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Mande languages of the BuM rivers area
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Why the BuM Mande languages?

=  Most of the relevant languages have a CFNeg marker
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=  Qutside of the area:

 SE Mande normally have a CFNeg
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Why the BuM Mande languages?

=  Some particularly instructive examples of CFNegs typical for a much larger
area in NSSA, both in terms of their history and the features they show

= Bani vs. upper Mouhoun




Features of the CFNegs in this area

Associated with multiple negative exponence (double and sometimes triple)

Often morphosyntactically deficient as compared to the more canonical grammatical
markers in being optional or lacking in some types of clauses as conditioned by their:

TAM value
main/subordinate status
information structure and associated speech act type

text genre

Diachronically rather unstable

relatively easy borrowable, unlike negators in other parts of the world but like
discourse markers, focus particles and phasal adverbs (cf. Matras 2009)

—



Dzuun (Solomiaec 200%)

= There is a variety of CFNeg particles, in combination with a pre-V negative
auxiliary-like markers. The most common and the most neutral in its semantics
CFNeg is waa.

- = " . . ” - "7 . . " - " ” £ - " . . "
bada jamais by& jamais~ d& plus fyéa jamais

- - n . . ”n - ” ”n - ” {4 "
kiiraa jamais® w&aa " pas waaru pas du tout

. + at least 2 other similar CFNegs
né ‘(ever) yet’ tsu ‘(not X) either’

. waard < *waa tu (where *ti > tsi ‘(not X) either’

" wadis in complementary distribution with CF particles of emphasis and polar questions.
=  waais optional or lacking in some constructions (PROH, conditional subordinates).
waa is sometimes lacking in proverbs.

Most of the CFNeg particles are clear borrowings from Jula, while waa is probably a
borrowing from Bobo.
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The histories of the CFNegs based on...

=  Morphosyntactic peculiarities of the CFNegs
=  Geographic distribution and formal and morphosyntactic variation

=  (Consideration of possible contact phenomena

=  Known history of the sociolinguistic situation of the relevant languages (migrations,
language shifts, prestige, etc.)




SE Bamana dialects (Idiatov 2012)

=  CFNeg ni(n)/{y)i/nén are found in a compact group of SE Bamana dialects in
addition to a negative marker earlier in the clause (immediately following the
subject), which they share with the other Bamana dialects.

= The CFNeg ni(n)/{y)i’nén is an innovation specific to the dialects in question.

= This CFNeg go back to an iterative frequency adverbial with free-choice semantics,
viz. something like ‘at any time (not), on any occasion (not)’

= The adverbial is cognate to Mandinka néné ‘(n)ever; once, at one time, at a certain
moment’ (Western Manding) and itself goes back to the referential form of the
numeral ‘one’ *n-t4

= The development from the adverbial to the CFNeg is best analyzed as a case of
contact-induced evolution modeled on the neighboring Senufo languages

=  The initial transfer of the pattern occurred when Senufo speakers shifted to Bamana
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Bobo = Samogo A (Dzuun. Kpaan & Banka)

= Bobo CFNegs:

e N Bobo (Prost 1983): ko/ga/yo
e Sya S Bobo (Le Bris & Prost 1981): g4 /nad (V')
 Benge/Sya S Bobo (Morse 1976): =ga/ =pa (V) /=ya (a_) with M (L_) or M/H (M_, H_)

 Benge S Bobo (Sanou 1978): kpa (“simple negation™, apparently as opposed to more
specific markers, comparable to Dzuun waa)

=  An earlier form of the Bobo CFNeg: ° k5(r)a or ° kwa (with optional voiced and
labiovelarized allomorphs)

=  Samogo A CFNegs:

e  Dzuun (Solomiac 2007): waa
 Kpaan (Hochstetler 1994; Kastenholz 2002): i, w
e Banka (Kastenholz 2002): ma
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Bobo = Samogo A (Dzuun. Kpaan & Banka)

= *kyra ‘(n)ever (NEG)’:

e B¥Lita ‘new, recent’ > ‘recently’ > ‘from now/then on (AFF); (not) anymore (NEG)’
> ‘(n)ever (NEG)’
Dzuun karaa ‘never’

e Susu CF or CI kor¢ ‘henceforth, from now/then on (AFF); (not) anymore, (n)ever (NEG)’

e Bamana kura ‘new’, ko-kurg ‘again’

