe lakim Kakimo/ikimo
yaala lyaala Iyadlaimaala lusala/nséla
malile milits mulito malito/milite
ziike ziike iniga fiya/matiya
Kiisééna Kiséenya Kitema nkwi
nkwi kwi eénkwi kwi
Kulopoota Kwiihila Kizomoola kusaapula
miwi, nsamaaki 7 mwi eémiwi iséémbé/maséémbe
kitega Kitéga mivi Kiopa, kitegh Kiopa
noaimi noudmi séngadmi ngumi ?
itadno itadno itaano itaand
kispépesla o upapa apiipi
avimbé i azii Kuhina ki
Kikwadta Kilkoleéla Kihika Kijoya
W04 ? a7 apo/malaRo Tiaimaaa ?
nsaazi nsaazi énsohéla lusaasi/nsaasi
Kugulika Kigilika Kugilika Kaydtika
ifulo ifalo ifilo ifal/maralo
if ifilo il ful6/marals
kwiloondézya Kiloonda ki3 aloondela, ki
Kuhélékésya
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No English Si-Suumbwa Sisuumbwa KiLoongo KiBéndé/KiToongwe

Sisiloompd Sivoombe
916 give light to kumwooleka kumoleka kumoleka kumanika
815 glide, trickle kisélema - kgéla kissoopa
269 go kizya kiizya kigéénda kija
639 goin, come in, enter kwiingita kwiingila kwiingila kwilngila
63 goat mbizi mbozi émbiizi mbisi, imbissi
694 goat, (he-) ngulaati noulaati éntilage likaBoolopools
695 god i midngl  ayami midngl 1 o
758 good mfila nsoga mazima nsoga
388 goshawk (East sunguséélya maleglé inaanda lisaansa
African) (Astur
tachiro)
68 grain (of cereal) kazimo nzioma, luzima
696 grandfather 906k glikis ki
697  grandmother madma maama Kk, nyokokdla
432 grasp,holdinamm  kdkwatilila Kikwatitita KaBaGmbiia Kufbimbata
698 grass, reeds manaansi manaansi manyaansi mapano, bwaasi
406 grate 6 ‘ 0 v i -
409 greal, powerful, big  mikal kil ihaango kil
164 grief, sorrow = & Kuhololoka nkadmbi, nyasmbi
371 grind (grainwitha  kosya Kiisya kusya Kiisya
millstone)
372 grind coarsely kissigina kihalala kithalaga khalala
212 groove, furrow inisyo nkoléombilwa - -
801  ground, cultivated  miiglinda muguinda, ilaalé énsaambo ipala
405 grow up, get farge,  kokola Kikila Kkl Kikisla
become great
913 grow (of plants) koméla kimeéla kaméla kimela
461 grown (be fully) tkomeela i 4 i ¢ kilkilla
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No

373
358
205
351
701
702
977

703
157
439

English

aruel. light porridge
grunt, grumble
guide aright
guinea-fowl

gun

hair

hair (long straight- of
animals and
Europeans)

hair (white, grey)
hand (flat ofy
hand, right

hand (left)

handle, haft

hang in mid-air
hard

hardship, distress
hare

haste

hate, detest

hay

head, chief person
head

head-pad

heap

heap up, ready/set
on fire

hear

Si-Suombwa

nkéomba
koguina
Kilaanzya
nkaanga

ngooho

musast

masasi m(i)leelé

SiSuumbwa
SiYoombe

nkadmba
kukiuna
nkaanga
ngoche
mus:
musasi m(u)leelé

mvi mvi

ikoofi ikoofi

kalyo kiilyd

kimaso Kimaanso
mahini mihini
Kwiiliinga kislngééna
ngume igame

makoyé makoyé

nakami nakami

kigaya kigaya
manaansi mosma manaansi mooma
mikols mikald

mitwe. mutwe

nkata nkatd

Kaliindika (v) itgambi, iliando

kuhéémba mulilo

kwiimva

kuhéemba mlito,
kwaasya
kwoomvwa
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KiLoongo

eqkasmba
kukiuma
kithana
éenkaanga
éngooho
isoke
émbiissi

eenzwi
ikoofi
Kiilyo
kimasd
muhini
kuleléemba
kuguma
enkuile
nyakami
PBwaangi
kiigaya
Bunyaasi
mukali
mitwé
engata
iluandd
kuhéémba

kuhulita

KiBéndé/KiToongwe

mpana

kukiima

kalombola

ikaanga

munduadsi

nyélé

Bujaamba, nyélé, poosa,
usiinga

nkote
Kioks
kwéeéné
160ns6
mahini
Kilgla

ikaka

singula ?
Bwadngs
Kiyaja

mikild
mitweé/mitwé
nkata

misiink, isyaala
kaluindika

kahalika



No English Si-Suumbwa SiSuumbwa KiLéongo KiBéndé/KiToongwe

Sisiléombo SiYéombe
543 heart mwiiza mwiizd muganyd mwetyodimyeeyd
ods ¢ § 2 ifiyarmafiya
putting pots on
893 heavy, serious, dull itimbé itiimbe inywaama
705  heel (of foot) nsiinsiilo sisiinzilo, lugéle chisiinsild kasiinsilanasiinsila
681 heifer ndagoosya - ndogoosa -
418 hem, make a border kihina kiigoonda kulaanda
690  hen, fowl, chicken  nkoké enkoka inkoké/nkoké
766  here ahano, éyono aha, uka aaha, uko
863  hiccup kuseefudalwa ensikinya akwiinkwi
800  hide (vt) kitbisa kipisa kiseleka kifisa
38 high, be (of meat)  kaviunda kuviinda kiizaunda kufudnda
326 highway nzila ibalabala ? ikweesi, ikuulwa nsila
309 hill lagala laguta kapaanga musosi/misosi
925  hip makiingiili = % v
317 hippopotamus nguguma nguguma eénguguma ntomooémbo
396  hitwith ahammer  kukomaangila kukomaangila kuteela kisula
706  hoe mfika mfuka, igéémbe emfika mfika
990  hold, arrest kikwaata kikwaata kikwaata kiniya
575  hole, nest idolslo idalal chaali siisaffiisa
836  hollow out kukoomba kuteeza ? kukogota kasapa
816  home kaaya, wiitd weéeli, muka kiliy6, ki mweetd
654  honey Pwaosi Bwodchi b
150 honour - kukuza kukoéonka
797 hook (for pulling inanduzilo inanilizild ndopano ? =
down branches in
plucking fruit)
189 hook (fish) ndobéns ndopano ndofiano ndopaana ?
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No

