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1 The Bade/Ngizim group of languages: Hausa’s northeastern

neighbors

Excluding Hausa, the languages which today occupy the northwest cor-

ner of the Chadic-speaking area are the languages of the Bade/Ngizim group,
classified by NEWMAN (1977) as belonging to the “B” sub-group of West
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Chadic. These languages are flanked on the west and southwest by Hausa, on
the north and east by Kanuri, and on the southeast by other West Chadic lan-
guages, primarily Karekare and Bolanci. Today, there are only three distinct
languages spoken in this group: Bade (Bad¢), Ngizim (Ngdz3m), and Duwai
(D’uiwai). Map 1 shows the approximate areas now occupied by these langua-
ges. Of the three, Bade is the largest and shows the most dialect diversity.
ScHUH (1981a) discusses features distinguishing Bade dialects and identifies
three major dialect areas, also shown on Map 1. Some cross-language pho-
nological and grammatical features are found in SCHUH (1977, 1978, 1982a).
The tree diagram in Figure 1 shows the relative closeness of these languages
to each other, including the relationship between the three major Bade dia-
lects or dialect groups. This diagram also includes the language(s) which will
be the focus of this paper.

Figure 1. Relationship of the Bade/Ngizim languages.

Duwai Ngizim Teshena W.Bade S.Bade G.Bade
Auyo
? Shira

There is no question that the remaining languages of the Bade/Ngizim
group are under pressure from their large linguistic neighbors, Hausa and
Kanuri. In earlier times, the Kanuri influence was particularly strong, as the
large number of Kanuri loanwords in all these languages show. Indeed the
language of the court of the Bedde Emirate is Kanuri, not Bade, and more-
over, the variety of Kanuri spoken among the traditional Bade leaders is a
very conservative dialect in many ways, indicating that it was adopted before
certain innovations took place in modern Kanuri.' Today, Hausa has become
the major outside linguistic influence. Most recent loanwords in these langua-
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Map 1. Geographical distibution of languages of the Bade/Ngizim group (based on
1:750,000 map of Bornu Province, printed in 1950).

Map 1. Geographical distibution of languages of the Bade/Ngizim group
(Based on 1:750,000 map of Bornu Province, printed in 1950)
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Map 2. Nigeria outline.
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ges come from Hausa, and whereas one or two generations ago, Kanuri
would have been used as a lingua franca, today Hausa is the universal lingua
franca and most younger people do not speak Kanuri well, if at all.

Despite the outside linguistic pressures, Bade, Ngizim, and Duwai have
been remarkably stable. KOELLE (1854) has wordlists from Bade, Ngizim,
and Duwai (see SCHUH 1975 for discussion). KOELLE’s Bade speaker was
from “A:bunégo” (probably Abdnabé), and his Ngizim speaker was from
“No6:djin” (Ngwajin). Both these towns are still within the areas where the
languages are spoken. KOELLE gives the village of his Duwai speaker as
“Getd:boma” (probably Katamma), which is now in the Southern Bade dia-
lect area, to the southwest of the present Duwai area. I suggest in SCHUH
(1975) that KOELLE’s Duwai speaker may have moved there from elsewhere,
though it could be the case that Bade has expanded eastward to the expense
of Duwai, which is the least viable of the three languages today.

Writing a little over a half-century after KOELLE, MIGEOD (1924:240),
who was traveling from east to west through Bornu, reached Garindoile, a
town which he called “the beginning of the real Bedde country”. This town,
on the main road about 15 km east of Gashua, would have been in the Duwai-
speaking area but is now primarily Kanuri- and/or Hausa-speaking, as are
most towns on the main roads in this region. However, villages north of
Garindoili are still Duwai-speaking, and Migeod mentions Linokuno (Riina-
kunu), a village about 6 km west of Garindoili, which is still Duwai-speaking,
as well as Jawa (Jawa) and Juwor (Dlaawur), villages slightly further west,
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which are still Bade-speaking.
MIGEOD (1924:243ff) considered Bade to be a “dying language”:

It is now difficult to get the pure Bedde. ... The young Mai [i.e. Mai Sule, at
that time “a young man of about 217 with the aid of his councillors wrote me
out a long list of words in Bedde and Hausa. They said they mix their Bedde
much with Kanuri, and the language now spoken is seldom pure. The Bedde
language they are all forgetting. Before long the Hausa and Kanuri languages
will actually meet, and there will be no remnant of Bedde-speaking people
except perhaps at some remote villages off the main roads. At Gorgoram the
languages are Hausa and Kanuri, with Bedde as a dying language. I inquired
which was prevailing, Hausa or Kanuri, and since all the small boys insist on
learning Hausa, I concluded that Hausa will gain the day.

Fortunately, MIGEOD was premature in predicting the imminent death of
Bade! In 1973-75, T visited most of the larger towns and villages of Bade
emirate, where I collected wordlists, texts, and other linguistic materials.
Bade is still the first language of virtually every town in Bade emirate, in-
cluding Gorgoram. MIGEOD’s view undoubtedly derived from the fact that he
worked with the Mai and his councillors rather than with “commoners”. As
already noted, Kanuri, not Bade, was and still is the language of the Bade
court, but Bade is the first language of everyone else. In short, assuming that
KOELLE’s (1854) speakers were middle-aged at the time he interviewed them,
available evidence suggests that with the exception of some inroads, primari-
ly from Kanuri in the east, Bade and Duwai have suffered remarkably little
retrenchment over the past 200 years. Ngizim to the south likewise remains
alive and well, though it has apparently given way to Kanuri to some extent
in the northeast.

1.2 Close relatives of Bade and Ngizim: Mober, Shira, Auyo, and Teshena

Many sources from the mid-nineteenth century onward mention Bade
and Ngizim. All early references to “Bade” or “Bedde” clearly refer to the
people and area which have this name today, and where linguistic data is
available, it can be shown to be allied to one of the modern Bade dialects. I
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have already mentioned the affiliation of KOELLE’s (1854) list with modern
Western Bade, and MIGEOD’s (1924:316ff) list, which he collected in Gorgo-
ram, is accurately enough transcribed and extensive enough to show in detail
that it is exactly the Southern Bade dialect spoken in Gorgoram today.

The term “Ngizim” (with its variants “Ngisam”, “Nguzum”, etc.) is
problematic. This term is often found in reference to some sub-group of the
Bade. The Duwai refer to the the Bade of the Gashua area as jguzmok
(SCHUH 1981a:206), and while doing field research in the Bade area, I heard
the term used to refer to some vaguely designated Bade-speaking people in
the southern or southwestern part of Bade country. MIGEOD (1924:319) col-
lected the numbers 1-10 and a few nouns in “Ngizim” in Bagam, a town
northwest of Katagum in what would be today the southwestern edge of
Badeland, if it is still Bade-speaking at all (see Map 1). Though MIGEOD’s list
is very small, his “Ngizim” is demonstrably a form of Bade. The word for
‘seven’ is gatkwassa and the word for ‘nine’ is ureya. As we will see, a fea-
ture distinguishing Bade from its now extinct western linguistic relative(s) is
the fact that ‘seven’ in Bade is gdtk4sa whereas in the other language(s) it is
something like kusi. On the other hand, the word for ‘nine’ in MIGEOD’s
Ngizim is similar to the word for ‘nine’ in Bade but distinct from ‘nine’ in the
Ngizim of Potiskum, which is kddkidvda. FREMANTLE’s (1910/11:303) refer-
ence to the “Nguzumawa” as being “east of Hadeija” ties in with MIGEOD’s
collection of “Ngizim” data in Bagam.

However, several writers remark on another group of “Ngizim”. FRE-
MANTLE (1910/11:304) says,

There are Nguzums in South-West Bornu who cover a large district and
appear to be a distinct tribe, with whom the Beddos [sic]} claim connection. ...
Their languages are said to be similar. They have no relation to the Nguzums
in Hadeija.

Similarly, MIGEOD (1924:255f) says,

[The people of Bagam] told me that they have no connection whatever with
the Ngizim to the southward, who now speak the Bola language.
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MIGEOD’s assumption about linguistic affiliation of Potiskum Ngizim to
“Bola” (Bole) is mistaken, but it is understandable given the fact that the
region surrounding Potiskum is presided over by the Emir of Fika, a Bole.
FREMANTLE’s and MIGEOD’s references must be to the same people, viz. the
people in the Potiskum who speak the language called “Ngizim” in all mod-
ern works. In contrast to these sources, who dissociate the two “Ngizims”,
TEMPLE (1922:310) links the two groups of Ngizims historically, calling
them “an offshoot of the Bedde” and stating that they lived in Bornu, West of
Birni Gazargamo, until the Fulani captured that town in 1790. Temple goes

on to say,

The Ngizim consequently migrated to Kaiuri® and thence to Potiskum, where
they conquered the Keri-Keri. Some remained in the Geidam Division [east of
Gashua], whence they were driven out by the Shehu Omar [about 1860] ... A
few settled in the Bedde Independent District, and a small number trekked
westwards to Hadeija and Katagum.

Though this account of a single people who moved west in two distinct
migrations would explain the use of the same name for two distinct ethnic
groups, I am skeptical.’ This story would place Duwai between the original
homelands of the Ngizim and the Bade. Yet Ngizim and Bade are clearly lin-
guistically more closely related to each other than either is to Duwai. It seems
more likely that the ancestors of all the people called “Ngizim” occupied an
area to the south of and contiguous to what is now Bade country. The Ngizim
of Potiskum either moved south, or were cut off linguistically from the orig-
inal contiguous Bade—Ngizim homeland by incursions of Kanuri and/or Hausa.
Separation left Bade and Ngizim of Potiskum to evolve in different ways.

To conclude, regardless of whom the term “Ngizim” is applied to, as a
linguistic appelation, it always refers either to a dialect of Bade or to the Ngi-
zim language of Potiskum, but never to some language distinct from these
two.

In addition to Bade and Ngizim, a number of sources mention one or
more of the languages and/or ethnic designations below:
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Mober, Mobber

Shira, Shirawa, Shiranci

Auyo, Awuyo, Auyokawa, Awiaka, Aweak, Auweya
Teshena, Teshenawa, Teshenanci

M

pooe

I will refer to the people and their languages by the first listed designa-
tions in (1). The suffixes -awa and -anci are the Hausa suffixes meaning
‘people of” and ‘language of” respectively.

The Mober live(d) to the northeast of the current Bade region. The only
published ethnic or linguistic information that I know of on these people is
MIGEOD (1924:109), who says,

As to the tribes along the River Yobe, first [moving east to west] come the
Mobber, who are largely Bedde by origin, but now only speak Kanuri, though
not very purely. Nobody ever says, I am Mobber. He will say he is Bedde or
some other tribe, or a man of some particular town, generally the latter.

With this limited information, I will have nothing more to say about
Mober, though the historical linguistic affiliation with Bade does seem to be
supported.

The other three languages/ethnic groups are to the west or southwest of
the modern Bade-speaking area, and we have more information on them. This
paper will concentrate on those three. Given the number of rather distinct ap-
pelations in (Ic), counting “Auyo” as a single language requires some justifi-
cation. MIGEOD (1924:261) says,

There is some confusion in the names Awuyo or Auyo and Awuyoka or Awu-
yaka as Awiaka is often spelt, thus claiming a connection between the town
and the people, the suffix ‘ka’ being unexplained. ... Since the inhabitants of
Awuyo say they found the Awiaka already here 700 or more years ago, a
statement which was made to me, which may or may not be correct, still it
points to a dissociation of that people from the town of Awuyo in the far past,
a dissociation which has since disappeared.

A distinction between “people inhabiting Auyo” and an ethnic designa-
tion “Awiaka”, if it ever existed, would thus long predate the period of inter-
est here and can safely be ignored.
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After a summary of what is known of the history of these people, the
remainder of this paper will examine the available linguistic data from the
Shira/Auyo/Teshena area. The linguistic discussion will have two main pur-
poses: first, to present data which has been previously unpublished or of only
difficult access; second, to assess the relative linguistic affinity of Shira, Au-
yo, and Teshena to Bade, Ngizim, and Duwai, the three languages still spo-
ken today. The linguistic picture should, in turn, have implications for the
early history of the people who spoke the languages.