" *kdra ‘(n)ever (NEG)” > CFNeg in Bobo, later borrowed into Samogo A

Dzuun kiraa ‘never’ and waa CFNeg represent the same etymon




Bobo = San = NE & parts of § Sane - Marka

CFNegs:

e Marka (Diallo 1988): w4

e NE Sane (Ebermann 2009): ko

e Parts of S Sane (Ebermann 2009): ba, wa

e San (Platiel 1974, 1990; Pare 1998): wa (with allomorphs 62 and ma)

= Bobo CFNeg’ kwad > Sane (cf. Ebermann 2009:280)
= Bobo CFNeg’ kw4 > San
= San > Marka

= Jater San > parts of S Sane
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Parts of § Sane = C Sane

=  CFNegs:

e Parts of S Sane (Ebermann 2009): ya
e C Sane (Ebermann 2009):

= S Sane ya(CFNeg & Presentative COP) < Pana ya (cf. Ebermann 2009)

e Pana ya: Presentative COP > “all-new utterance” FOC > CFNeg (cf. Beyer 2009,
Ebermann 2009:278-9)

- C Sane v < Pana ya

e compare COP: San #4(y), Bisa t4 and ta-0
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Samogo B (Jo. Seen & maybe Kpeen)

. CFNegs:

e Jo (4 tones) (Carlson 1993): &7
 Seen (4 tones) (Prost 1971): ge

e  ?Kpeen (... tones?) (Zwememann 1996): ne/ni (with a polar tone?)

= *ke ‘(n)ever (NEG)’:
o ¥¥ke ‘a certain, some’ (DET) > ‘a little; again; still’ (ADV) > ‘(not) a bit; (not) still,
(not) yet (NEG)’
e  Dzuun pé ‘(ever) yet’

e Tura k¢ ‘a certain, some; a little; another; again’, ké-wo ‘again (AFF); (no) more, (not)
anymore (NEG)’

e Gban ¢ ‘again, still’

-



The BuM CFNegs in a broader areal perspective

= (CFNegs similar to those found in the BuM Mande are typical for a much
larger area in NSSA

=  Some typological claims pertaining to the CFNeg markers in NSSA:

e VO & VNeg, and especially VONeg with the Neg being then typically CF, is common in
Central Africa and is typologically unusual (Dryer 2009)

NB: Dryer (2009) considers only VO languages and only “neutral negatives”, i.e.
obligatory negative words that negate an entire declarative clause with a verbal predicate
irrespective of its TAM value, main/subordinate status, etc.

e double negation, typically involving CFNeg (Beyer 2009:205), have been suggested as an
areal phenomenon in parts of West Africa (Kasteholz 2002, Beyer 2009 among others
irrespective of the V&O order), centered on the Volta River basin.

4___



Some typological explanations (Dryer 2009)

=  For Dryer (2009), Negs are CF because they are somehow “pragmatic” rather than
“semantic”

“One factor that may be relevant is that negative morphemes, though they are traditionally
viewed as being semantic rather than pragmatic, since they (allegedly) simply change the
truth value of the proposition expressed by the clause, are perhaps bettered viewed as indi-

cating a particular kind of speech act, one of denying.”
(Dryer 2009:339)

 How can we operationalize the distinction between pragmatic and semantic Negs?
Why the Negs are pragmatic in this area and not elsewhere?

 How does this relate to the observerd peculiarities of the CFNegs?
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Some typological explanations (Beyer 2009)

=  For Beyer (2009), double negation is due to the “inherent focal nature of negation”

“The common basis for the double negation-marking structure thus seems to be a relation
between negation and some kind of emphasis on the negated assertion [...] intrinsic in
negative statements”. Given “the inherent focal nature of negation [...] these second
elements are likely to be grammaticalized from a focus marker, an assertion marker or
some kind of reinforcer”

(Beyer 2009:217-8)

e  Multiple negative exponence is only a part of a larger bundle of interrelated features

Why given the inherent focal nature of negation, multiple negative exponence is so
prominent exactly in this area of the world?

Miestamo (2005:209-10): in fact “not so many languages [...] that show reflections of this
functional need [to reinforce negation] in their SN [ = Standard Negation] constructions or
paradigms, and [...] thus [having] A/Emph asymmetry™.