707
288

263
572

756
320
33
34

227
808
708
1016
1013
901
902
275
16
353
118
208

155
426
542
353a

English Si-Suumbwa sisuimbwa KiLoongo KiBénde/KiToongwe
sisiloombo sivoombe
hom, ivory, tusk  ihéémbe ihéembe ihéémbé ihéémbeé lya nsofi
horse * mfalassi 7 - 5
house niimba niimba &énzi Inyisimba
how many? ni ziinga ziinga zlinga fiingaa
tump (of hunchback) - - fatimb 3
hump (of cow) ibaangd ipaango iBaangd
hundred igana igana igana imya?
hunger nzala, bitamo nzala, ptamd enzala nsala
hunt kohiiga khiiga kihiiga Kihilya
hunter (professional) mahiizi mihiizi mihigi muhiiyi, faindi ha nyama
hunting bihiizi kiihiiga, mahifgd puhiigi Kihiiya
husband mulume milame ipa iba, ibane, ipalo
hut nisimba siaanda kapaanza nyumba, miyaanda
hyena mfisi mfisi empisi itana
' one one inyé winé
idleness, sloth biizobé puzope pogose bisfila
ill(be); groan Kolwaala killwadla kilwadla Kulwaala
illness, (crippling)  biwéele Bulweele puweste Pulweele
imitate Kwilbita kwilgemeéskézya kutosiela kujijinganya
in front of bitoonzi Kupotoonzi poto6ngi Kibmbele
inthe middie of  hakati hakati hagati hakatt
incite i i usamili Kiisdonsya
increase, make kilkiizya agingilisya
greater
increase Kokila Kilkita Kuchilaana Kukiimbika, kikila
inheritance isaalo - - kiihyaana, visaanso
inside, in mikatf, mnudmbi mikati migati, mirinzi mikati
inside, middie mikati hakati hagéth hakati
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1000

1025
a

536
796

535
613
546
101
547
544

310
774
107
878
134
250
791
467

English

large, great, big *
laugh
lay over on one side

lazy
teaf, blade of grass
leaf (tree)

leak, ooze out

fean, bend down,
slope

lean on, rely on
lean, become; grow
thin

leaning (be)
learn

leave, permission
leave over

leave, go away
leave (aff)

left over, (be);
remain over

leg, foot

lend, borrow
leopard

ick (vt)

lie down

lie on one's back
lift up, pick up
light in weight

Si-Sutmbwa Sisuumbwa KiLoongs KiBénde/KiToongwe
sisiloombo Sivoombe

kold akuld ihaango iKolo

Kiiseka Kiséka Kisséka kitseka

kwaanikila uséenda i inami

mizobé mizobé migése mfila

WAt Haith ipapimapap \yaanyiimaanyi

matiitd it ipapi/mapapi lyaanyi/imaanyi

Kivwa Kivwa Kiizwa kiis60pa

Kwiinama Kwilnama Kiigoongdmala kwiinama

kwiizigizya kwiizigizya - -

Kkwoonda Kwoonda Kwaanika kiny66nda

Kwiilaanzya Kwillaanzya Kuégesa kwilfiadndiisya

luhdsa ? - Killaga lihiisa

Kiisadzya kiisadzya Kiisddgya kilekela
kuizya, kispuika kiigeenda Kubtika
Kieka Kileka Kileka

kwiikala, kisiigala Kusiigala Kisaagya kisiipa

kukopa kutiizya katiiza kitiila

ngwe ngwé enzimiila iingwe

kilaamba Kilaamba Kilaamba

kisgona, killaala kiigona Kilyadma Kulaala

kissaangalala kisagalala Kugalama Kiladla kansaga

Kibiisya Kupudsya, kwiindla  kwiimiicha Kibiiisyd

mpiliipé ipaopé -piiipé ilete

490



eput
exibeeim

elabainy

eindmy
BloIny "gsudaumy
elom

gy
g(}lgBUebmy "gAsunminy
Byl

EquInnsny "eINA ‘BugeIt

Quollw/QUIRINW
BquiIsv
enAnuw "olex

& tpghsow

4 EipioQud
edmil

ki

QMBLORLINIPUIEN

wPuR
nam

eynnquiiny

einweeAny
egaam
egoaIm

gwip ‘gsiimt
edoaimt

a9

U3
9b1zuga
eBUnmm

e
SANAUIRM
ezumL
emunu
pzueeblioa
oznuiw/ezZpUNU!
epysu
oL
egmilioa

nin6t

oBligem

Lot
oPYEPY
eindoy
ekoboiny

BI0IMY
BULINY "eloiny

pupny

gBlnminy "erIny

21901

RugaIY

abizu

eBUnniny

pun

e¥316apny

quioinw

vauwyisu

gbm

£ ngENsnw

£ erewliehsu

& awaauing

apunnit
QWOoAIS
EMquInSIS

Tpu
L]

epapy

abizu

eBUnmeY
Bwn
210mq
phzymioMny
owonw
e

& 1dinsw

2 ggnsnu
& eevoud

0quIo|ISIS
eMQuINNS-IS

asno]
Vo6 isof

Neam
“Jutey !(aq) 8s00|
ansnd
‘(Buyyousos 196 01)
elgagaasny punose Buey '10j 400!
bl

punose 00|
auluIEX® 1 %00]
PEOJ 8U) U0 UEW

Joj a1ED ‘Jalje YOO}
Buoj

{owaaaq) Bucy
1sn20]