2 History of Shira, Auyo, and Teshena

Sources recognize a close connection between Bade and the group con-
sisting of Shira, Auyo, and Teshena. For example, MIGEOD (1924:246) says,

The Bedde tribes consist of the pure Bedde, the Awiaka and the Teshena to
the west of them.

However, the reported oral traditions are consistent in linking Shira,
Auyo, and Teshena as a group distinct from Bade,* and, as we will see below,
the three also share elements of recent history distinct from the Bade.

Bade oral tradition has the Bade being driven from the city of Badr in
Saudia Arabia by the Prophet Mohammed because they refused to pray. At
one point, they settled at Dadigar (east of Gashua, see Map 1), whence four
brothers separated. Ago remained at Dadigar to become the progenitor of the
Bade, and Musa went north to become progenitor of the Tuareg. Accounts of
the other two brothers differ, but one is said to have gone south to become
progenitor of the Ngizim (see SCHUH 1981a:203ff for a summary of the
tradition of the founding of the Bade). Note that any mention of Shira, Auyo,
or Teshena is absent in this account.

Traditional accounts of Shira, Auyo, and Teshena unify the three in that
they were founded at the same time by three brothers, named Sheri (Shiri),
Aweya (Awuyo), and Teshe respectively. Sources vary on the putative origin
of these brothers. FREMANTLE (1910/11:300) says,
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The tradition is that three members of the Marghi tribe, by name Sheri, Teshe,
and Auweya, came and founded the towns which bear their name.

By contrast, MIGEOD (1924:260) states,

In a far distant age three leaders names Awuyo, Teshe, and Shira, with their
following, came out of Yemen while still pagans.

MIGEOD (1924:262) goes on to recount other legends on the founding of Au-
yo, one connecting Auyo directly to the Bade (“the Bedde are said to be rep-
resentatives of the male line of the original tribe and the Awiaka of the fe-
male line”), another claiming the brothers Awuya, Teshe, and Shiri to be sons
of a Bagirmi king who left Bagirmi because “the origin and family of [Awu-
ya’s] mother were not known [to the Bagirmi people]” and hence they would
not allow Awuya to accede to the throne of his father. MIGEOD is skeptical of
the latter legends and concludes, “There is therefore considerable mixture in
the legends.”
TEMPLE (1922:32) says,

[Auyo, Shiri, and Teshe], variously described as Marghi, or as coming from
Bagirimi territory east of the Shari, found three towns about the year 1211
A.D. The date is, however, disputed.

Despite the discrepancies in the reported oral traditions, a common
thread is that Shira, Auyo, and Teshena share the element of simultaneous
fraternal founding, and prior to the 19th century they seem to have shared a
long history as being the main recognized kingdoms at the northeastern fron-
tier of what is now Hausaland.” FREMANTLE (1910/11:299) notes that “the
only large towns in pre-Fulani days were Auyo, Teshona [sic], Shira, and
Shellem,”® and he speaks of king lists going back several hundred years. Most
of these were apparently destroyed in the 19th century as the result of con-
quest or natural elements, though MIGEOD (1924:264f) does give a list of for-
ty kings of Auyo dating back to 1209.

In the same way that the Bades have an oral tradition distinct from Shi-
ra, Auyo, and Teshena, their more recent history is also distinct. Whereas
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Bade interaction, both as adversary and as client, was with Bornu and the
Kanuri to the east, interaction of the other three was with Kano and the Fulani
to the west. Indeed, FREMANTLE (1910/11:299) refers to the Katagum and
Hadejiya Divisions, which encompass the original Shira, Auyo, and Teshena
kingdoms, as being a “buffer” region, where the “tribal connection is with the
east, political with the west”, and where

after the Fulani rising, the various states, from their situation, formed a buffer
district between the Bornu and Fulani spheres of conquest.

FREMANTLE (1910/11:309ff) gives the fullest published account of the
history of Shira, Auyo, and Teshena from the beginning of the 19th century
onward. I will briefly summarize his account. The demise of these three king-
doms, and presumably the beginning of the demise of the original languages
of their inhabitants, took place in the first decade of the 19th century, during
the Fulani and Kanuri conquests of religious reform and empire expansion.
Shira was conquered in 1807 by the Fulani, Malam Zara, who subsequently
gave the town over to a famous teacher and military leader, Zakiyo Ibrahim
of Yaiya, better known as Malam Zaki. Auyo fell in 1808 to Sarkin Fulani
Umoru and his brother, Sambo, who settled in the nearby village of Hadejiya.
After the Shira and Auyo campaigns, Malam Zaki met with Sambo, who had
become the ruler in Hadejiya upon the death of his brother, and they estab-
lished a boundary roughly corresponding to the old Auyo/Teshena boundary
(now the boundary between the Hadejiya and Katagum Divisions). Teshena
was conquered in 1809 by Malam Zaki, who subsequently chose the village
of Katagum as the seat of government for the area encompassing the Teshena
and Shira regions.

In conclusion, it seems that the shared early history and ethnic identity
of Shira, Auyo, and Teshena, as distinct from Bade, played a role in the dif-
ferent turns taken by their more recent history despite the close linguistic
links. The linguistic result has been that Bade has remained a robust spoken
language whereas the language or languages of the other three kingdoms had
essentially died out by the beginning of the 20th century. In the next section,
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we will examine what data are available in order to assess, as best we can,
how the linguistic relationships correlate with the ethnic and historical rela-
tionships.

3 The Shira, Auyo, and Teshena languages
3.1 Available data

All published sources and other evidence indicate that the Shira lan-
guage died out with no recorded trace. While doing field work on Ngizim in
Potiskum in 1969/70, I heard that there was a village named Shana, southwest
of Potiskum, which was founded and inhabited by “Shirawa”. Thinking that
I would be the first to document this long lost language, I visited Shana, and
with pen and paper in hand, I eagerly awaited the response as I asked how
they said daya (‘one’ in Hausa) in Shiranci. The answer was, “D’aya”. And
so it went with biyu, uku, etc. “Shiranci” was simply Hausa, indistinct in any
ways that I could discover, from the variety of Hausa spoken by everyone
else in the area! Later inquiries in the town of Shira itself about speakers of a
“Shiranci” language distinct from Hausa were equally fruitless. In fact, it
seems likely that the last speakers of Shira had died by the beginning of the
20th century at the latest.” By all accounts, Shira was the most powerful of
the three kingdoms; e.g. FREMANTLE (1910/11:301) says, “Shira was the
most important of [the three]”, and HARRIS (1927) speaks of “Teshena being
much less important in every way than Shira.”

Ironically, the early demise of the Shira language may have resulted from
the very fact of the town’s importance. After the 19th century conquests, Au-
yo and Teshena became rather unimportant, isolated villages, supplanted by
Hadejiya and Katagum respectively, whereas Shira remained a sizable town
on a main road. Throughout this region, towns on main roads have tended to
become Hausa- or Kanuri-speaking while rural villages only short distances
from the roads retain the original languages of the area. This linguistic shift
undoubtedly takes place as a lingua franca comes to be preferred over the
local language (cf. the suggestion of HARRIS for the demise of Shira in fn. 7).
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It is particularly unfortunate that we have no record of Shira, because
unlike Auyo and Teshena, which sources claim were the same language, or at
least very similar, there is no such unanimity about Shira. Thus, although
FREMANTLE (1910/11:301) says, “These three tribes, known as Shirawa,
Teshenawa, Auyukawa, had the same language,” MIGEOD (1924:260) says
that “the Shira, though long associated with [Awiaka and Teshena], were a
different people and spoke a different language.”

Turning to Auyo, I know of only one small data set, viz. MiIGEOD’s (1924:
320) short Awiaka word list. On the source of his information, MIGEOD says,

It was at the village of Wunuk Gana that I got most of my information about
these people. My principal informants were two old men and the Chief of the
Village as well as the chief of Awuyo, a Fula. The two old men were said to
be the only two who still remembered the old Awiaka language. Everybody
speaks Hausa only.

The list, given in the appendix, consists of the numbers 1-10, the tens from
20-100, the “Old Awiaka Names of Days of the Week”, and a phrase, A71ah
wuchua ‘many thanks’. Not much useful can be gleaned from the days of the
week, which are forms of the Arabic day names, and I am unable to identify
the verb root in the phrase, which probably means, ‘May Allah help us’, or
the like. In the discussion below, however, I will show that the numbers pro-
vide enough information to identify Awiaka (Auyo) as a member of the Bade/
Ngizim language group and as being particularly closely related to Teshena
within that group.

Ironically, it is Teshena, the people and language least discussed in the
published sources, for which we have the most linguistic information. This
information consists of two word lists discovered in the Kaduna Archives by
John LAVERS and John PADEN in 1984. These lists, cited as HARRIS (1927) in
the bibliography, are an appendix to a report, dated February 1, 1927, from P.
Graham HARRIS, the District Officer of Katagum Division, to the Resident of
Bauchi Province. I quote in full the first two paragraphs of HARRIS’s report,
regarding his field work and the nature of the lists:
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[ attach a vocabulary recently made by me of the Teshena language. When
particulars regarding various languages were originally asked for in 1921 ..
the only person believed to know any Teshenanchi was an old man whose
memory was bad and his knowledge limited. He died in 1924. It was, how-
ever, reported to me while on tour that an old woman existed who was able to
speak this language and [ attach the vocabulary containing the information
supplied by her. In some respects this corresponds to that given previously
and in some it differs. It will be seen that the vocabulary bears little or no
resemblance to Hausa but would appear to be similar in some respects to
N’Gizmanchi® when compared with the vocabulary of the latter existing in
this office.

Several points presented difficulties. The woman in nearly every case
gave the form of the singular and plural as the same. This may have been so
but more probably this is the same use of the singular as now is used in Hausa
by the less educated classes (e.g. doki biyu for dawaki biyu). Secondly de-
monstratives were not known. Finally when it came to the sentences the de-
clension of verbs gave considerable trouble and some of the sentences could
not be translated.

The nearly complete lists are given in the appendix along with lists from
Western Bade, the dialect geographically continguous to Teshena, and Ngi-
zim (of Potiskum), the most closely related non-Bade language in the group.
“Teshena I”, the list collected in 1921 from the old man, contains the follow-
ing: 97 nouns and adjectives; the numbers 1-30, 40, 50, 100, and 1000; six
verbs; and a couple of personal and interrogative pronouns. The only gram-
matical information is a paradigm of the verb ‘to go’, two sentences with ad-
jectival predicates, and a few noun phrases consisting of noun+demonstrative
and genitive phrases. “Teshena I1”, the list collected in late 1926 or early
1927 from the old woman, contains the following: 103 nouns and adjectives;
the numbers 1-13, 20, 100, and the word ‘many’; about 14 verbs (which I ex-
tracted from full sentences); and a couple of personal pronouns and demon-
strative pronouns. For Teshena II, there are also about three foolscap pages of
phrase and sentence level data, including about 75 short sentences and about
12-15 noun phrases, mainly genitives and noun+adjective.

HARRIS’s informants were advanced in age, and they had undoubtedly
spent many years without actively using Teshena. These facts combined with
the “noise” resulting from the list being collected by a colonial officer with-
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out formal training in linguistic research working through a language that nei-
ther investigator nor informant spoke natively (assuming that HARRIS worked
through Hausa) all lead to rather modest expectations about what might be
learned from the lists. However, close examination of these lists, with com-
pensation for the problems listed here, reveals that the quality of the data is
remarkably high, permitting rather detailed observations about how the ver-
sions of Teshena in the lists relate to each other, how Teshena is related to the
rest of Bade/Ngizim, and what some of the phonological and morphological
features of this language were.

