ON THE ORIGIN OF SOME NORTHERN SONGHAY MIXED LANGUAGES.

Abstract
This paper discusses the origins of linguistic elements in three Northern Songhay languages of Niger and Mali: Tadaksahak, Tagdal and Tasawaq.  Northern Songhay languages combine elements from Berber languages, principally Tuareg forms, and from Songhay; the latter provides inflectional morphology and much of the basic vocabulary, while the former is the source of most of the rest of the vocabulary, especially less basic elements. Subsets of features of Northern Songhay languages are compared with those of several stable mixed languages and mixed-lexicon creoles, and in accounting for the origin of these languages the kind of language mixing found in Northern Songhay languages is compared with that found in the (Algonquian) Montagnais dialect of Betsiamites, Quebec. The study shows that Tagdal and the other Northern Songhay languages could be construed as mixed languages, although the proportion of Berber and Songhay elements varieties somewhat between these languages, and also indicates that the definition of ‘mixed language’ is labile because different mixed languages combine their components in different ways, so that different kinds of mixed languages need to be recognized. NS languages seem to belong to the category of Core-Periphery languages with respect to the origins of more versus less basic morphemes.

Keywords: mixed language, Northern Songhay, Tagdal, Tadaksahak, Tasawaq, Korandje, Tabarog




1. Introduction

Tagdal, Tadaksahak, and Tasawaq are three Northern Songhay languages located in the Azawagh valley in modern-day republics of Niger and Mali. Today, all of them function as in-group vernaculars with stable structures.[footnoteRef:1] Tagdal and Tadaksahak are spoken by the Igdalen and Idaksahak, most likely descendants of semi-nomadic Tuareg-Berbers, located in both Niger and Mali, respectively. Tasawaq, spoken by a sedentary non-Berber people called the Isawaghan, is spoken in the villages of Ingal and Teggida-n-Tesumt in Niger. The following map, taken from Benítez-Torres (2009), demonstrates the approximate locations of Tagdal, Tadaksahak and Tasawaq. [1:  Lacroix (1981) suggests that Tasawaq is a vernacularised version of the ancient vehicular Songhay of Niger and Mali.] 


[INSERT MAP 1 HERE] 
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Another sedentary Northern Songhay language, Korandje or Kwarandzyey,[footnoteRef:2] is located at Tabelbala in the far western region of Algeria (Cancel 1908; Champault 1969; Tilmatine 1991, 1996; Kossmann 2004, 2007 a, b; Souag 2009, 2010). According to Souag (2015), speakers of Korandje migrated from modern-day Mali around 1200 CE in order to practice modes of agriculture best suited to dry lands.  [2:  Korandje, presents an especially interesting case, since it is geographically located much farther north than the other NS languages. Souag (2009, 2010) postulates that it has been influenced by the Tuareg-Berber language, Tetserret, of Niger (the closest relative of Zenaga), and has certainly been very strongly influenced by local varieties of Algerian Arabic, though in terms of its combination of elements from other languages it otherwise most resembles Tasawaq. See also section 3.1.  Additionally, Kwarandzyey contains some lexical items which Anthony Grant first surmised and Lameen Souag proved were from Dogon of Mali (Lameen Souag, personal communication).] 

Yet another Northern Songhay language, Emghedeshie,[footnoteRef:3] was at one time the language of wider communication in the city of Agadez, in modern-day Niger, but has been extinct since the early twentieth century (Barth 1851, Hamani 1989: 208).[footnoteRef:4] Surviving data collected by the German explorer Heinrich Barth demonstrate that it was very similar to modern-day Tasawaq.[footnoteRef:5]   The followig diagram, based on Nicolai (1979), shows the relationship of the languages from a genetic (or rather genealogical) standpoint.[footnoteRef:6]  [3:  Lacroix (1981) sees Emghedeshie as an earlier version of Tasawaq. Barth’s data from the 1850s, consisting of about 800 words and numerous sentences or short phrases (often embedded in translations of Christian prayers) are the only data of this language which we have. ]  [4:  Tabarog, another Northern Songhay variety, spoken by the Ibarogan, is spread out in approximately the same regions as Tagdal. Rueck and Christiansen (1999) found a high degree of intelligibility between Tabarog and Tagdal. Furthermore, in personal contacts with Tabarog speakers, it seems that they themselves consider their speech variety an “accent” of Tagdal. Therefore, for the purposes of this paper, we will consider Tabarog a variety of Tagdal.]  [5:  Koelle (1854) provides a vocabulary from the same region of what appears to be a Berber Tamajaq-Hausa mixed language, known as Kandin (see also Lacroix 1967, Schuh 1975).  Koelle’s material, a lexicon of about 400 items with next to no structural or phrasal material, is the only record of this language, but its existence could hint at a more complex pattern of cases of language mixing in the region, of which we now only have a partial picture.]  [6:  Greenberg (1963) placed all Songhay languages in the Nilo-Saharan family, as do Bender (1996) and Ehret (2001), each basing their conclusions upon different criteria. Greenberg’s classification has met with resistance (e.g. Nicolaï 2003) from some researchers. Nicolaï (1979: 14) suggested an overall division of the Songhay family into a Northern and Southern branch, with Northern Songhay subdivided into a sedentary and nomadic branch, as Figure 1 demonstrates. Souag (2009) questions the idea of Songhay being divided into Northern and Southern, suggesting instead a division of Western and Eastern, with the ancient vehicular Songhay from which Northern Songhay originated coming from one of these. Regardless, questions of overall classification of Songhay are beyond the scope of this paper.] 