Jaisdol

(daay) yo0isaM
Jany

{a0) ssansn

uaisy

Bulusl ‘aul
Mol “aul)
YSEMBIM ‘DU
Buiuyby
Axs "W

ysybuz

€201
184

€L6

00z
BySE
v5€

(74:]



English

love, want

lung

magic *

maize

make offerings to the
dead

male

mamba, green (kind
of poisonous snake)
many

many *

marriage

marry (of man)
marry (give in
marriage-of parents,
priests)

master

match, harmonise
(vi)

medicine, remedy
medicine (art of
medicine man)
medicine-man

meet

meit

midwife

migrate, move away

sisuumbwa KiLoongo KiBénde/KiToongwe
sivoombe

kisilima kissiima Kiisiima Kinydmwa
manaaha ihaha/ma i ip6
bilozi bilozi pologi filosi
mhiindi mihiindi ipd sisaka/fisaka

Al i i taa kipééla
igoosya igoosya, mugodsya isééza/maséeza ngoosi
nyalitiiti - senkopokd Nkopogs
-iinki -linki nyiingi -iingi
-iinki -iinki nyiing -lingi
Kiiswéela, kitdola pusweezi pweénga bit6osi
Kisweela Kiiswés Kiisweela Kitoola
Kissweézya kiiswéézya Kusliga ? Kitdosya
mwaami ? - - mijadngd
Kwilgantla kwiingana, kwiinganila  kwilngana kllingana
kukomeéla ikomeéle -komeezile nkila, inyhé
nama nama eenyama inyama
bisgaanga Pugadnga mupazi biyaanga
bifumi, kilagila pafami Dalagizi pafami
mafuma, milaguzi mifima mufimis mifami/bafami
kusaania Kusaanga Kisaanga, kipgana  kusaanga
Kiaybyilka ? - Kinwaéelela -
< - mufim s
Kufaliika Kufilika kufilika KOUGIoka
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361
716

59
436
65
n7
163
1026
272
979
642
152
281

English

milk (n)
milk (curdled), curds
milk, (fresh) (n)
millet (bullrush)
millipede

mix (ingredients,
“season food')

mix, put together
monkey (small
lightish-coloured)
‘monkey (colobus-
(with long black silk
hair, white on
shoulders)

monkey (small,
dark-coloured)
moon

moonlight
mosquito

mother

mould (pottery)
mountain

mourming

mouth

‘movement

mud, mire
mushroom
mutilated (be)
name

Si-Suumbwa Sistumbwa KiLodngs KiBénde/KiToongwe
sisilsompo SiYoombe
mabaéle mapesle amate mapesle
mulibotd, milimbodte - mbopoto -
mabééle, masika masuinga amate mapééle
bisiga Pusigs 7 lupele nsakaimasaka
Kulainga Kuldonga Kitdlaaniza kiisaansya
kisaanzya - Kitdlaaniza kitsaansikanya, kisaansya
nkééndé nkeéndé ¢é ijadnda/maj
nkeéndé - - -
nkeéndé nkeéndé senkeende .
kweezi Kweezi Kweezi mwéensi
kweezi Kweezi Kwedzi Kimwéénsi
yayd/madyo yasyd/madyo maaha maajo/bamasjo, maama
Kubiiimba Kiviiimba Kuimba Kubiiimba miloande
uga mugala, (uguli ipaanga misosi/misosi
ki itis SitibItD
milomo minwa mulomo/milomo
lugééndd lagéendo Kaijilo
malole entome ntope/matope
Bwoopa 00pa fwoopa booba
kilemadla Kilemadla Kulémaala kilemala
iziin iziina iziina isiina
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539
403

765
379
843
962
718

484
21
237
9239

66

435
818
4an

410

English

namely

nape (of neck)
navel

near

neck

need, request
fnew

obstruct

offspring

oil (from plants)
oil

old times, the past
old person

old

one-eyed (being)
one

open mouth wide
open

open (set ajar) a door kwilgola

order, direct
osltrich

Sisuumbwa KiLoongo KiBénde/KiToonawe
Sivoombe

o ot pifmwa okitéénda
pikosi - éenkomo ikosi/makosi
ikoondo nkisindwi mikisindi minyonys/minydnyé
hiihi hiihi hithi haehi
nkiings nkiings bicha ikosi/makosi
shiida ? - Pweenzi -
nyhadhys nyhyaahya, ihyadhya  ényhyanya nyhya
bwiile wiilé chito bifiki
syéénda syéénda mwéeénda keéénda
niind6 niind6 enyiindo inyiindo
mildongd & - -
- - engani nkahi
kikéma Kikéma - Kiplinga, kipiingsma
mwaana/baana mwaana/paana lzaalo bifyadsi, mwaana
masana - mazita bito, mafita
mafita mafita mazita mafita
na kale kalé hale kale

(nampa iinaa mikiikili mi iké

mikeekild
ndaala 44 kale Iya kale
ns60ngo nso6ng6 &nso6ngo choongd
imwi lioowi i, kamwe v
kwaasima kwaasama kwasama kiigasama
Kwilgola Kwiigula kischiingla Kwilyala
- kuchiingila, kihéga  kwilyala, lyaango pwiyile
Kituma Kitima Kitima, kilagiila Kulagisya
noomvwi énydonzo -

mbiini, binyonyi byda
heela
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510

English

pay attention, take
care

peel, shell

peg

pegs (tent)
penetrate

penis

penknife, lancet
person

pestle

pig

pigeon, kind of
pile up, pile loads on
head

pinch, make narrow
pipe (tobacco)

pit, hole

place, put (vt)
place (n)

place of the dead
plait

plant, sow
platform

please, salisfy (vt)
pleased (be)

plot of ground
plunder (a town)