The remainder of this paper will be devoted to analysis of the Teshena
data. The principal conclusions will be the following:

(2) a. The two Teshena lists represent a linguistic unity within the Bade/Ngizim group.
This can be demonstrated through innovations in Teshena which are not shared
by other languages in the group. It may be that the two Teshena lists represent
distinct dialects of that [anguage.

b. Within the Bade/Ngizim group, Teshena is most closely related to Bade. This
can be demonstrated through innovations shared by Teshena and Bade but not by
other languages in the group. Further evidence comes from innovations in Ngi-
zim not shared by Teshena or Bade, showing a period of the evolution of Ngizim
separate from the other two Janguages.

¢. Teshena can probably be considered a language distinct from Bade in the sense
that both Teshena and Bade show non-shared innovations from the reconstructed
ancestral language, but there was probably considerable mutual intelligibility be-
tween the two languages, blurring the “language” vs. “dialect” distinction.

d. There is at least one important innovation shared by Teshena and only the west-
ernmost dialects of Bade. This innovation would contradict a. and c. in that it would
suggest that Teshena is a dialect of Bade, not an entity which underwent a period
separate from Bade as a whole. I will suggest that this innovation is probably a re-
sult of areal diffusion rather than a phenomenon resulting from shared evolution.

3.2 Analysis

The Bade, Ngizim, and Duwai data use the following symbols: 5, ¢ rep-
resent bilabial and alveolar voiced implosives respectively; ¢, dI represent

voiceless and voiced lateral fricatives; doubled vowels represent long vowels;
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arepresents a high vowel ranging phonetically across [ 7, # u], exact quality
being conditioned by consonantal and contiguous syllable environment
(SCHUH 1978); “, °, 7, 7 over the first or only vowel of a syllable rep-
resent high, low, falling, and downstepped high tones respectively. I tran-
scribe the data from HARRIS (1927) and MIGEOD (1924) exactly as they have
it except for using all lower case letters whereas they usually began the first
or only word of a citation with upper case. In general, their orthography cor-
responds in a straightforward way to the pronunciation they were attempting
to transcribe. They failed to distinguish the implosive consonants from the
voiced non-implosive counterparts. They.transcribed the voiceless lateral
fricative as sor shand the voiced lateral fricative as j° They transcribed the
vowel oas either 7or u, less frequently as a, whichever it sounded most like
to their ears. They did not mark tone or vowel length.

3.2.1 Three sound changes

Two sound changes have affected Bade as a whole. Voicing dis-
similation caused a non-glottalized, voiced obstruent to devoice when the
next syllable began in an obstruent of this type. Resyllabification resyl-
labified the sequence *#C,aC,V to #5C,C,V where C, and G did not form
an impermissible sequence.'” In contrast to the first change in Bade, Ngizim
underwent a change of voicing assimilation, which caused a non-glot-
talized, voiceless obstruent to become voiced when the next syllable began
in an obstruent of this type. The sound changes are summarized with rele-
vant data in (3). Data in the “Other Chadic” column represent the recon-
structed configuration (H = Hausa, B = Bolanci):

(3) Three sound changes in Bade/Ngizim

a. Voicing dissimilation: —son > [-voice]/ _ V(C) | -son
(Bade and Teshena) *| +voice +voice
—glot —glot
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W. Bade Ngizim Teshenal Teshenall Other Chadic

‘guinea fowl’ sdavanyin zdabani asabuwin H: zaabdéo

*blood’ tddomdn  dddsm

(kugan) B: dom

b. Resyllabification: *#CaC,V > #3C,C,V

(Bade)
W. Bade Ngizim Teshenal Teshenall Other Chadic
‘six’ dzdu z3du shuddu sudu H: shida
‘person’ mdan (nan) mud’ai mudin H: mocim
c. Voicing assimilation: —son > [-voice]/ _ V(C) | —son
(Ngizim) * | —voice +voice
—glot —glot
W. Bade Ngizim Teshenal Teshenall Other Chadic
‘chicken’ kdazodakon ghazd  kazai kasan H: kaazaa
‘six’ ozdu zadu shuddu  sudu H: shida

These three sound changes support hypotheses (2a) and (2b). Hypo-
thesis (2b) claims that Bade and Teshena form a group distinct from Ngizim.
This is demonstrated by the fact that Bade and Teshena share voicing
dissimilation. In fact this change is more manifest in Teshena than it is in
Bade. In Bade, resyllabification has obscured many cases where voic-
ing dissimilation must have applied in early Bade. Thus, the word for ‘road’
must have undergone the following development: * badam- > * padam- >
* opdam- > obdam-. That is, when resyllabification took place in the third
stage, the formerly devoiced initial consonant would have become revoiced
because of a restriction against obstruent sequences disagreeing in voice.
However, Teshena has not undergone resyllabification and hence retains the
voiceless consonants which arose from voicing dissimilation, e.g. T1 fudaui,
T2 fadamin ‘road’. Other examples in the HARRIS list in addition to ‘road’
and ‘guinea fowl’ in (3a) above are ‘chief’, ‘drum’, ‘hyena’, ‘leg’, ‘night’,
‘slave’, and possibly ‘heavy’.
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The fact that Teshena and Bade share the innovatory sound change,
voicing dissimilation, whereas Ngizim has undergone the essentially oppo-
site change of voicing assimilation, would seem to constitute clear evidence
for grouping Teshena and Bade as a group separate from Ngizim. There is a
scenario by which this sub-grouping would not follow, viz. if Proto-Teshena-
Bade-Ngizim had undergone voicing dissimilation, then this would be a
shared retention for the languages where its effects can still be seen, with
Ngizim voicing assimilation being a more recent change which reversed the
effects of the earlier dissimilation. I have no positive evidence to rule this
out. However, there is no evidence at all in Ngizim for dissimilation having
ever taken place, and the preponderance of evidence below supports a closer
relationship between Teshena and Bade than between Ngizim and either of
the other two."!

Hypothesis (2a) claims that Bade as whole is a linguistic unity distinct
from Teshena rather than Teshena being a dialect of Bade. Resyllabifi-
cation supports this. This change is shared thoughout Bade. For example,
the word for ‘road’ is abdamsn in Western Bade and 5bdam in both South-
ern and Gashua Bade; the word for ‘six’ in (3b) is identical in all Bade dia-
lects. Resyllabification must therefore have operated in Bade as a linguistic
unit after the split from Teshena.

3.2.2 Numbers

Data on numbers is available not only for the two Teshena lists, but
also for Auyo (= MIGEOD’s Awiaka). This data provides useful diagnostics
for classification.'? The lists in the appendix show that the numbers 2-6 and
10 are more or less identical in all the languages, modulo orthographic idio-
syncracies and the sound changes mentioned in the preceding section. But
consider the numbers 1, 7-9, and formation of numbers from 11-99:

SHIRA, TESHENA, AUYO: HAUSA’S (FORMER) EASTERN NEIGHBORS 405

(4) Data from numbers suggesting relative linguistic relationships

W. Bade Ngizim Teshena | Auyo
1 gadé kédén (counting) gadaiwo kiding
gayi (enumeration)
7  gdtkasa gatkdsa kussi kwisi
8  tlsdakwa ddndafidi Ishtakuwa sitokwa
9  wirdya kidkivda wulaiya ureya
12 gum 4a voraan gium da vard Sirin=  gomar usirrin 21
s3ran giuma dydawdw $irin
20  gumoo sérén guumi Sirin gomar sirrin gumu shrin
25  guméo s3rsn aa guumi Sirin dydawaw  gomar sirrin awu (no data)
vardaw vadi vaad wadi

The form kussi/kwisifor ‘7’ in Teshena and Auyo distinguishes these lan-
guages from the others. Since other evidence suggests strongly that Bade,
Ngizim, and Teshena/Auyo form a unit within the larger group (see Figure
1), and moreover, that Bade and Teshena/Auyo are more closely related to
each other than either is to Ngizim, we can assume that the form gdtkasa in
Bade (all dialects) and Ngizim is a shared retention. The form kussi/kwisi
in Teshena and Auyo must therefore be a shared innovation which took
place after the separation of these languages from the others in the group,
meaning that they must either be the same language or languages which
themselves form a distinct sub-group of the Bade/Ngizim group.

Given the small amount of data for Auyo, it is difficult to say how
closely it is related to Teshena. The numbers 1-10 are virtually identical in
the two, suggesting they can be considered one language. This correlates
with observations from sources cited above (cf. the first paragraph of 3.1).
However, they may have been distinct dialects. One indicator is the word for
‘1’, which is given in Teshena as gadaiwo (Teshena 1) or gadayu (Teshena
I1) but as kidingin Auyo. This may, however, reflect a distinction between
a “counting” form and and “enumeration” form, still preserved in Ngizim
but not in any dialect of Bade. Another suggestion that Auyo and Teshena
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may have been distinct dialects comes from the “tens” (‘20°, ‘30°, etc.).
Auyo uses a form of ‘10°, gumu, plus the unit number for all of these.
Teshena is recorded as having gumar (Teshena I) or guma (Teshena II) plus
the unit number. If this transcription for Teshena is accurate, this may be an
innovation found only in this language, since in other languages of the
group, the word representing ‘10’ in the words ‘20°, etc. ends in a back
round vowel (- in Ngizim and Auyo, -0 in Bade).

Another apparent Teshena innovation suggesting a period of develop-
ment separate from Bade is the way “teens” are marked. Bade and Ngizim
share a construction which places an element aa var- or aa vor- between
the word for ‘10’ and the word for units. Teshena, on the other hand, places
something like (ay)u(cf. the Teshena I form for ‘12’ above and the Teshena
[1 form gumayu sirrin). As with the words for ‘7°, the Bade and Ngizim
constructions must represent a retention, with Teshena being the innovator.
Ngizim has an alternative construction using dydawaw instead of aa var-
(the former construction is required for compound numbers from ‘21’ and
above). The latter is recognized by Ngizims as being the more conservative;
the former is actually the word ‘grains (of corn, peanuts)’ and is probably
related to the word aw ‘guinea corn’. This in turn resembles the Teshena
form. It may thus be that both ways of expressing ‘-teen’ can be reconstruct-
ed and that Bade and Teshena have innovated in opposite directions by los-
ing one of the forms. This scenario would likewise support a period of de-
velopment for Teshena independent of Bade.

The remaining forms in (3) in need of comment are the words for ‘8’
and ‘9’. Here, Ngizim has clearly innovated. This is confirmed by the fact
that Duwai, the most remote language in the group, has forms for ‘8’ and ‘9’
which are cognate with Bade and Teshena (Duwai 8d1d4dako and waariya
respectively). While the data here are consistent with the classification in
Figure 1, they do not necessarily show that Bade is more closely related to
Teshena than to Ngizim inasmuch as Bade and Teshena share aretention,
notaninnovation.
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3.2.3 Nouns, adjectives, and verbs

A commonly used method for linguistic subgrouping is lexicostatitics,
particularly comparing percentages of shared cognates. In the noun, adjec-
tive, and verb lists in the appendix, there are 168 items for which Teshena
items can be compared to Bade and Ngizim."* The figures in (5) are raw
counts of shared cognate items. “Teshena” here lumps the two Teshena lists,
i.e. the Teshena item is counted as a cognate as long as at least one Teshena
item is cognate with Bade and/or Ngizim: "

(5) Bade, Ngizim, Teshena all cognate: 97 (57.7%)
Bade and Ngizim cognate, Teshena not cognate: 28 (16.7%)
Bade and Teshena cognate, Ngizim not cognate: 11 ( 6.5%)
Ngizim and Teshena cognate, Bade not cognate: 5 ( 2.9%)
All three languages non-cognate with each other: 27 (16.1%)
Total Item Count 168

Rather than supporting hypothesis (2b) that Teshena and Bade form a
unit within the group, these raw cognate counts would appear to group Bade
with Ngizim (125 shared items, vs. 108 shared items between Bade and Te-
shena). However, this is surely a result of the “well-known language syn-
drome”. I collected data from Bade and Ngizim over a nearly three-year
period from speakers for whom these were active first languages, and I
benefited from extensive experience working on these and related langua-
ges. Similar field conditions for work on Teshena would surely greatly raise
the cognation rate between Teshena and both the other languages.