[INSERT FIGURE 1 HERE]

Figure 1
Northern Songhay (Niger / Mali)
Nomadic
Sedentary
Tagdal                        Tadaksahak                  Korandje        Tasawaq



The feature that most distinguishes Northern Songhay languages from their mainstream Songhay cousins is their combining both Songhay and Berber features, with the nomadic varieties, Tagdal and Tadaksahak, having, relatively-speaking, more Berber features than either Tasawaq[footnoteRef:7] or even Kwarandzyey/Korandje in Algeria.[footnoteRef:8] [7:  For example, Tasawaq is the only Northern Songhay language with phonemic lexical tone.]  [8:  Souag (2012) discusses the small sets of grammatical and lexical features which mark out Northern Songhay languages, including Korandje, as a group against all other Songhay languages, and also provides the evidence linking them with Western Songhay in a Northwestern subgroup against Eastern Songhay.] 

The goal of this paper is, first, to demonstrate that Nicolai’s (1979) dichotomy of nomadic versus sedentary Northern Songhay languages bears out robustly both from a socio-cultural/historical,[footnoteRef:9] as well as from a grammatical, standpoint, though the Songhay material in these languages bespeaks a sedentary lifestyle (Souag 2012). Second, we wish to examine whether bilingualism could have played a role in the development of Northern Songhay languages,[footnoteRef:10] and to come to some tentative conclusions about whether the same process(es) might have been responsible for both the development of the nomadic and sedentary Northern Songhay branches.  [9:  At least from the standpoint of the three NS languages in the Azawagh Valley of modern-day Niger and Mali. Kwaradzey, on the other hand, presents difficulties and seems to defy categorization within Nicolaï’s scheme.]  [10:  I.e. whether they could be considered ‘bilingual mixtures’ (Thomason and Kaufman 1997, 2001; see also Bakker and Mous eds 1994, Grant 2013).] 

Sections 1.1 and 1.2 provide background information. In section 2.1 we compare the inflectional morphologies of Tagdal, Tadaksahak and Tasawaq,[footnoteRef:11] focusing on subsets which demonstrate the Berber-Songhay mixture and the sedentary/nomadic distinction especially. First, we will describe the pronominal subsystems, the negation and TAM affixes, in that order. Second, in section 2.2 we look at their derivational subsystems of the nomadic varieties, Tagdal and Tadaksahak, along with some syntactic structures with similar functions to those of the derivational affixes, and compare them with the derivational structures of sedentary Tasawaq. Throughout, we will contrast Northern Songhay structures with both Tayart and Tǝwǝllǝmmǝt, the Tuareg-Berber languages with which modern-day speakers of Northern Songhay languages are most in contact; and with Zarma and Songhay from Gao and Timbuktu, the only remaining vehicular Songhay languages in Niger and Mali. By the end of section 2, it will be clear, first, that all Northern Songhay languages have similar inflectional subsystems of Songhay origin. Second, it will be evident that Tagdal and Tadaksahak, the nomadic varieties, have default Berber derivational subsystems, while the sedentary Tasawaq’s default derivational subsystem is of Songhay origin.  [11:  i.e. the three Northern Songhay languages in the Azawagh Valley of Niger and Mali] 