$i-Suumbwa Sisuumbwa KiLoongo
Sisiloombo SiYoombe

kwamvulikizya kaléla, kataanga kwiitoonda
Kipala, Kitsééna,

Ilimaambo/maambo - eémbagd
imaa d (bmaambe
Kahitilizya kwilngila Kiisyéepa
mbolo 15616/mbol6 mbolo
kakoambi mwaambi kasyo, kahyo
mainta madntd maanti
mwiisi mwiisi mwiinsi
ngulupeé mpuna eémpuni
nkaindya 2 eénkuindya
Kitwiika, kitika Kwiitwiika Kihiingika
kusina kusina kistna
kanuingd - iseke

liina liina fiina

kitaala katiala ki taho
haanta haanti haantd
kuzimi - kuzima ?
kusika kusiika kasuka
kuhaamba kuhaamba kuhaamba
lotéépeézyo Iwaanza lopalaza
kutoosya kinoosya kuhicha
kusiima kusiima kunalilwa
18po6ga 16poga lpiga, 1opaanza
kubada ? - -

502

KiBénde/KiToongwe
Kuyangalila
kiikoonga

imaambofmaambs
kwiingila, kitipinkanya
iBolo/mapole
kaambiftwaambi
miints

muinsi/miinsi

naulipe

nkixinda

Kitwiika

kusina
ikitnka/mikiinka,
mitéémba
liind/mééna
kubiika

haanta

kusimu

kusika
kubyaala mbuté
héégald
Kiilydohya
Kinyomwa

kuteka ?



1014

114
737
m

177
923

441
641
748
836

599
553

986

English

plunge into, cause to. kixduimbiikizya
sink

poke
pole, thin

polish, clean by
rubbing

pool, pond
porcupine
porridge (stiff)
pot (metal)

pot, vessel

pot, mug

pot, cooking
(earthen)

patata (sweet)
potter's kiln
pound (grain in a
mortar to get off the
husks)

pour away

pour

pregnancy
pregnant, be

prepare
press out (ol seed,
sugar cane)
produce, put forth,
display

SiSuumbwa KiLoongo
sisiloombo sivoombe

kudiumbikizya Kitopéla
ipazi/mapazi ipazi/imapazi lupézi
kusiiga Kiisiiga kihalagita
itaambo ilaambo ilaambo
lipogote inogote ényogote
Pugali pugali opilo
ikopo ikopo ikopo
mikebe milkébé mikébe
niingi niinga enyiiinga
mazlizi \imaziizi nisimbi, Kindimbi
Kiseakila Kikiiizisila kusekila
kisséésd Kisésa kiiséesa
Kinfitka kikénéna Kiiloongéla
nda nda eenda
Kitwadla nda Kitbinga nda KiiPa néénda, kineélwa

eenda

Kitayaalisya 7 - kiliinganiza
- kihamdia kikdanza
Kupiinia Kufimya kwiihano

503

KiBénde/KiToongwe

Kiisdonka

kasipa

niinguli

PBiyali
ifulila/mafalita ?
nkond

nkono

sitdombo

kitwa

Kiiyona

Kiy6na Piseepusé
inda/nda

KiiP4 né nda, kinywaama

kulyoohelésya
kukama

Kufimya
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340

947

475
244
173

172

57
548
992

969
981

862
656
180
485
7%
917
1006
197

English
prominent (be); put
out

pronounce
protect by charm
(medicine)

protect by charms
(target)
puff-adder

pull

pull up, come to a
halt

pull up, root up
pull, drag

put, place, set
put together for
comparison
put a pot on the fire
put together,

se

python

quartel (vi)
quench, extinguish
quiet (be)

rain

rain (vi)

rains, the lesser
rainy season

Si-Suambwa KiLoangs KiBénde/KiToongwe
siSilaambo
Kipiiina - Kitilika Kimanyika
Kiteta kitéta, kisydomba < Kitéénda
Kigiiinguila kikaga kikaga kuliisiimpa, kiisiimpa
Kiguinguila kikaga kikiga Kaliisiimpa, kisiimpa
Kipfli
Kikwaésa Kiikwaésa kikweesa Kubwiita
Kwiimilila Kwiimilila kweémelela Kwilmilila
Kosiimboota Kidabila, kusiimbaita ? kanyakala Kimoola
kibwééga Kikweésa Kikwéesa Kisbwiita
ibaomba iposmba iBo6mba -
Kiisikima ? kisilndika ? Kisiindika Kiteanka
Kitdina, kopiika kil Kubiika
kwaalikila Kiteleka Kieleka Kitéléka nkono
kuliinga - kiliinga Kitlinga
nsato nsat eensato nsats
kisaola Kisoola Kwlizimagina Hiisbbia
kazima kuzimya kuzimya kusipya, kihwa
Kiléémbeela Kuléembeela Kitékaana kihagmbila
mvala mvila eénzila ()ymfata
Kol (mvila) kiigwa (mvilld) kiigwa nzila Kiigw' émfld, kitdonya
kaswaalazi s - mitiisyo ?
syaanda itiamba itdumba kisoy6
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537
632
633
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840
499
879

1031
149

964
957

249
1004

English

rumble

rat, kind of

rat (field)

rat

at- (very lasge,
fong-tailed)
razor

read

reap, harvest

receive
reed
refuse, say no
reject, refuse, dislike
remain, stay behind *
remain, stay
remember
resemble *
resemble (very
closely)
resemble *
rest heavily on, be
burdensome
rest the cheek on the
hand (in brooding