Moreover, were it the case that Bade and Ngizim formed a sub-group
as opposed to Teshena, we would expect at least some of the items to rep-
resent innovations shared by Bade and Ngizim, with Teshena having more
conservative items. This does not seem to be the case. For most items, Bade
and Ngizim seem to share aretention, i.e. a form reconstructable for this
sub-group of Chadic, whereas the Teshena item is probably not the original

form.'® In some cases, the Teshena speaker gave a Hausa borrowing (T1 giwa
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‘elephant’) or a phrase in Teshena (T2 garribatta ‘elephant’, literally
garri+ batta ‘big-one of bush’). In some cases, there seems to have been
a natural shift of meaning in Teshena which would be at best a weak diag-
nostic for subgrouping, e.g. T2 sanau ‘morning’, cognate to Bade san4 ‘to-
morrow’, or T2 akuran ‘bee’, which is also the word for ‘honey’. In most
cases of non-cognation with Bade and Ngizim, the Teshena item is simply
of questionable accuracy. Some items can be identified as questionable from
within the list, e.g. T2 kusabura ‘red’ [sic], not cognate with Bade and Ngi-
zim ‘red’, alongside kusarbura ‘tall’, which is cognate with Ngizim gaz-
bar, or T2 tigan ‘rope’ [sic], which would be the form reconstructable for
‘arrow’ (given as an apparent phrase, misuma sumo, in T2). Others must
represent misunderstanding on the part of the speaker or HARRIS and/or
inability of the speaker to remember the original word, e.g. T2 kugan/kur-
mun ‘blood’ or bachinidal ‘knee’, which do not resemble the words for
‘blood” and ‘knee’ elsewhere in Bade/Ngizim or in any other neighboring
languages.

One item would appear to be a retention in Teshena but an innovation
in Bade and Ngizim. This is the word ‘know’ (Bade 3zgd, Ngizim zdg4u,
T1 sunun, glossed ‘to know’ in the list). NEWMAN (1977) reconstructs the
root * sana ‘know’ for Proto-Chadic, and this is the form in the “North Bau-
chi” languages (the West Chadic “B” group most closely related to Bade/
Ngizim), e.g. Miya san-. However, the * zog- root for ‘know’ is also found
in Duwai (8zgya), meaning that this root in this meaning is reconstructable
for Proto-Bade/Ngizim. It is therefore difficult to see how the * sono root
could show up as a historical retention in Teshena. One explanation is that it
is borrowed from Hausa san7, but this is admittedly a proposal designed to
sweep a historical puzzle under the rug.

Turning to items shared by Bade and Teshena but not Ngizim, most
again seem to be shared retentions,'” with Ngizim being the innovator. The
numbers ‘8’ and ‘9’ have already been mentioned in 3.2.2. Another example
is Ngizim b374n ‘good’, borrowed from Kanuri. There is one clear shared
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innovation between Bade and Teshena, viz. ‘meat’: Bade sdasdan, T2 sas-
san, Ngizim tluwdi. The Ngizim root is reconstructable not only for Proto-
Bade/Ngizim (cf. Duwai t/awi), but also for Proto-Chadic (* #Zowin NEW-
MAN 1977). This item thus unequivocally supports hypothesis (2b), group-
ing Bade and Teshena.

Ngizim and Teshena share five items not shared by Bade: ‘guinea corn’,
‘hear’, ‘peanut’, ‘potash’, ‘river’. ‘Guinea corn’ is only included here by de-
fault — I was apparently unable to elicit a generic term for ‘guinea corn’ in
Bade, so this item and any cognate is simply absent in my Bade list. ‘River’
is complex semantically and culturally. In the Bade and Teshena area, there
are a number of large watercourses, some of which have water throughout
the year. In the Ngizim area, there are no large watercourses, much less per-
manent waterways. Bade, and probably Teshena, distinguish various types
of watercourses — large rivers, small streams, dry waterways, etc. In the
Teshena list, the word for ‘river’ is cognate with the Ngizim word for ‘(dry)
watercourse’, a root which I did not find in Bade. The word given in Bade
for ‘river’, duwan, is cognate with Ngizim ‘well’. Ngizim gwddanad, T2
n’gandundo ‘peanut’ appear to be cognate and are obviously distinct from
Bade jadaan, T1 gedan, borrowed from Hausa. It is unlikely, however, that
the Ngizim and T2 words represent a shared innovation.

The words ‘hear’ (Ngizim kamdu, T2 kim-) and ‘potash’ (Ngizim dra-
awa, T1 alauwan) are of interest because they are shared retentions (cf. Du-
wal kamuwo, arkuwai respectively), whereas Bade has innovated (dukwi,
mankon respectively). ‘Potash’ may represent several independent innova-
tions within Bade (cf. Gashua Bade where the cognate word, 414awa, means
‘salt’, and ‘potash’ is 414sfd, probably a compound based on ‘potash’).
However, ‘hear’ is uniform across Bade (cf. Gashua Bade dogwi), indicat-
ing a period of pan-Bade development independent of Teshena.

To summarize, though lexical counts are somewhat equivocal for sub-
grouping, examination of individual items supports hypothesis (2b) that
Bade and Teshena form a sub-group within Bade and Ngizim. The high
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count between Bade and Ngizim is probably aberrant because of a combina-
tion of the “well-known language syndrome” and defects in the Teshena
lists. Significantly, even contending with these problems, the Bade+Teshena
count is higher than the Ngizim+Teshena count, a result which would not
follow if Bade and Ngizim shared a particularly close relationship. More-
over, one clear shared lexical innovation, the word for ‘meat’, groups Bade
and Teshena. There are no such innovations grouping Ngizim with either
Bade or Teshena. Examination of the items shared by Ngizim and Teshena
reveals one clear innovation affecting all of Bade, viz. the word ‘hear’. This
supports hypothesis (2a) that Teshena is a unit separate from Bade rather
than a dialect of Bade.

This section has focused on lexical counts and simple cognation. The
next three sections look in detail at word structure as a diagnostic for sub-

grouping.
3.2.3.1 Teshena as a linguistic unit, independent of Bade

We can demonstrate the independence of Teshena from Bade in two
ways. First, we can show that Teshena has innovated in ways not found in
any dialect of Bade. Second, we can show that all Bade dialects share cer-
tain innovations not found in Teshena and therefore, Bade as a whole must
have undergone development separate from Teshena.

(6) Items showing Teshena innovations

Western Bade Other Bade Ngizim/Duwai Teshena I Teshena IT

‘ear’ gutdan G: git N: agid gutduwan  guttuwan
‘white’ héeta G: peeta  D: péet futa futa
‘good’ dava S: dava (N/D: bslin)y  kadauwan kadabin

The word for ‘ear’ has an extra syllable not found elsewhere. The word
for ‘white’ has the vowel -u- internally rather than -e- found elsewhere. The
word for ‘good’ has a prefix ka- not seen in Bade. This is probably a velar
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adjectival prefix found in other words such as Western Bade gaaman ‘wom-
an, female’ (cf. 4mdn ‘wife’) and passive participles of verbs, e.g. ganawa
‘ripe’ < nawo ‘ripen’. The probable Proto-Bade root, dava, has been re-
placed by the Kanuri loan 5374n outside Western and Southern Bade, so it
is not possible to verify with certainty whether Teshena is the innovator here.

(7) Items showing Bade innovations

Western Bade Other Bade  Ngizim/Duwai Teshenal  Teshena I]

‘bad’ baksé G: baksaw  N: gabshii kubbusi ?shirin
‘tamarind’ mésdakon G: mdésaakau D: mosanok  musanakum
‘nose’ otlkonsn G: ostan N: tén tiran tinin

In the word for ‘bad’, Bade has metathesized the first two consonants.
In ‘tamarind’, Bade has a diminutive or feminitive suffix -aakau, added
here and there to many words throughout the group (cf. the words for ‘chick-
en’, ‘fish’, and ‘star’ in the appendix). It is not entirely clear how this relates
to the cognate Duwai, Ngizim, and Teshena words, which have an -72- not
found in the Bade words. It looks as if Bade somehow reinterpreted the final
“-Vnak-" as the suffix mentioned here and reinterpreted the morphology
accordingly. Whatever the exact scenario, this is clearly an innovation found
throughout Bade and only in Bade. The word for ‘nose’ can be reconstructed
as having looked much like the Ngizim item (cf. NEWMAN’s [1977] Proto-
Chadic reconstruction *aton). The Bade forms may represent two independ-
ent innovations, in which case this item would not illustrate the unity of
Bade.

It is worth pointing out that Western Bade has undergone a number of
innovations separate from the rest of Bade. This dialect is the one neigh-
boring Teshena, and as we shall see in 3.2.3.3, there must have been con-
siderable linguistic interaction between this part of the Bade-speaking area
and Teshena. If Teshena were merely a dialect of Bade, we would have ex-
pected at least some of these Western Bade innovations to have spread to

Teshena. However, most, if not all the Western Bade innovations have re-
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mained restricted to Western Bade (or, in some cases, Western + Southern
Bade). A possible example was seen in ‘nose’ in (7). Other examples are
given in (8):

(8) Items showing Western Bade innovations not shared by Teshena

Western Bade Other Bade  Ngizim Teshenal  Teshenall
‘chicken’ kdazadakén G: kdza N: gdaza kazai kasan
‘dog’ winaajaan  G: ja N: jd shan chayin
‘hut’ kaason G: sdsau N: sdsau sosun

Western Bade has added the diminutive/feminitive suffix mentioned in
the preceding paragraph to ‘chicken’. The Western Bade word for dog is a
compound, ‘son of dog’, probably also a sort of diminutive form. The word
for ‘hut’ in Western Bade is either a lexical replacement or a morphologi-
cally changed form.

3.2.3.2 The unity of Teshena and Bade

To conclusively demonstrate hypothesis (2b) that Bade and Teshena
together form a sub-group, we need examples of innovations shared by these
two languages but no others. It turns out that there are very few clear cases.
Most cases where Bade and Teshena share a feature not found elsewhere are
shared retentions. Nonetheless, there are a few shared innovations. One ex-
ample was the word ‘meat’ discussed in 3.2.3. Another is the word for
‘woman’, in which both Bade and Teshena have the velar adjectival prefix
mentioned following (6). In Bade this prefix distinguishes ‘woman’ from
‘wife’, which lacks the prefix (see discussion following (6)). The same is
probably true for Teshena, though the lists do not include the word for
‘wife’. In the other languages, ‘woman’ and ‘wife’ are identical: WB gaaman
‘woman’, dman ‘wife’; GB gdama ‘woman’, 4ma ‘wife’; T2 gamin ‘woman’;
Ng 4ma ‘woman, wife’; D m4 ‘woman, wife’.

Thus, although there is some evidence supporting a grouping of Bade

SHIRA, TESHENA, AUYO: HAUSA’S (FORMER) EASTERN NEIGHBORS 413

and Teshena within the Bade/Ngizim group, the dearth of clear shared inno-
vations between the two and the “lukewarm” evidence from lexical counts
(3.2.3) suggest that there was not a long period of common development of

Bade+Teshena before they separated.