In section 3 we demonstrate if and how Northern Songhay languages fit into a typology of mixed languages, and also observe that not all forms of Berber origin in these languages must or can be from Tuareg varieties. Finally, in section 4 we will briefly review the data, then come to some tentative conclusions concerning the linguistic processes which could have led to the development of the nomadic and the sedentary varieties. We conclude with some theoretical considerations for future research.
Most of the data on Northern Songhay languages in this article were collected by one of the writers, who lived in Niger on and off from 1999 to 2012. These data came primarily from recordings by mother-tongue Tagdal speakers, including some 42 texts of varying lengths and genres, including narrative, hortatory (e.g. sermons), instructional and 12 folk tales. Unless otherwise noted, data from Tadaksahak came from Christiansen-Bolli (2010), though some were elicited from mother-tongue Tadaksahak speakers residing in Niamey, Niger. Unless otherwise explicitly stated, all of the Tasawaq data came from various places in Alidou (1988), though some were elicited from Tasawaq speakers residing in Niamey, Niger. All data from Tǝwǝllǝmmǝt and Zarma were elicited from mother-tongue speakers in Niamey, Niger.[footnoteRef:12] All data from Tayart came from Kossmann (2011), and all data from Gao Songhay came from Heath 1999b. [12:  Special thanks to Mrs. H. Ramatou for her help in Zarma; to Christian and Louise Grandouiller, Mrs. I. Azigzan and Elhadj Atawan for their help in Təwəlləmət; to especially Mr. I. Amani and Mallam Boula for their help with Tasawaq; and to Mr. B. ag Chafayen and Mr. Soukeredji for their help with Tadaksahak.] 


1.1 Overview, sociolinguistic history of the sub-region
Due to the scarcity of accessible written documents[footnoteRef:13] from the region of northern Niger during the late middle ages, it is difficult to know with absolute certainty what might have led to the origin of Northern Songhay languages, probably some 300-600 years ago. Therefore, any conclusions would be based on circumstantial evidence. Nevertheless, we can make some educated guesses. Most of the material in this section is taken from Bernus (1972), Adamou (1979) and Hamani (1989).[footnoteRef:14] [13:  A few written documents do exist. However, they are written in Arabic, and the writers were usually more concerned with details of the many internecine wars during the period than with the sociolinguistics of the region.]  [14:  Adamou (1979) and Hamani (1989) in turn depended heavily on the writings of Ibn Hawqal, who traveled throughout the region in the 9th century CE, for their conclusions about the ancestors of modern-day Tagdal speakers.] 

The ancestors of modern-day Tagdal and Tadaksahak speakers were North African Berbers.[footnoteRef:15] Today, their descendants participate in the general semi-nomadic Tuareg-Berber milieu (Lacroix 1968: 93), mostly as pastoralists and religious experts for the Tuareg-Berber speakers around them.  [15:  This is, of course, relative, since intermixing between North African and sub-Saharan populations has been a reality in the Sahel region for millennia.] 

Tasawaq speakers, on the other hand, are primarily of sub-saharan descent,[footnoteRef:16] leading mostly sedentary lifestyles in the villages of Ingal and Tegidda-n-Tesumt in northern Niger. Bernus (1972: 15-17) suggests that the ancestors of modern-day Tasawaq speakers, at least among their aristocracy, are descendants of Berbers who migrated to the region around the same time as the ancestors of modern-day Igdalen and Idaksahak, and were subsequently absorbed into the local population. Adamou (1979: 25) suggests instead that they are descended from a Songhay-speaking colony established in the oasis near Ingal sometime during the 1500s-1600s CE, the period that the Songhay Empire ruled the area. Regardless of the origins of Tasawaq speakers, today there are clear ethnic and cultural differences between sedentary Tasawaq speakers on the one hand and nomadic Tagdal and Tadaksahak speakers on the other. [16:  Again, this too is relative.] 

	The following can be more or less confirmed historically: 1) the ancestors of the Igdalen and Idaksahak most likely arrived in modern-day Mali and Niger sometime between the 7th and 9th centuries CE, as part of the first recorded Berber migration into the region.[footnoteRef:17] 2) Most other Tuareg groups arrived in modern-day Niger and Mali several hundred years later, sometime around the 12th and 17th centuries CE. 3) The Songhay Empire annexed the area in the late 16th century CE. This brings up the question of what exactly was/were the lingua francas in the region of modern-day northern Niger before the 16h century. Adamou (1979) and Hamani (1989) suggest a variety of Hausa. Then again, both Hamani and Adamou wrote their historical treatises in order to refute Tuareg-Berber claims that Sub-Saharans in modern-day northern Niger are only recent arrivals. Regardless of the contrasting viewpoints, these questions are beyond the scope of this study. What seems to be relatively clear, however, is that Songhay remained the lingua franca of the region until the early 20th century, and still remains so in parts of modern-day Mali. 4) After the fall of the Songhay Empire, the region experienced almost constant warfare until the arrival of French colonisers in the late 19th century CE. [17:  Ibn Hawqqal (in Adamou 1979, Hamani 1989) wrote about encountering a group of semi-nomadic Berbers called the Al-Agdali (sic) in the 900s CE in modern-day northern Niger. While this does not in itself guarantee that modern-day Igdalen are their descendants, it does provide some strong circumstantial evidence, which Hamani and Adamou take for granted as identifying the ancestors of Igdalen.] 