)
rest, take a holiday
return, go back
return

si-Suumbwa sisutmbwa KiLoonge KiBende/KiToongwe
iloombo Sivoombe
kutitoma kwaana, kuhiinda kuziimba kujopaoodla
nkesi nkezi eenkezi nséénsi
nkoso mudolo - éeémbepa ikoso/makoso
nkoso nNkoso mudolo ikoso/makoso
nkesi - muddid uinko
lugéembe lugeémbe weémbe kayéémbe
kusoma kusdéma kusoma kisoma ?
kwiimbdla, kusola kwiimbola, kikésa kusuindula, kugesa, kasaayala
kitona
kupokeela kwaanukula kwaanukula kupokeéla
kikéma kukéma kwaanga kitana
kikéma, kukaana kukéma kwaanga kutina
kwiikala nima kwiikala kwiikala kusiipa
kusaaga kisiigala kwiikala kusiifa
kwiizokila kwiipokila kwipuikila kwisikila
kwlikala Kwdikdla Kustisana kutiingaana
kwiikola kwiikola kisisa kaliingaana
kwiikold kwiikola kiisusa kuliingaana
kupina Kuleméela Kitiimbilwa kiaanda, kupaandikiisya
kwiikwaata kalama kukwaata itama kuhololokélwa kunyiga itama [kunyig"
erama)
kwiifuala kwiifuila kuhamala katamuka
Kisipa Kisifa Kisipa Kihéléela
kusupa kusipa kusipa kuhelééla
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English

satisfy

say to, tell to
scorpion

scrape

scrape, grate
scratch, grate *
scythe, sickle
search for

search diligently
seat, stool, chair
see

seed

seize

self

sell

send

separate, set apart
separate, leave each
other

set atrap

set (of the sun)

settled (be); be in
g

good order
seven

sew*

sew

sexual intercourse
with (have)

Si-Sutmbwa sisiumbwa KiLoonge
sisiloombo SiYoombe
kitoosya kitoosya kuhicha
kubwiila kowiila kugaampila
nge kamiina kamiina
kukwaaldla kupala kipala
Iwiihyd muhodlo mahalo
kukoopa kukoopa kuléonda
kukula kukula kikala
tepé itepe
kipona kuleepa
6, mbégu mbité, potainga mbifo
ita kukwaata kikwaata
-enikiii yoonyene
Kugizya kigiiza
katuma kituma, kulagiza
kinaangana, kilékaana kitaagana, kilékaana, kulekaana
kwiiléka
kitéga kitéga kitega
kuloka kiloka kaloka
kuléémbeéla kuléémbeéla kissémela
musaamvii musaamvi misaanzi
kiisona kisuma kusona, kusuma
kiisona kusuma kiisona, kisuma
kuswitka kigéma kiuchigana

507

KiBénde/KiToongwe

kwiikiisyd 7
kubalila
kaaminaftuamina

Kupaia

kipala

mpiipd <kipipa
kuhéénsa
kihéénsa
sitepé/fiteps
Kulofa

mbité

kinyiya
mweens (-éné)
Kinyula, kigisya
kitima

kubilka haajéhaajé
kulékana

kiteya
kusyaama
kalyooha

mpiingati, ndwi
kilaanda

kilaanda

Kiitoomba, kisswaana
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English

shadow, shade
shame, disgrace
shame

shame, modesty
sharp (be)
sharpen

shave

she, he

sheep

shell, cowrie

shin (bone)
shiver, shudder *
shiver

short

shoulder, tip of
shoulder

shout

shrivelled (be);
wrinkled

sick

sift

sing

singe

sink, be drowned
sink

Si-Suumbwa
Sisilodompo

kisanzasta
awene
ntaama
nsiimbi
ngapo ?
mulaandf
kiiziguma
Kuziguma
niihi
ipega
iBega
kityoga

klwadla
kiydonga
kwiimba
kiibabiila
kinibisa
Kinwibila

SiSuimbwa
SiYoombe

mitaka
nsoni
nsoni
nsoni
Kiriigina
kunoola

kisinzaula, kumoodga

matdandi

kiizingma
kuziguma

nithi

ipega
Kiydga

ilweéte

kdyoonga

kwiimba
kupabola
Kitipila
Kitapita

508

KiLoonge

mwiinziizi, mipého
€énsoni
eensoni
éensoni
kukala
kihyoola
kiisdsla
wenyéné
entaama
ensiimbi
énsiingo

muldindi
Kizigima
kuziguma
-gufa
iega/mapega
kutéla yoombo
kwiisuna

Pulweére
kwodchééla

Kitdta
Kitapila

KiBénde/KiToongwe

bulélo, siinsimwi
nsonyi

nsonyi

nsonyi

kikaliha
kityasya
Kibéya

ayo, yoyoli
nkondolo ?
mpasi, maamba
nkombéléle

malindi
kutétema
kutétéma
ntéfi

ibéya/mabéya
kutaangiita, kwiila
bulaanga

Iweelé
kiisaagala
kwiimba
Kisbabila, kiigosya
kiisyaama, kinyaanya
kiisyadma
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English
take off (clothes),
undress
tangle

taste (v)
teach, instruct

tears

ten

termite

testicle

that

thatched roof
there

they

thick, fat

thicket *

thicket

thief

thigh (of human)
thigh (of animal)
thing

think, imagine
thirst

thom

threaten

thiee

thrust into

tick (cattle or dog)