3.2.3.3 Nunation and gender marking: areal diffusion as an explanation for

similarities between Bade and Teshena

Even a cursory glance at the compared lists reveals a remarkable shared
feature between Western Bade and Teshena which is found neither in other
Bade dialects nor in other languages of the group. This is nunation, i.e.
the presence of a suffix -z on nouns in their citation form, e.g. ‘hair’ GB yat,
Ng yad, D dyat, but Tl yattin, T2 yetsin, WB dacin. 1 have hypo-
thesized elsewhere that this is grammaticalization of a definite determiner as
a nominal marker (see LUKAS 1967/68; SCHUH 1974/75, 1977:§1.3) for dis-
cussion of the phenomenon in Bade, and GREENBERG (1978) for typological
and theoretical background). In all my previous work on Bade (SCHUH 1974/
75, 1977, 1978), I have assumed that this was a Western Bade innovation.
However, in this paper I have been arguing that Western Bade is part of a
single dialect complex which constitutes a language separate from Teshena.
How can we resolve the conflicting claims that Western Bade be grouped
with the remainder of Bade, yet that it shares an innovation with a separate
language? One resolution, of course, would be to claim that Teshena and
Western Bade independently developed nunation. This seems untenable,
given the remarkable nature of this innovation and the fact that it is just the
Bade dialect neighboring Teshena which has this feature. Another possibili-
ty is that hypothesis (2a), the claim that Teshena is a separate language, not
a dialect of Bade, is wrong. However, | have presented a number of pieces
of evidence from sound change and lexical innovation in support of this
hypothesis, and nunation, after all, represents only a single change, though it
affects a large number of items.
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I propose that this is a case of areal diffusion. Though Bade and Teshe-
na differ from each other in a number ways, there still must have been con-
siderable mutual intelligibility, and in the border areas, at least, considerable
bidialectalism and/or bilingualism. Nunation, which must have sounded quite
distinctive in speech, seems to have caught on and passed from one lan-
guage to the other. Who innovated it and who picked it up? Given that Bade
is still a relatively large and viable language whereas Teshena has long died
out, I originally assumed that Teshena would have been the “follower”.
However, if we assume that Teshena was the innovator, we answer the ques-
tion of why only Western Bade and Teshena share this feature, viz. it spread
from Teshena into the contiguous area of Badeland. Had the innovation first
taken place in Western Bade, it would seem strange that it should spread
westward, yet not eastward to dialects of Bade which are more closely re-
lated to it than Teshena.

The hypothesis that nunation began as an innovation in Teshena, then
spread to Western Bade, explains an interesting difference between the Te-
shena lists, first pointed out to me by Paul NEWMAN (pers. comm.). In West-
ern Bade and in Teshena II, all nouns, regardless of grammatical gender,
terminate in -n. However, within Chadic determiner systems “n”is typically
associated with masculine, whereas feminine is associated with “¢”, e.g. GB
mdzal-dani ‘that billygoat’ vs. dkud-tiiwd ‘that nanny goat’ (see GREEN-
BERG 1960 for discussion of this pattern of gender agreement in the wider Af-
roasiatic context). Now consider the following items from the Teshena I list:

(9) Western Bade Teshena | Teshena II
‘body’ Stkwan (f) kwi
‘chicken’ kaazadakon (f) kazai kasan
‘eye’ dan (f) taiyi tan
‘female slave’ kizvaén (f) kusb’'wi kusabino
“fire’ dkan (f) akai akan
‘pot’ gudkwan (f) gurukwi gurkwan
‘sheep’ tamakin (f) tumakwi
‘shield’ ngarakin (f) kugai
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Western Bade Teshena | Teshena II
‘sky’ askiin (f) sukwi
‘town/house’ dian (f) ‘town’ dai ‘house’ dan ‘house’
dan ‘village’

In all these cases, the Teshena I form for a feminine word ends in -1
rather than -2. Another interesting case is ‘person’: WB mdaon, T1 mud’aibut
also asim middim. Teshena I uses a “prefix” asi (probably the 3rd m.sg.
pronoun ‘he’) on a number of words for male humans (see ‘father’ and ‘hus-
band’ in the appendix). These forms thus look like ‘(female) person’ and
‘he-person’ respectively. In contrast to the words in (9), nearly all words
identified as masculine in Bade terminate in -7 in Teshena I. There are four
words in the list which are feminine in Bade but which end in -7 in Teshena
I, e.g. ‘guinea fow!’ WB sdavanin, T1 asabuwin (the others are ‘sun/day’,
‘hand’, and ‘tamarind’), and there are six which are masculine in Bade but
end in -7 in Teshena I, e.g. ‘road’ WB 9bdamsn, T1 fudaui (the others are
‘horse’, ‘moon’ (see under ‘star’), ‘smoke’, ‘stone’, and ‘tree/wood’). Note
that I have referred to the genders in Bade. It may well be that at least some
of these words had the opposite gender in Teshena. Moreover, given the fact
that the Teshena speakers had not used their language for a long period, a
few inconsistencies in a feature as abstract as gender is not surprising. What
is incontestable here is the remarkable consistency in noun termination
and gender — it simply could not be a result of chance that the noun termi-
nations so closely correspond to the known Bade genders.'® We therefore re-
construct Teshena as having orginally differentiated the gender of nouns by
the type of suffix they took. In Teshena II and Western Bade, the originally
masculine -1 faded in its function as a masculine gender marker, and being
the more frequent form (not only because masculine nouns are more com-
mon, but because -n was also used on all plurals), it was extended to all
nouns purely as a nominal marker.

Western Bade shows no evidence of having ever differentiated mascu-
line and feminine nouns by suffix differences. If nominal marking suffixes
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had been innovated in Western Bade and spread to Teshena, we would have
to say that once they had spread, the original feminine marker disappeared
without a trace in Bade. On the other hand, if the innovation took place in
Teshena, we can explain why only the -7 suffix is found on both masculine
and feminine: when Bade began to assimilate nominal suffixation, the gen-
der marking distinction was not “understood” by the Bade speakers, who
simply applied the most frequently occurring suffix to all their nouns. Alter-
natively, it could be that nominal suffixing was spread into Bade from a
Teshena dialect which had already generalized the -z suffix to all nouns, as
seems to be the case in Teshena II.

3.2.4 Pronouns

The data on pronouns in HARRIS (1927) provides only limited informa-
tion. There are no systematically collected paradigms and not enough data to
piece together full paradigms. I will briefly examine two types of pronouns:
the independent pronouns and pronominal suffixes on verbs.

3.2.4.1 Independent pronouns

Consider the pronouns in (10):

(10) Independent pronouns

Western Bade South Bade Gashua Bade Ngizim  Teshena Il

1 sg. ayia iyu niyi iyo aryu(=TIl)
2m.sg.  4dgi gli gii cl (?T1 yenni)
2 f.sg. agom gam gom kam akum
3m.ssg.  dci aci aci aci asi(=T1)
3 fisg. atu atu ati ata atu(=TI)

1 plexcl. 4ja ja Jja Jja

1 plincl. awa wa gwa wa

2 pl. awun win win kuon Zakakum
3pl gkci dksi aksi aksi akche

SHIRA, TESHENA, AUYO: HAUSA’S (FORMER) EASTERN NEIGHBORS 417

The Teshena II list has considerably more grammatical information
than the Teshena I list. Where the same information occurs in both lists, it
agrees. The T1 pronoun glossed “thou (m)” is questionable since it bears no
resemblance to this pronoun in any other Bade/Ngizim language, nor indeed
in any other Chadic language that I know of. The second person pronouns
from the T2 list were extracted from sentences such as akum fezze ‘you are
a Teshinawa’ and akakum modin? ‘who are you?’ (lit: “you who?”, which
would be the normal structure in Bade, e.g. WB 4gii té? ‘who are you
(m.sg.)?’). The only 2nd person singular pronoun in the T2 list is akum,
which must be the feminine form (recall that the informant for this list was a
woman). The most notable feature of the Teshena independent pronouns is
the fact that they all begin in a-. Except for the third person pronouns, this
feature is elsewhere found only in Western Bade. This therefore looks like
shared innovation between Teshena and Western Bade. However, an inno-
vation in Bade which separates it from the rest of the language group is the
voicing of the velar consonant in Bade 2nd person singular pronouns (cf. GB
gom vs. Ng kom, T2 akum). Examples of the Bade voicing but the original
voiceless velar in Teshena in other paradigms are seen below in the subject
pronoun for 2m.sg. in (11) and in the indirect object pronoun in (13), first
examples of PERFECTIVE.

3.2.4.2 Person marking suffixes on verbs

Across Chadic languages, there are two kinds of pronominal suffixes
which agree with verbal subjects. I will refer to these as intransitive copy
pronouns (ICP) and suffix conjugation respectively. The ICP, first
described in NEWMAN (1971), by definition is suffixed only to intransitive
verbs. In most languages (including those of the Bade/Ngizim group),
addition of the ICP to a verb imparts a meaning of finality or intensity to the
action. The “suffix conjugation” appears on both intransitive and transitive
verbs. Among living West Chadic languages, I am aware of the suffix con-
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jugation only in Western Bade, and there, only in the subjunctive. Even in
the subjunctive, it is not obligatory, but I was unable to discover what mean-
ing, if any, its presence or absence contributes. The two sets of Bade pro-
nominal suffixes are illustrated in (11) with the verbs ‘return’ and ‘enter’
respectively. The Teshena I forms are all glossed as the present tense of ‘go’
(‘I go’, ‘thou goest’, etc.)."” The pronominal suffixes are underlined.

(11) Pronominal subject copy suffixes

W. Bade ICP W. Bade suffix Teshenal Teshena Il
conjugation
| sg. ni-gzd-nidané na-kfi-yg iu yu n’yagwan’yu ajama nuel
‘I am going away to hoe’
2m.sg.  gu-gzo-ndal ga-kf-ii (ku jawu)
2 fsg. gi-gzd-ndam ga-k13-m
3 m.sg. dcf ugzo-pdari - da-kf3-ci juushi  mudinga motosi
‘my child is dead’
3 fisg. atd ugzo-pdara  da-kits-td zawan tashuju
‘the stick is broken’
1 plexcl. ju-gzo-ndaja Jjaa-k13-ja ?iu ina
1 plincl. gu-gzo-ndawa waa-k fii-wa
2 pl nu-gzs-ndawin naa-kf-win  7iuchi
3 pl dkci ugzd-ndakci da-ki1s-kci dawu shi kosabanan n’yagwanochi

‘the slaves go away’

The parenthesized form for 2nd m.sg. in T1 has no suffix. It is included
here only because it was part of HARRIS’s (1927) paradigm. The translations
of the two forms preceded by question marks are suspect. It seems more
likely that 7u ina is 2nd plural and 7u chr is third plural.

The Teshena suffixes clearly correspond to the Bade suffix conjugation
rather than the ICP. All the examples in (11) are with intransitive verbs, but
as in Bade, the Teshena suffixes can also occur with transitive verbs:

(12) wB: da-kwtd-ci kdrén ‘that he take the load’
T2:  n’uoyu maso-yo bundn ‘I want to buy fish’
wuno akarba-shi kwun ‘the boy should untie the goat’

There is no evidence in the available Teshena data that this language
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had a counterpart to the Bade/Ngizim ICP. Absence of examples of the ICP
in the Teshena data could be fortuitous, of course, but there are numerous
intransitive verbs in the data, and the ICP in Bade and Ngizim is so com-
monly occurring that it seems likely that at least some examples would have
come up in Teshena if the form had existed. Assuming that Teshena did not
have an ICP, its loss must have been an innovation showing a period of de-
velopment separate from Bade. The alternative, independent innovation in
Bade and Ngizim, is implausible given the rather complex nature of the con-
struction.”

As for the suffix conjugation, the most likely scenario is that the ances-
tral language of this group be reconstructed with such a conjugational pat-
tern, possibly restricted as to tense. Bade and Ngizim would have innovated
after splitting from Teshena by losing this conjugational pattern, the only
vestige being its restricted use in Western Bade subjunctive. In Teshena, on
the other hand, it seems to have remained more robust, possibly even with
innovatory spread. An alternative scenario of borrowing the suffix conjuga-
tion either from Bade to Teshena or vice versa seems unlikely.