4___



occurrence of multiple negative exponence (double, sometimes triple and even

quadruple) within a clause

3




Some typological explanations (Idiatov 2010)

= A less restrictive definition of CFNeg markers is preferrable (than that of Dryer
2009) as it allows to capture more of the synchronic diversity and this way arrive at a
more plausible diachronic account

=  The area with CFNeg markers is actually much larger and roughly corresponds to the
Macro-Sudan belt (Giildemann 2008) with an important extension along the Lower
and Middle Congo River




Map 4. African languages with a clause-final
negative marker at least in some
constructions (Idiatov 2010)




Some typological explanations (Idiatov 2010)

= A less restrictive definition of CFNeg markers is preferrable (than that of Dryer
2009) as it allows to capture more of the synchronic diversity and this way arrive at a
more plausible diachronic account

=  The area with CFNeg markers is actually much larger and roughly corresponds to the
Macro-Sudan belt (Giildemann 2008) with an important extension along the Lower
and Middle Congo River

= The CFNeg markers in this area tend to show similar peculiarities as those I
mentioned above

=  Both the peculiarities of the CFNeg mentioned above and the fact that this
typologically unusual syntactic distribution of Neg is common in the area can be
offered a unified diachronic explanation
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Explaining CFNegs in NSSA

=  Why clause-final?

They go back to clause-final markers.

=  Why they develop so frequently in this area?

What do the CF markers actually do?

e  What can their relation be to the expression of negation?




Explaining CFNegs in NSSA

=  Various CF markers are particularly common in the languages of NSSA (= there is a
particular CF slot in the clause structure)

In descriptions, these elements are variously referred to as:

*  “modalités de proposition” (in Birom)

*  “modalités d’énoncé” (in Banda-Linda)

e ‘“particules conversationnelles” (in Wob¢)

e “particules phrastiques” (in Bamana)

*  “marque terminales (déictique et d’emphase)” & “particules dicto-modales™ (in Tura)
 ‘“end of sentence modal markers” (in Boko/Busa/Bokobaru)

*  “modal adverbs” (in Eton)

e “certificatifs” (in Bafia)

e  “utterance-final particles for expressing attitudinal meanings” (Likpe & other TGM & Kwa)

e ‘“final particles [marking] such phenomena as illocutionary force and epistemic stance” (Siwu)

=  The CF markers in the languages of NSSA primarily convey various kinds of
information and discourse structuring, epistemic, emphasis and modal meanings.

‘



Explaining CFNegs in NSSA

= By virtue of their position at the (potential) end of a turn, CF markers (“right
periphery” markers) tend to get associated with marking turn-yielding and thus
acquire various intersubjective and dialogic (primary) meanings or (concomitant)

implicatures.

(a cross-linguistic tendency not specific to the languages of NSSA, cf. Traugott 2007,
2010)




Explaining CFNegs in NSSA

=  Primary I&D markers:

e the widespread CF “politeness” particle o
e CF particle /o ‘I advise you’ widespread in Kwa and TGM languages (Ameka 2007:115-6)

e polar question particles

=  Concomitantly I&D markers:

e markers of information and discourse structure

e temporal markers with indefinite, esp. free-choice semantics (as “operators that process
hearer-sided presuppositions”, Matras 2007), such as ‘on any occasion, at any time, ever’,

 minimizers and restrictors (‘just’, ‘only’, ‘once’ etc.)

e ideophones (cf. Dingemanse 2011)
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Explaining CFNegs in NSSA

=  The prominence of the tendency for the development of 1&D implicatures
(“pragmatic intersubjectification”) with markers whose core semantics is not I&D is
related to the fact that they fill in the same structural slot on the RP as the primary
[&D markers.

= The tendency for convergence of morphosyntactic and formal properties of secondary
I1&D markers with those of primary 1&D markers that can be observed in the
languages of the area.

= In the languages of NSSA, CF markers tend to form a grammatical category whose
core function is the expression of I&D meanings.

=  the grammatical category of I&D CF markers = a conventionalization of a particular
conversational strategy:

Express your awareness of and engagement with the addressee’s attitudes and
beliefs when your assertive authority may be at stake!
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Explaining CFNegs in NSSA

= Combined with the fact that negation is one of those situations when ‘“the speaker’s
assertive authority is at stake and a special effort is needed to win over the hearer’s
confidence” (cf. Matras 2007:67; Miestamo 2005:209), the use of I&D CF markers is

bound to be frequent with negation in these languages.

“It appears that at least subjectification and perhaps pragmatic intersubjectification are

involved in the early development of the Jespersen Cycle.”
(Traugott 2010)

=  Frequency = conventionalization

=  This explanation accounts naturally for all the special features of the CFNeg in NSSA
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