Si-Saumbwa SiSuambwa KiLoongo KiBéndé/KiToongwe
Si Sivoombe

kwaambola kwaambola kuzuula myéeénda kafaala

. F Kupilagiza kijobaanya

kolapozya kolapozya, kifoonzya kipoonza kuboanja 7, kuliingisya

kaladnzya kulaanga kweégesa kufaandisya ?, kulaansya,
Kulaangisya

miis6zi miins6zi malila nditilo

ikumi ikomi ikami ikami

itemi itini itémi miswa/miswa

ivya il iy v

byo, éyd iyd &lyd -lyéleli

kano - mpalato -

aha, eyené ahalya, iyilya aho, oku kokoli, uiko

apé a| Ponyéne Peéné

miging Siginé liginile hama

isala, ipooli isala, sisaka Gumpu/ma u, isigo

mwiivi mwiivi mwiipi mwiifi/béefi

sipeto - &lo i a

sitaambo sitadmbo

siinti siinti siintu/fiintd

Kwilganika kwiiganika kiladngaanya

noota, nkelo noota nkaanga

liigwa liigwa imfwa

kutiisya kitiisya, kwodpahya katiinisa kuyopahya, kukaya

isatd isata isatn it

kusoma kusoma kuchumita kusoma

nkaha nkitha sembalapala N

514
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258
978

119
741
146
742
445
105
743
166
120

267
306
293
277

270
540
538
566
401
604
605
938

English

tie (fasten) (vi)
tie up

tingle with
excitement

tip, point

tobacco

today

toe

tomato

tomeat (half-wild)
tomorrow

tongue

tooth (canine), tooth
filed to a point
tooth

top, peak

tortoise

town

tramp of feet
travel

tree

tremble, shake (vi)
trickle away

trunk (of elephant)
try

tsetse-fly

turn upside down,
turn over

Si-Suumbwa
sisiloomb
kupoha
Kupoha
kwiyoola

ha woogi
itaape

nyaanya
siimbiala
igole
latimi
liiné

liind/miind
flwe

mujiini 2
sisiinds

kiizya ligéendo
miti

kuzigima
Kisélema
Kapiks
kigémézya
nsaale
Kpildsya

si
kipoha, kidaliga
kipoha

Busdongoké
itaape
Puleels
inoonée
nyaanya
simbo6Io
igold

I8lmi

KiLoangs

kipoha
kipsha
Kwiimuka

mihélo
itaape

1eelo

akimis
enyaanya
migoomba
neénca
latimi/gendimi

KiBéndeé/KiToongwe

Kihaamba, kiihaambilila
kihaamba né nkiisa
Kujilimika

kansoongeéléle
nsuinké
bwaalélo
kakumo
inyaanya ?
isoneka
lutimi/ndimi
liiné/méénd

liiné/miiné

fuiiwe
misiindo
kyoonga
muti
kiizigoma
KiisOI0IGka
Kapiko
Kugemézya

kasu
s0gogote/ masogogote
inala

chisiindo/nsiindd
Kiyeela

kigemeza
eéndolopo ?

kupilusya, kupiinddola  kipilula

kansoongéléle
lugé/ngd

kuja lweeéndo
sitiffiti

kutétema
kusoopa

kupoko kwa nsofd

Kiliingisya
kajéémbe/ujéémbe
kuhiindila
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Appendix 1. Zone I word-

No
133

495
786a
786
571
252
809
274
229
927

662
254
1002
168
926
248
595
617
782

English

zebra

English

, Stomach,
belly
abscess, boil
abundant/abound
abundant
abuse, insult
abuse, reproach
accustomed (get)
act (vi)
add up
adjacent (be); border
(vi)

adze, carpenter's
affair

afraid (be)
agriculture

all

alter, change
animal

answer a call
answer, reply

si Sisuumbwa KiLoongd KiBéndé/KiToonawe
sisiloombo Sivosmbe
ntilége - séntulege mbeéya ?
nda [y nda nda
ipiimba ipité iimba
A pa Kokizya
-pa pa Kokézya
-dokana A0kila Kotokizya
-lysja -tokila -0kila Kotoka
-maniiia -8éndéiéla -éndétéla -teéndélela
ita -Peezya -Béezya -iita
-ongeja -oongézya -o0ngézya -pomy4
-pimbihéna pobiini -héla, 10POGmba (n)
-pimbinkana
mbiizd mbiizo mbiiza mbiizd
mihayo mihayo mihayo/mihays igaambd
-0goha -ogoha -ogoha -60g6ha
iima iima ilima
Woosé -Bsé
~galosya -galota
nyama ndimi ndima
-itaoka -itaika Kwitaafita
-sopilizya -itaitka -zimya

519
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1005
1022
313
4
376
650

576
577
643
498
955
827
416
417

844
1037

English

bad i Bi i ii

bad (become), sotten -Pota pota -wola -pola

(i)

bait chaambg chaambo cambd chaambo

banana (plant) idooke idooke m(u)dooke m(U)dooke

banana (fruit) idooke idooke ide idooke

banana (for cooking)  idooke “ idooke madooke

baobab waando - mbiyd mbiyi

bark (of tree) igola igola igola igola

barren (of living g0 igoo U)gi v

bareen (of tand) lyaa b had ywa Kidanga .

base of tree-trunk itina itina itina itina,

bask (inthe sun),  -0ota -ootéta -dotéla kwly6ontd

warm oneself

basket of open isaanzo isaanzo nliinga itdandg

‘wicker-work

basket (plaited) Kikapo kikapo nkapa Kikapé

bathe -00g4 -06g4 -06g4 kwooga

be fitting, behove kisdga -faaya ? -ikodpokanile -faaya

be, become -Bi -pa -pa kopa

beach, coast, shore  nwaani hwaani Qhwaani mpwaani

bead(s) Bosal waambs waambo wamb6

bean, kind of bean  shiili kapala kafito kapala

(from Phaseolus

vulgaris)

bean, small (from mahalage mahalage 7 mahalage mahalage
an plant)

bean (runner) - kapala nsiili, kapala kafito

bear child -Byadla -uta Pyaala, ipekola -puta
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No

942
13
381

341
673

874

n
807
674

890
645
231
179
555

514
301
873

857
31

675
602

English
broom

broth
brother-in-law,
sister-in-law
brother (older)

brother, relative,
fellow-tribesman
bruise badly, take the
skin off

buffalo

build

bull

bunch (of hair)
burden, load

bum (vt & vi)

calabash

calf of the leg
calf

call

canoe (dug-out)
canoe

m(iteya m(iteéyws m(iteye(nje), céeyo -
m()sozi m(u)sozi m@)sozi mifwa
shemeeji ? m()kweela m(ikwela mikweeta
m(kols mikols m@kola ioomba
m(i)dogs midogs m(idogs midogs
-ikalimbota ? ~tydopola -kupata »
mbogo mbogo mbogd mbogd
-zéenga -2yéenga -2yénga -zeenga
iyAgaamba nzagamba nzagamba -
m(u)sinzi, maywifld misinzi m(d)sinzi, malindd -
miligo mi)ligs milig6
-paka -paka -paka
yd Zigh -ziga
jiika -zylika -ziika
ipaoli ipooli ipoois
chaapa mbopotd -
gola -gola -gila -gola
nsoha Kikdondo/ kikondo, ikondo sikoondo/vikoondo
vikoondo
nsalita 2 10salita nsalgla
kadama ndama ndama ndama
iitana -iténa -itana -itana
Iyaatd ngalapa ? nalapa ipaango
Iyaato Iyaato yato WaA0