To conclude this section, the proposed scenarios for the history of pro-
nominal subject suffixes, particularly patterns of innovatory loss, are con-
sistent with hypotheses (2a-b).

3.2.5 Further remarks on morphology

In this section I will comment briefly on two further aspects of com-
parative Bade and Teshena morphology.

Verb tense, aspect, mood (TAM) marking. The Teshena lists reveal
three features of TAM marking which can be compared with Bade. In the
imperative, Teshena, like Bade, has a prefix a- on the verb and the verb ends
in -7 in the singular. Several of the verbs in the T1 list seem to be cited in
the imperative, e.g. amasi ‘buy’. The imperfective (expressing future or si-

multaneous action) is marked by a preverbal a and the verb is a verbal noun,
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marked by final -a for most verbs. Other TAM’s (primarily perfective and
subjunctive) have no preverbal marker other than a person marking pro-
noun. In the examples, I have used HARRIS’s (1927) transcription, but I have
added morpheme breaks marked by hyphens.

(13) IMPERATIVE Western Bade Teshena II
‘give me the knife’ a-bari-yaa widan a-bari-ya udin
‘tie this rope’ a-taksi zaydan a-taxsun tigar’'

IMPERFECTIVE

‘the man (he) is eating’ gomsan (4c-) 4 taw gamsin as-a-tau
‘why are you laughing?  y-da gdamsaw gaadd kem?  ka-agamsau gake?

PERFECTIVE
‘I give you the knife’ nd barii-gii widsn n’bari-yiku udin
‘the stick is broken’ zawan tatls-naara zawan tashu-ju

Genitive constructions. The only genitive pronoun in the Teshena lists
for which the data in the lists is consistent is the first person singular. This
form is of interest for classification, however. Consider the data in (14):

(14) W. Bade G. Bade Ngizim Duwai Teshena I1
‘my hut’  kdaséo-y- sdsiu-n-  sdstu- ask-da-ti sosu-n-
da(né) da(nai) gda(nai) ga

It is difficult to piece together the exact reconstructed form and the de-
velopments in the various languages, but roughly, it looks as if the first per-
son originally used a velar linker, widespread in Chadic and used in N+N
constructions in Bade and Ngizim, e.g. GB yat k3 tI2 ‘hair of cow’, Ng
guzab gs dagom ‘slave of chief’. This velar element in first person is still
overt in Ngizim and Teshena and is evident in the velar nasal of Western
Bade and probably the long 22 of Duwai, which may be a contraction of
*oya (2 does not occur long lexically). The “real” first person genitive pro-
noun was probably just the vowel aa, as is the case, for example, in Hausa,
though all Bade dialects and Ngizim may optionally add nar as part of the
this construction. The 22- of this optional element may be associated with the
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n-typical of first person subject pronouns. Regardless of the exact history,
Bade has clearly innovated as a unit by losing the -g- of the first person gen-
itive construction, still retained in Teshena and Ngizim. The -nai addition
does not appear in the available Teshena data, but this negative evidence
does not show that it did not exist. The -n- preceding the -g- in sosu-n-ga
may be the n of nunation, though in Bade, nunation drops whenever any
suffix is added to a noun.
In N+N genitive constructions, Teshena II shows a clear innovation.

(15) Western Bade ~ Ngizim Teshena IT
‘buffalo’ (‘cow of bush’)  sktla-k patan tla-k pata sasshinmasa-batta

As the data in (15) shows, Teshena II uses a genitive linking element

masa, in contrast to the velar linker seen in Bade and Ngizim. This is prob-

ably derived from a demonstrative (cf. WB gwama-msé ‘this ram’, Teshena |
masu madim ‘this man’). Creation of linking morphemes from various nom-
inal determiners is ubiquitous in Chadic, and indeed this is the origin of the
velar linker mentioned here (see SCHUH 1983 for a survey of this develop-
ment across Chadic). The masa linker appears at several other points in the
Teshena II data, e.g. kosabanan masa-tagum ‘the chief’s slave’, masoro
masa-malamin ‘paper’ (‘? of teacher’), and also kosabanan massa-da and
kosabanan masa-damanga glossed as ‘my slave’ and ‘thy slave’ respective-
ly, though the glossing of the possessors seems dubious. Not all apparent
genitives used the masa linker. This may reflect a productive distinction be-
tween “direct” genitives (typically used for “inalienable possessions” and in
compound-like constructions) and “linked” genitives (typically used for true
“possessive” constructions), also a widespread feature of Chadic languages,
though now lost in Ngizim and Duwai and restricted to only a small number
of lexically specified cases in Bade (SCHUH 1977). Thus, in Teshena IT we
find garri-batta ‘elephant’ (‘big one of bush’) and krsabu batta ‘wart-
hog’ (‘warthog of bush’). Also, with the exception of the expression glossed
‘my slave’ above, all the examples of 1st sg. possession ( sosunga ‘my hut’,
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danga ‘my house’, kaminga ‘my farm’, shenga ‘my children’) lack the
masa linker. None of the genitive constructions in Teshena I exhibit this
linker (yeshin gama ‘hair of woman’, ayam-shan ‘butter’ = ‘fat of cow’,
be-badan ‘lion’ = ‘thing of bush’), but these are all expressions that would
typically use the direct genitive construction, being inalienable genitives or
compound-like constructions. We thus have no way of knowing whether the
masa genitive construction was shared by Teshena I and Teshena II, but it
certainly represents an innovation within Teshena.

To conclude this section, information from verb tense marking shows a
number of features that Teshena shares with other languages in the Bade/
Ngizim group, confirming that the linguistic resemblances among these lan-
guages extend beyond lexicon. However, there are no obvious subgrouping
features. On the other hand, a Bade innovation in Ist sg. genitive construc-
tions shows a period of development of Bade separate from Teshena and
Ngizim, while an innovation in N+N genitive constructions shows a period
of development of Teshena separate from the other languages.

4 Conclusion

Bade, Teshena, Auyo, and probably Shira were closely related langua-
ges of the Bade/Ngizim group of West Chadic “B”. Despite their close lin-
guistic relationship and geographic contiguousness, a review of what is
known about the folk history and the more recent history reveals that Teshe-
na, Auyo, and Shira as a group had political and cultural ties distinct from
those of Bade. Parallel to this political and cultural division, comparison of
linguistic data from Teshena and Auyo, collected from the few remaining
speakers alive in the first two decades of the 20th century, suggests strongly
that these languages (or this language) must have gone through a period of
independent development separate from the Bade language, i.e. although
Bade itself is dialectally diverse, Teshena (and Auyo) are distinct enough to
be considered separate languages (or a separate language), not a dialect of
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Bade. The evidence for this claim comes primarily from sound change and
lexical innovation, with some evidence from pronominal systems and mor-
phology. I suggest that one apparent and very striking feature shared by Te-
shena and Western Bade alone within Bade, viz. a nominal marking suffix -»
attached to all nouns in citation form, is not a shared innovation but rather a
result of areal diffusion, specifically from Teshena to the continguous por-
tion of Badeland.

NOTES

" I began research on Ngizim in 1969 as part of a comparative Chadic syntax project
sponsored by the National Science Foundation (grant #GS-2279, Paul NEWMAN, Principal
Investigator). 1 did most of my research on Bade and Duwai in 1973-75 when I was em-
ployed as a Research Fellow in the Centre for the Study of Nigerian Languages, at that
time part of Ahmadu Bello University. I am grateful to the many linguists who have influ-
enced my thinking and the many speakers of the languages with whom I have worked. I
would like to single out the late John LAVERS of Bayero University, to whom this paper is
dedicated. John, more than any other individual, made me realize the interest that the
study of these languages could have for history and the interest that knowledge of history
could have for the study of the languages. It was John who brought to light and made
available the archive manuscripts on Teshena without which this paper would not exist.
Those of us who have worked in northern Nigeria will miss his encyclopedic knowledge
of Bornu history and his good humor.

" In order to see how the Kanuri of the Bade court compared with “Standard” Kanuri of
Maiduguri and the Manga dialect, which is the dialect spoken contiguous to Bade, I elic-
ited a few words and phrases from Duci Kura, Wazirin Bade, in Gashua in 1975. Whereas
the latter two dialects have undergone a number of intervocalic consonant weakenings and
consonant-to-consonant assimilations, the Kanuri of the Bade court preserves the Proto-
Kanuri pronunciation in normal speech. Compare the following forms (Maiduguri forms
from CYFFER & HUTCHISON 1990, Manga forms from my field notes):

“Bade” Kanuri Maiduguri Manga
‘three’  yaskii yakks = yasko yakkad
‘five’ ogi awi ag
‘this® 41 ads aoi

? During field work on Ngizim in 1969/70, I asked Ngizims about the extent of Ngizim
country. They considered Kayuri the northernmost town of the original Ngizim domain.
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However, on visiting this town, | found no evidence that Ngizim is still spoken there. The
main language was Hausa, though many people also spoke Kanuri.

> TEMPLE (1922:310) gives, as his “authorities”, Capt. J.M. FREMANTLE and Capt. J. Hop-
KINSON. As seen above, FREMANTLE claimed no particular connection between the Ngi-
zim who live in Bade country and the Ngizim of Potiskum. TEMPLE gives no further in-
formation about Capt. HOPKINSON. The source of TEMPLE’s information about the origin
of the Ngizim is thus not known.

4 Some sources suggest that Auyo and/or Teshena have a particularly close association
with the Bade, e.g. TEMPLE (1922:33) says, “Native authority claims that the Auyokawa
are of the same stock as the Bedde, originating from a town called Badr, east of Bagirmi.”
Nonetheless, the most consistent thread is the “three brothers” account, given below,
which links Shira, Auyo, and Teshena as separate from Bade.

> My own belief is that the area directly west of Shira/Auyo/Teshena was originally pop-
ulated not by people who spoke Hausa, but by people who spoke now extinct West Chad-
ic languages, most likely languages that were close linguistic relatives of Hausa (SCHUH
1982b). However, I know of no local traditions, much less documentation, referring to
any languages other than Hausa being spoken west of Shira/Auyo/Teshena.

® FREMANTLE has little more to say about Shellem. This town is now but a small village,
located northwest of Dambam. We have no data on the language(s) originally spoken in
this area, which today is entirely Hausa-speaking. FREMANTLE (1910/11:307) says, “The
pagan Keri-keris of Dambam have their own language, but they can understand Hausa.”
Karekare, now spoken to the west and south of Potiskum, is a West Chadic “A” language,
and hence is not closely related to Bade/Ngizim within West Chadic. MiGEOD (1924:
308f) has a wordlist of a language called “Chellem”, but we can assumne that this is from
the town Shellen, on the Benue River in Adamawa Province. The Chellem list closely re-
sembles Tangale and Kanakuru, both spoken in that region, and MIGEOD’s informant was
a boat pilot on the Benue River (MIGEOD 1924:53).

’ The absence of any linguistic data on Shira is affirmed by the following comment from
a 1928 memo by P. Graham HARRIS, the District Officer of Katagum Division who col-
lected the Teshena data discussed later in this paper: “... no one has ever succeeded in
tracing any Shirenchi. I am inclined to think that the reason for this is that as the Shira
kingdom contained a mixture of races, Hausa must have been the lingua franca for a
considerable period before 1808.” This memo is quoted in a letter of September 19, 1994
to Philip JAGGER from Peter A. ROGERS, an archeologist now working in the Katagum/
Shira area. My thanks to JAGGAR for making this information available.

® This undoubtedly refers to the Bade dialect spoken in the southwestern Bade area rather
than the Ngizim of Potiskum (cf. 1.2).
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® Failure to provide distinct transcriptions for the implosives and the lateral fricatives are
the only systematic deficiencies in orthography. There are also a few cases where the tran-
scription of labial obstruents is questionable, based on the Bade and Ngizim cognates, e.g.
T1 atuwoddo, T2 tubidin ‘night’ as compared with Bade 3gyviid3dn, Ngizim ddvid, or
T1 fijiman ‘hyena’ as compared with Bade obdlamdn, Ngizim badlami. Such cases are
rare enough that they have little effect on the usefulness of the lists.

" In ScHUH (1978, 1981b), I refer to resyllabification as “prothesis”, based on the idea
that the medial 2in the reconstructed form is deleted and a prothetic ois added. I now
be-lieve that this derivational account, based on surface phonetic effects, does not really
cap-ture the true nature of the change.

" Teshena has sometimes devoiced initial consonants beyond those in the environment of
(3a). In the list we find T1 shan, T2 chayin ‘dog’ (cf. Ngizim j&), T1 kwaiyin‘egg’ (cf.
Ngizim agwéi), T1 taiyn, T2 tan‘eye’ (cf. Ngizim dd), and T1 timai, T2 tamin ‘tree’
(cf. Ngizim dam). However, there are many words which retain initial voiced obstruents.

12 HARRIS’s informant for Teshena II showed confusion in the numbers, apparently
substituting ‘3” and ‘7” for ‘4’ and ‘5’, respectively, and reversing ‘7’ and ‘8’. HARRIS
elicited the numbers in this list only in phrases with the word ‘finger’, e.g. ‘1 finger’, ‘2
fingers’, etc. The speaker may have simply forgotten the numbers, of course, but an alter-
native explanation is that HARRIS was showing her the number of fingers in question, and
she became confused in some way about how many fingers she was being asked to enu-
merate.

13 For the teens, MIGEOD (1924:320) does not give the individual numbers, but says, “As
1 to 9, Kiding, ete.” I cannot interpret this remark.

' This count includes the numbers 1-10 and 100. Among other items, it omits the words
‘new moon’, ‘full moon’, ‘rain’, and ‘twins’, where I lack satisfactory data for Bade and/
or Ngizim, and the word ‘foot’, which repeats material from ‘leg’ and ‘thigh’. The word
‘peanut’ is counted twice because Bade and Teshena I are cognate, but are distinct from
Ngizim and Teshena I, which are, in turn, cognate with each other.

"> The languages here are clearly all closely related. Bade and Ngizim share 125 items
(74.4% cognation), and though Bade and Ngizim speakers cannot easily understand each
other, they readily recognize the similarities between their languages. As a comparison
figure, I counted the same items for Western Bade and Gashua Bade, the dialects most
distinct from each other within Bade. Of the 166 items where I had data from both dia-
lects, 149 were cognate (89.8% cognation).

' The 28 items shared by Bade and Ngizim, but not Teshena, are as follows: arrow, bee,
blood, bow, boy, buffalo, butter, camel, cassava, cry, donkey, elephant, finger, grandfather,
heart, iron, knee, know, maize, morning, red, rope, sell, seven, spear, tongue, war, witch.
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" The eleven items are as follows: big, eight, good, hand, honey, meat, nine, peanut, pot,
sit, white.

'8 Paul NEWMAN (pers. comm.) has pointed out that Warji, a West Chadic “B” language
of the North Bauchi group, has an ending -na on masculine nouns and -as on feminine
nouns, e.g. cin-na (m) ‘nose’ but kum-a1 (f) ‘ear’. The parallel with Teshena is remark-
able, and one is tempted to posit a pair of gender marking suffixes *-n (masc), *-7 (fem)
for Proto-West Chadic-B, retained in Teshena and Warji but lost elsewhere. However, [
doubt that this is the case. First, if this were a retention in Teshena and Warji, with loss
elsewhere, we would nonetheless expect to find lexicalized traces of this gender marking
system in closely related languages. Such traces do not exist. Second, I do not believe that
the Tehshena -7 is cognate with the Warji counterpart. The -7 of the Warji feminine suffix
is from * ¢ through a regular sound change in Warji and some other North Bauchi langua-
ges of non-final */d> y, e.g. Warji Kayin-na ‘crocodile’ < *kodam. This is not a change
shared by Bade/Ngizim, and indeed Bade/Ngizim languages freely allow stops to appear
word-final. If the -7 in Teshena I feminine words does come from * ¢, this would have to
be a change affecting this sound only in this morpheme. NEWMAN, in comments on a draft
of this paper, has suggested that a system of gender marking by suffixes may have been
incipient in Proto-West Chadic-B, eventually taking hold in some languages but not oth-
ers. Such a common origin for the Teshena/Bade and Warji suffixes is not implausible,
but the issue in this paper is why just the Bade dialect in contact with Teshena shares the
feature of nominal suffixation with Teshena, not the ultimate origin of the suffixes.

' Several apparently differing forms are translated ‘go’ in the Teshena examples. The
verbs ‘go’ and ‘come’ throughout Bade/Ngizim use three suppletive roots, d/ j-, n-, and
y-. Choice of root depends on tense/aspect of the verb, person of the subject, and whether
the meaning is ‘go’ or ‘come’. There is some variation between languages in how the
roots are distributed (see SCHUH 1981b:xxiii for a typical paradigm). All three roots occur
in Teshena, but the sketchy data and unreliable translation of tenses makes it impossible
systematically to compare Teshena with the other languages. Both the d/j- and y- roots
appear in the T1 examples in (11). Examples of the three roots from T2 are as follows: d
/j- kitz4 dao-si ‘yesterday he came’, ajin ‘go away!’; n-: gamin a-nina ‘the woman is
coming’; y- ayam ‘come here!” (2nd f.sg. imperative) and possibly -yagwa- in the ex-
amples in (11).

% The ICP uses what was originally a form of the genitive pronoun (cf. WB zdyda-ri
‘his rope’ with the ICP and the subjunctive suffixes in (11)).

! The final nasal on the verb may be a 2nd f.sg. agreement marker (again, recall that the
informant was a woman). Some Western Bade subdialects add gender marking suffixes to
imperatives, though not the subdialect on which I did most of my elicitation. The Teshena
II data is not consistent with respect to this affix, however, e.g. a-karbu ‘untie (it)’ with
no affix.
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APPENDICES

These appendices include essentially the complete Teshena lexical lists for HAR-
RIS’s (1927) and the Auyo (= Awiaka) numerical list from MIGEOD (1924). “Teshena I” is
a list collected from an old man, dated November 15, 1921. “Teshena II”” was collected by
HARRIS from an old woman, probably in late 1926 or early 1927 — the list is not dated,

but HARRIS’s report to the Resident is dated February 1, 1927.

Appendix I

Numbers

The Teshena 1 list in HARRIS (1927) has the numbers 1-25, 30, 40, 50, 100. The
Teshena II list has 1-11, 20, 100. The Auyo (= Awiaka) list in MIGEOD (1924) has 1-10,
all the “tens” 20-90, and 100. Of the “teens”, MIGEOD makes the bewildering comment,
“11 to 19. As 1 to 9, Kiding, etc.” Since the “teens” and the “tens”, insofar as they are
given in the lists, are formed predictably on the models here for 12, 20, 25, the full lists

are not given here.
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Western Bade Ngizim Teshena | Teshena I1 Auyo
‘1 gadé kddén, gayi gadaiwo gadayu kiding
‘2’ §3raén §irin sirrin sirrin sirin
‘3’ kwan kwan kun akwén akwon
‘4 f5di fada fudu kunin fudu
‘5 vad vaad wadd 1 kusi buddi
‘6’ Szdu z3du shuddu sudu saddu
‘v gatkdsa gatkdsa kussi ustakwa kwisr
‘8’ tisdakwa dindafadi ishtakuwa akusi sitokwa
‘9 wirdya kidkivda wulaiya uraya ureya
‘10’ giima giuma gomar guma guma
‘12’ gum d4a vardan  guumda vard — gomar usirrin gumayu sirrin ?

s3rén Sirin = giuma

dydawdw $irin

207 gumoo saran guumi $irin gomar sirrin guma sirrin  gumu SArin
25° guméo s3ran guaumit $irin gomar sirrin ?

da vordaw vadi dydawdwvdad  awu wadi
‘1000 miya danimék darran waddi digau gawa guman dari
‘1000°  dsbid dsbd zimbar an ?

daliyan
‘many’ gaawd gdawd gawa ?
Appendix II
Nouns, adjectives, verbs
Nouns Western Bade Ngizim Teshena I Teshena 11
& adjectives
‘arm (cf. hand)’ 4m3n (f) amé 1 dikanin amin
(‘all of arm”)
‘arrow’ dagan (f) daga shabuwal misuma sumo
‘back’ akoén (m) akau akwan
‘bad’ bakso gabsha kibbusi shirin
‘bee (cf. honey)’ cdvowdan (m) Zabuwa fuwan akuran
‘beer’ kamiilsn (f) s3ma amshuwan ?
(‘water of shuwan’)
‘belly’ kinaan (m) kund kunan
‘big’ maarsdm maarsm gallam gari
gaari

‘bird’ diiton (f) diutd lutan
‘black’ pdlka aayuwa duwa duwa
‘blood’ t3dsomsn (m) d3dsm kugan, kurmun
‘body”’ otkwian (f) toka kwi
‘bow’ abaan(m) abak kunan
‘boy’ maanyim3n (m) maayim qutkwi
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Nouns Western Bade Ngizim Teshena I Teshena Il
& adjectives
‘breast’ £316n (m) anyi kissabanu
‘brother’ cf. wansn ‘son’ cf. win ‘son’ wannin
‘buffalo’ kadanaan (m) adanak sasshin masabatta
(‘cow of bush”)
‘bush’ patan(f) pata batta
‘butter’ mal4an(m) marak ‘oil’  ayamshan
(‘fat of cow’)
‘camel’ d13gmon (m) dlégimiu  rakuman
‘cassava’ dauyén (f) dauyid amuduwan
‘chicken’ kdazddakon(f)  gdaza kazai kaséan
‘chief” sdgoman (m) dagom tigman gumal
‘child’ wandn (m) win wunu
‘children’ vuktlén(pl) katlai woshe shen
‘cow’ oktlan(f) tia shan shashin ‘cattle’
‘crocodile’ Sgdamsn (m) k&rdm began kusaunri
cf. aurin ‘river’
‘day (cf. sun)’ gafan(f) 414 afan nawhan (cf. Bade nda
4fan ‘there is sun’)
‘dog’ wiinaajdan(m)  ja shan chayin
‘donkey’ kdéorén(m) kwaara sazakun
‘door’ mégvéan (m) mavgi makubin
‘drum’ gangan (f) ? kangan
‘dry season’ kdzarén(f) biigdla lanni(? < Hausa
rani)
‘ear’ gutdan(m) agid gutduwan guttuwan
‘egg’ agwén (m) agwai kwaiyin aban
‘elephant’ ngiiwandan(m) jaunak (giwa <Hausa) garribatta ‘big one
of the bush’
‘eye’ dan(f) da taiyi tan
‘farm’ kaamén (m) kam kamin kamin
‘fat (of animal)’ nyamsn (f) nyami ayam (cf. ‘butter’) yamin
‘father’ afidan(m) arsk asiafan(? asi= awhan
m. prefix; cf. ‘hus-
band, person’)
‘feather’ gapton (f) yad'= ‘hair’ lutan dukwan
‘bird + dukwan’
‘Filani’ pdléacindn fsldata filatan
‘finger’ 4ikwaan(m) dikwik begau
‘fingernail’ t1sbarsn (m) girbak akuranga
? ‘my akuram
“fire’ akan (f) aka akai akan
“fish’ vonakon (f) vandak&u bunén
“fly’ Jawaan(m) Jjawdk Juan
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Nouns
& adjectives

‘foot = leg’

‘friend’
‘frog’

‘giraffe’

‘goat’

‘god’

‘good’
‘gourd bottle’
‘gown’
‘grandfather’
‘grass’
‘guinea corn’

‘guinea fowl’
‘hair’

‘hand’

‘head’

‘heart’
‘heavy’

hill?