No
993

567

97

578
104

32
515
92
106
585

431
431a
79
597
886
83

English

carry a child on the  -hééka
back (in a blanket)

camy/iift on to head  idwifka
(take up) a heavy load

carry astride onthe ~ -hééka

hip
canry, take -sola

carry, convey -so6mba
cat nyaapo
cattle mitigs
cease, finish -shild
centipede nyénzéleete
change, tum round  -kepéis
charcoal makala

charm (esp. to ensure (5komoola
wife's fidelity) (n)

chase (away) -peeja
cheek itama
cheerful (become)  -togwé
cheetah imo6ndo
chest kikopa
chest (of animals and kiniini
birds)

chief, neadman maptemi, m@hanya
chief m(u)temi
chid, infant TwaANA
child, offspring nwaana
chin kitezi
choose chaagola

-petka
-itwitka
-peeka

-sola

—galoka
m(okala

-pebzya

itama
-chadngamika ?
kikipa

kidali

mitémi

-sa8g00I

525

-peepa
iitwiika

-tigika

-s66mba
-s06mba
nyaapu
-Pisawa
-mala
itantapi ?
-galoka
ikala/makala
13kagd

-péézya
itama

-zadma

ipalapala

Kikupa

kikupa, kidali

m(ajtemi

m()témi, mwanaangwa
mwaana, kakeke
mwaana

Kilezi

-sa8g0la

-peeka
-itwilka
-podsya

-sola
-so6mba

nzimaait
-pildka
mikal/mikala

llinda
itama
-sadngaala

sifupa

mihanya, mikolo
mitemi

mwaana
mwaana, 19pite
kalev

-saagola



No
109
255
841
550
851

299
235

305
817
241

465
624
505

230
4an
557

English

civet cat

clan

climb, ascend
clod, lump

close (the eyes,
mouth, etc)
cloth

clothe

clothes, material
cloud

coagulate

cobra (spitting)
cohabit

cold

come

come on suddenly,
take in the act

itiingd ?
13dogy
feehela
lodngo
fuimba ?

kitaambaala

=il
-diima, -sanganija

construct, put together -pééja

cook

cook in water or fat
cooking pan, small
cool (become); get
well

copper, brass
copy a pattem
cork, stopper
corpse, carcass
corpse (human)
cough (vi)

zigh
-pogomya
Kiseme
-pola

shapa
tondeléja
kikundikfjo
m(i)zoga ?
maiti ?
-kolola

5 Aliings -
Boked ? ig66ngd
-palamila -liina
il6ongo iwgsmba
-ligala ~kundikila tindila, -mimyé
kitambala kitaambala sitambaala
-zwifka -zwitka -vwitka
mwenda mweénda, myéénda mwénda
ilionde iluunde: iluunde
-gaanda ? -gaanda -gaanda
nswifla nswifla nswitla
-iyaanza -likala na muhali wakwe -
mbehé mbeho mbehé
-iizd -liza -liza
-dimya -sanganikizya -diima
-Peégélezya -peézya -Peézya
Abeka Aeeka “eéka
-séfya -pogomya -potomya
ifalfla nyiingd nsa6mps
-pola _pola -pola
shaba ? = shapa
< Jondelezy i
- m(i)fundikizyo kipizyo
- m(@)iambo mulambo
miyagi m(@)iambo, miffmba  milambd, mipiimba
-kosola -kélola -kolola
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English
goshawk (East
African) (Astur tachiro)
grain (of cereal)
grandfather
grandmother

grasp, hold in am
grass, reeds

grate

great, powerful, big
grief, soow

grind (grain with a
millstone)

grind coarsely
groove, fumow
ground, cultivated
grow up, get large,
become great

grow (of plants)
grown (be fully)
gruel, light porridge
grunt, grumble
quide aright
guinea-fowl

gun

hair

hair (long straight- of
animals and
Europeans)

hair (white, grey)

10pala

10Biyd, 19peké
gooko
maama
-kiumbatila
iswalmaswa
-kwaala
ihanya

-sha

-hatala
midala
mugoonda
Kol

-mela
-kola
hosmba
~Kimya
-hana
nhadnga
ngosho
1oywitl
nzwifll ?

mvi

Iopeke
govkd
maama
~kimbatila
maswa
~kwaangola
-hanya
misadyd
-sya

-palazya

migddnda
-kola

-mela

-kola

minta
-siima
-héémbéka
ikadnga
ngocho
lanyelé/nyele
osiinga

1upala

mpesé
quuki
maama
-diima
maswa
~kwaanila
OIS, Kol
konywaagala
-sya

-palala
kil
m(i)giiinda
~Kola

-méla

-komeela

fihéomba

~Kiima

-16ondoola
nkaannga
m(@)Ndoszi, ngooho
1anyélemyéle
isiinga

mvwi, mbwi

Iopesé
quukd
maama
-viiumbata
madwaasi
~kwadngola
-kol5, -hanya

-sial-sya
-palala

miigddnda
kol

-mela

-kola
nkdémba
-kumya
-toongodzya
nkadngd
ngoshe
lonyélé
Iasiinga

I8vwi/mvwi



No
703
187
439
476
779

3n
294
781
795
700

356
352
561

391

English
hand (flat of)
hand, fight
hand (ieft)
handle, haft
hang in mid-air

hard

hardship, distress
hare

haste

hate, detest

hay

head, chief person
head

head-pad

heap

heap up, readyset on
fire

hear
heart

ipi

Koliita

komaso

mapini

-énééna
ilaamba
makoyé
Bonaando
maangomadngd
~chitwa

maswa

ngata
ild0ndd
-Bacha

-ligwa

mbbyb 2, hilo

hearthstone for putting mafiga, matauge

pots on
heavy, serious, dull
heel (of foot)

heifer

hem, make a border
hen, fowl, chicken
here

itiimba.
ipaandijo ?
modga
-piinda
ngoko
héénaaha
Kisekused

ikéofi ?
Komilyita
komuméso
m(i)pini
-énééna

ndaambi
makyé
Kasdgoya ?
waangd
-giyd
miihanya
mitwé
nzinga
iondo
-peemba

-ligwa
mbbyd ?
mafiga
Ayiimbia
ndogoosa
~koonja
Kok
hant

kiganza

mupifia, miu)lyiia
m(U)mése

mpini

-ningéela,

-ninginila

ilambu

Iodiko

Onaandd, m(unasayaayi
wangd

Kilwa

maswa makazd
m(Ukols, m(i)hanya
m(u)iwe

nkata

ilondo

-pémba mootd

-dégéleka
m{itima
ifiga/mafiga

-timbia
Katinzila
ndogoosa
-pinda
nkoko
aha, ko
Kiisakwi

ikoofi
Kolila
Komoso
mpini
-eeneena

ilameé

makoyé

maangd

-gaya

maawaasi malame
mishanya, m(ukols
mitwe

ngata

itimbi

-péémba

-ligwa
modyd
ifiga/mafiga

itlimbeé

-Kotnza
nkoko
aha, oko
Kaansekis
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English

spirit (disembodied)
spirit (evil)

spit

spittle

split, crack (vt)
spoil, blind (vt)
spoil (a child)
spoit

spoon

spol, speckle
sprain an ankle
spread out (be)
spread

spread abroad, be;
become generally
known

spread, smear on
spread, scatter (vi)
spring (of water)
spring, machine
spy out

squat (on the
haunches)
squeeze oneself up

against a wall (€.9. to
allow another to pass)

squeeze out
squeeze, milk
squirel

mizimi
mizimi
Altigd
maté
-taandola
-hofisha
-legela
Biipya
mudifnh6
ibado, idole,
-tégika
-eénéla ?
-aanza
-kumacka, -eénéla ?

il
-sadmbadla
nzwiild
mutaambo
-Bodgitija
-it96nda

-isoma
-kaanda

-shééma

mizimi muzimi muzimd
mazimi muzima muzimi
Abiga -triaga matyé -tuuga
matyé matye maté
-taandola -taandala, -néna -tadndola
-pofiizya -hofiusya -pofila
-séneka -séneka -nyényéka
Biipya -iipya lipy?
m(@)tiinkd m(@)tiinkd

ipata/mapala ipala, ibado

-tegoiola -tégola -tyéégoka
aamba admbadl baala
-aanza -aanza -aanza
-manyika -manyiika -manyiila
-Pila -Bila -Isifga
-sagmbala -s2ambadla -s2ambadla
mosngé kaseéla -

- mitaambs miaambs
-pélélezya 7 -Putlizya -pelélezya
-so6nzopala -sonzopala -sQ6NkGmAlA
-pényézya ? -ihéga -iisyaana
-minya -kama -kamoola
-syeéma -kama, -syééma -kama
linkala kawiindi -
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739
1020
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1034
258

English

tangle -tingwéa
taste (v) -poonja
teach, instruct -hana, -1aanja, -laanga
tears miisézi
ten komi
termite miswa
testicle iddoso
that iyo
thatched roof haandi
there oko
they pooi
thick, fat igina
thicket * masaka
thicket isaka
thief nwili

thigh (of human) itaango
thigh (of animal) Kotaambo

thing Kinho
think, imagine iganika
thirst noota
thom linhwa
threaten -0gohya
three idate.
thrust into ~chima
tick (catfle o dog)  ikiindya
tie (fasten) (vi) -tininga
tie up -tiinga

tingle with excitement isatcla ?

-lozya
-laanga,
-héémbéka
ndiliio
komi
m(i)swa
ittunya
ifyo
ipanda
aho, uko
pentkilf
ngind
isaka
isaka
mwiBi
itaango
itaango
kinto
-iganika
nysota
liinhwa
-kadnga
idato/yaato
Fima
nkaiindya
-uinga
-tiinga
-itimalila

16614 ulaambi
-géma
-héémbeka

miisozi

kdmi

mu)swa
matadnya

iyo

Kwigtlya

4aho, Uko
aawd

nginu

isaka

kasaka

mwiipi

itaangé, mataango
1adng6, mataangs
kifnd

-iganika

nyoéta
Tiihwa/miihwa
-bgdhya

itaty, idato
“kima
nkiindya
-1inga, -ugala
-tiinga

-pomya
-poonzya
fudndiisya

miins6zi
ikomi
miswa
ivyaimavya
iyd

aho, oko

-gind
isokoola
isokoola
mwiizi
itadngo
itadngd
siintg
-iganika
nyoota
liigwa
-60gohya, -kadnga
itaty

Aiing4
isisimola
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160

736
165
950

English

cork, stopper
corpse, carcass
corpse {human)
cough (vi)
count

country (our)
courtyard

‘cover (up)

cow
coward

crab

craw, creep

cricket

cripple

crocodile

cross (a river)

crow (n)

crown of the head

crumple

crush by pounding, pulverize

crust

cry, wail
cucumber, small
cudgel

cultivate

cure, cool, heal

Kimanasukuma
ikindikijo
miimba

ligaangd
“undikija

noombe
noopa
igégeléka
-laandaala
tondogosd
nema
nwiina

-kila
Nhoongaolo
ntwe gati
-halipsta
—komaénga

Bogekwa

-lita

liimbé

nhosme, Iofgi
-lima

568

JinaKiiya GinaNtaza
iciptj6, ikandikijo ikindikijo
miimba (mu-iimba) nyamafa ?
miimba miimba
gokolola gokolola
gopala gopala
st yiise si yiisweé
gwaaligwa, 10po0ga I1Bpo0ga
qgokondikija, gokiindikija, gdguba
gokondikila, goguba,
gokuamba
noombe noombe
00Pa noopa

hyé hagh
gwaagula, goshooloma gwaagala
jiyeeénzé, jinyeenzeéléla shéényé
néma ndépile
nwina nona
gokila gokita
nhdngavls hoGngasIo
160nddji, a ntwé gati, (160
gokina goliingaliing