‘hippo’
‘honey’
‘horse’
‘hot’
‘husband’

‘hut’

‘hyena’
‘iron’

‘Kanuri’
‘knee’
‘knife’
‘leaf”

Western Bade

9zgardn (m)

méngédan (m)
ngaacaan (m) ‘toad’
kéokén (m) ‘frog’
kdncdrdn (m)

dkan (f)

kdaka (m)

dava

gdrawan (f)
kwérdrapcin(m)
kokdan (m)
zomdn (m)

9

sdavanyin(f)
dacin(m)
aman (f)

adan (f)
k&zaan (m)
duksi
Srgwadsn (m)

nsdan (m)
kal4an(m)
dowin (m)
zom

sdn (m)

kdason (m)
Gashua B.: sdsdu
3bd1amsn (m)
duhwiyaan (m)

zandn (m)
addak f4an (m)
wiidan (f)

ambdq dsmdan

Ngizim
z3g3r
méng4

kariinakau
macakowa

daku

kaakasku
(cf. soku ‘sky’)
baian
goriwa
24nai
kaka
azsm
gavaorka,
garsfka
zdabanl
yad
a1kwik
ada

gasi
duksi

?

ajagim
Zabuwa
duuka
néa aka
mosak

sdsdu

badlamii
diuydk

zan

kufi
dudd
awdi

Teshena [ Teshena Il

guman
(cf. ‘thigh’)
amangwo

kunu ando

buku mai bad’de
? ‘camel of bush’

garunan kun
(cf. Bade garwon
‘goats’)
kakasko kakassu
kadauwan kadaban
agrau
amaiman
mugulanai
simun
furokwi furkon,
kurukwon
asabuwin
yattin yetsin
amun amin
adan
tunukwan
tuxzi
ursin
? = ‘iron’
(dorina < Hausa)
kuran
duwi dun
zirkai
asigumsin
(cf. comment
on ‘father’)
sosun
fijiman
fussu ursin
? = ‘hill’
maznan
bachinidal
wudin
begundi
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Nouns Western Bade  Ngizim Teshena I Teshena 1
& adjectives
‘leg’ ozgaorsn(m) z3gdr sigirim
‘leopard’ uuraksn(m) wurak wur’wan
‘lion’ miinan (f) Jjagadlau bebadan
? ‘thing of bush’
(cf. Bade bee-
‘thing of™)
‘maize’ masdrmin(m) masarmi (masara<Hausa) tamul
‘male’ g3msan (m) gomssk gumsin ‘someone’ gamsin
‘mat (H: faifai)  tdban(f) dsba tabin
‘meat’ sdasdan (m) tlowdi sassan
‘milk’ dnydan(m) anyi aniyan
‘monkey’ ovjdan (m) vaji ajawan
‘moon’ ts3laan (m) tord firrin gumal masak
kasko
cf. tirai‘star’ [sic] ? ‘gumal
of God’
‘moon, new’ cf. té7r4 réu diredi
‘new moon has
appeared’
‘moon, full’ Josin gamgam
‘morning’ p3dski pSd3k sanau(cf. Bade)
sana ‘tomorrow’
‘mother’ mén (f) mai min
‘mouth’ mnyédan (m) miy4 miyan
‘name’ mdsn (m) dlugin shan asamadin
‘neck’ wirdan(m) ward urdn
‘night’ ogviiddn (f) dovid atuwoddo tubidin
‘nose’ otlksnsn (m) ton tiran tinin
‘oil” maldan(m) marak murin
‘old person’ ngarsn(m) gagara magallin
‘peanut’ Jaddan(m) gwadania gedan n’ganundo
‘person’ mdsn (m) ndn mud’ai mudin
asimmiddim
(cf. comment on
“father’)
‘pot’ gidkwan (f) ddawa i gurukwi gurkwén
‘potash’ mankén (f) drdawa alauwan
‘rain’ cf. damn ‘water’ kinnaman kinaman
‘rainy season’ domandn (f) dsman dimam
‘red’ buwa bau goya kusabura
(?cf. “tall’)
‘river’ cf. ‘well’  dawdn (f) 4nkd, wariya awulin aurin

‘waterway’
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Nouns
& adjectives

‘road’
‘rope’
‘salt’

‘sand’

‘sheep’
‘shield’
‘sky’
‘slave’

‘sleep’
‘small’
‘smith’
‘smoke
‘snake’
‘spear’

’

‘star(s)’

‘stick’
‘stone’

‘strong’
‘sun’

‘tall’

‘tamarind tree’
‘thief”

‘thigh’
‘tongue’
‘tooth’

‘town’

‘tree’

‘twins’
< 2

war

‘warthog’

Western Bade

obdamsn (m)
zdaydan(m)
déesan (f)
dyison (f)
kiyéed3sn (m) ‘earth’
tamakan (f)
ngarakan(f)
askin (f)
tgz3fsn(m)
kizvsn (f)
1iwansn (m)
Japjapa
mézaomdan (m)
zakwaan (f)
kidwaan (m)

ngassn (f), riumdn (m)

cdacaan (m)
sdsdkon (f)

zawan (f)
banyin(f)

diiunén
4rfan(f)

azvar

mdsdakon (f)
dkdraan(m)
gomaan (m)
marnyin(f)
nyanyin(m)
ddan(f)

wakan (f)

ddmdan (m) ‘wood’
miindn(m)
ziydan(m)

gadsn (f)
Gashua B.: agvas

Ngizim

davii

zayi

béeza
aisaw

gagai ‘earth’
tomaaku

?

dssku
guzdp

yowan
gangam
maazam
zaawitk
mbiikda
ngas

gazhaw

zawa

vonyi
‘grinding stone’
awdyau

ara

gazbsr

mas$anii
dkorak
goma
marnyi
vaanau
daa

waka

dsm ‘wood’
?

za

gubss

Teshena [ Teshena I1

?fudaui fadamin
tigan(cf. ‘arrow’)

mandan kuléan (cf. ‘honey’)

geyadin

tumakwi

kugai

sukwi

kusb’wi kusabino,
kosabanan

yuwannum

gutkwi gwatkwan
massanin

buskwi

tidewe tidewe

ajan gwoian

tirar

(cf. ‘moon’)
zawan

giniyan binin

famai

? (cf. ‘day’)  nawhin
(cf. Bade nda
4fan ‘there is sun’
kusarbura,
daredi

musanakum

akarran
gunén (cf. ‘foot”)
begim

yannin yanin

dai‘house’  dan ‘house’

dan ‘village’

timal tamin

massassauwun

magirtan

(same word  gwan

given as ‘priest’)

kisabu batta
‘kisabuof bush’
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Nouns Western Bade Ngizim Teshena | Teshena 11
& adjectives
‘water’ damdn (m) am amun amdau
‘well’ cf. ‘river’ sdrdan(m) diwa cf. ‘river’ anyan
‘white’ heeta darawdi futa futa
‘witch’ magandn (f) magans gutiril
‘woman’ gaaman (f) ama gamin
‘yesterday’ kadowdu garvaca kitsa
Verbs Western Bade Ngizim Teshena I Teshena II
‘break (stick)’ taatli tatli tash-/tach-
‘buy’ masu masti amasi mas-
‘ery’ daanad daand kaj-
‘die’ mead mata mot-
‘drink’ s6 sau sa-
‘eat’ té tau ami(? ‘take’, ta-

cf. Ng. mau

‘pick up’)
‘give’ bard bari bar-
‘hear’ dukwi komau kim-
‘know’ 2296 29gdu sunun
‘laugh’ gaamsti gamsu gams-
‘love’ ncad nci nuyin
‘make, do’ dlami dlamii Jam-
‘see’ 1ik6 1ikdu k-
‘sell” d2bdii dsbdi amasegqgi
‘sit’ dlawd mbasii Ja(to)-
‘tie’ taksu takwsil taxs-
‘untie’ ostukwii f3tka karb-
‘weave’ t13du taokd, gaunii  ashadin

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

Unter den tschadischen Sprachen Nordnigerias gibt es einige, die u.a. bei GREEN-
BERG (1966) aufgelistet sind und unmittelbar ostlich des Hausa gesprochen wurden, heute
jedoch ausgestorben sind, ohne — wenn iiberhaupt — hinreichend dokumentiert worden
zu sein. Shira, Teno und Auyo sind drei dieser Sprachen. Der Artikel faBt alles iiber die
Geschichte der Vilker, die diese Sprachen gebrauchten, Bekannte zusammen und unter-
sucht sodann die vorhandenen linguistischen Daten, um die Beziehungen dieser Sprachen
zu anderen, noch gesprochenen Sprachen herauszuarbeiten. Obwohl der linguistische Be-
fund beweist, daf} die drei Sprachen eng mit dem Bade verwandt sind, das &stlich des
Shira/Teno/Auyo-Gebiets gesprochen wird, zeigen miindliche Uberlieferungen und die
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Geschichte, daB sie sich in kultureller Hinsicht vom Badevolk unterschieden. Insbeson-
dere ist festzustellen, daB, wihrend bei den Bade Kanuri-EinfluB aus dem Osten iiber-
wiegt, im Shira/Teno/Auyo-Gebiet der Kontakt mit Hausa/Fulani aus dem Westen vor-
herrschte. Fiir den linguistischen Vergleich dienen einige archivalische Teno-Wortlisten
vom verstorbenen John LAVERS als Hauptdokument. Ein Anhang macht diese Daten erst-
mals Sffentlich zuganglich. Der Vergleich der Teshena-Daten mit dem Auyo-Material von
MIGEOD (1924) verdeutlicht, daB} diese Sprachen sehr eng miteinander verwandt, wenn
nicht gar Dialekte waren. (Zum Shira liegen keine Sprachdaten vor.) Besonders deutlich
ist die Nidhe zum Bade, von dem sie sich aber gleichzeitig klar genug abheben, um als
eigenstdndige Sprachen angesehen werden zu kénnen. Einige im Teno und Bade, nicht
aber im entfernter verwandten Ngizim vorkommende Merkmale stellen in manchen Fail-
len gemeinsames Erbe dar, in anderen Fillen jedoch sind sie auf intensiven sprachlichen
Kontakt zwischen Teshena und Bade zuriickzufiihren.

RESUME

Parmi les langues tchadiques du Nigéria septentrional, il y a quelques langues qui se
trouvent inscrites dans GREENBERG (1966) et ailleurs qui, auparavant, se parlaient a la
frontiére orientale du Haoussa mais qui sont disparues presque sans documentation. Le
shira, le teshena et le auyo sont trois de ces langues. Cet article, tout d’abord, présente une
esquisse de I’histoire connue des peuples parlants ces langues, et puis il examine les don-
nées existantes pour établir les liens linguistiques aux langues contemporaines de la ré-
gion. Bien que les trois langues fussent d’une parentée étroite au bade, qui se parle tou-
jours dans la région a I’est de ’ancienne région shira/teshena/auyo, la tradition orale aussi
bien que l’histoire attestée montrent qu’il y avaient une rupture culturelle entre ces
peuples et les bades. Notamment, tandis que les influences kanuri a [’est prédominent
parmi les bades, ce sont les contactes haoussa/peul de I’ouest qui prédominaient dans la
région shira/teshena/auyo. En tant que documentation linguistique on s’appuie surtout a
deux listes de mots des archives Kaduna, dont la disponibilité grace a John LAVERS. Ces
listes se trouvent dans un appendice. Une comparaison des listes teshena avec une liste
auyo (MIGEOD 1924) montre une parentée etroite entre ces langues jusqu’au point ou I’on
pourraient les considérer des dialectes d’une méme langue. (Il n’existe pas de données sur
le shira.) La parentée entre ces langues et le bade était de méme trés étroite, mais quand
méme il parait que I’on puisse les considérer des langues distinctes. Quelques traits com-
muns entre le teshena et le bade qui sont absents dans le ngizim sont, sans doute, des ré-
tentions historiques, mais il y en a d’autres qui doivent résulter du contacte antérieure
intense entre le teshena et le bade.