	Given the history of the region, Benítez-Torres (2009) suggests that the ancestors of the Igdalen, bilingual in both the vehicular Songhay of the time and their vernacular Berber, for whatever reason became motivated to differentiate themselves from the wider Tuareg population,[footnoteRef:18] as well as from the more urban mainstream Songhay-speaking populations. In order to do this, they turned to their already-existing speech patterns as a means of highlighting these differences. In other words, if the above scenario were the case, unlike those mixed languages that arise in situations of intended language maintenance,[footnoteRef:19] Tagdal, and by extension Tadaksahak, would have arisen in a situation of intended language shift (Benítez-Torres 2009), as a means of underlining the identity of a new group or sub-group.[footnoteRef:20] [18:  Benítez-Torres (2009) suggests religion as one possible motivating factor. It may also have been the case that neither Songhay-speakers nor Berber-speakers were willing to let them be full members of their respective in-groups. However, we cannot be sure about what their motivation might have been.]  [19:  for example, Ma’á (Mous 2003), regardless of whether the intended language maintenance was successful or not]  [20:  Souag (2009) suggests the existence at one time of a Proto-Northern Songhay that, presumably, would have had at least some of the Berber features present in Tagdal and Tadaksahak from the beginning (see section 2.2 below), before losing them in sedentary Tasawaq. (See section 4 below for some possible scenarios which might have led to the origin of the various NS languages in the Azawagh Valley of modern-day Mali and Niger.)] 

The degree of mixture in NS languages can be seen from an examination of the languages’ segmental phonology. One such consideration is the presence of lexical tone in Tasawaq, absent in other NS languages. In addition, words from each major source seem largely to preserve their phonological shapes and the sounds and also the syllabic canons which they contain. As a result, the phonemes /e o/ occur much more frequently in vocabulary of Songhay than of Berber origin, while relatively speaking words from Berber languages can contain more instances of pharyngeal consonants, schwa and complex consonantal clusters.      


1.2 Previous literature on NS languages

There is a small amount of literature on Tadaksahak (most notably Christiansen and Christiansen 2002, Christiansen-Bolli 2010, and Heath 2004) and on Tasawaq, Kossmann (2007a,b, 2012) and Wolff and Alidou (2001) being the most readily accessible materials; note also the Master’s thesis by Alidou (1988), but there is rather less on Tagdal. Rueck and Christiansen (1999) provides a 360-item wordlist containing most of the items on the longer and shorter Swadesh lists along with various texts in several NS varieties translated into French, including Tsadaksahak, Tasawaq, Tagdal and Tabarog. Benítez-Torres (2009), looking at what historical and sociolinguistic data exists, suggested some possible scenarios for the genesis of Tagdal. There is also quite a large amount of unpublished material[footnoteRef:21] on these languages from the 1960s onwards, which is not accessible to the general public; the authors have not seen all of this.  [21:  Rueck and Christiansen are, therefore, used more for the sake of convenience and availability than for their completeness but their data have been crosschecked with those from sounder sources.] 

A note is needed here concerning Nicolaï’s research. Robert Nicolaï has dedicated much of his work to exploring the origins of Songhay languages. He has suggested a number of possible scenarios. (c.f. Nicolaï 1990a, 1990b; 2003; 2006a, 2006b; Nicolaï ms.) First, an extinct, Koinéized, Afro-Asiatic language could have served as the lingua franca in the region of modern-day Niger and Mali. After lexifying surrounding languages and giving rise to Songhay, this language subsequently disappeared. A second possible scenario, the ancient lingua franca of the region was an ancestor of modern-day of Songhay, in which case modern varieties are a vernacularisation of this ancient Proto-Songhay – for lack of a better term. Most recently (2009), Nicolaï suggested that modern-day Songhay developed through contact with Mandé, with an extinct Afro-Asiatic language providing much of its lexicon. Whatever one thinks of these theories (see Dimmendaal 1992, 1995, Benítez-Torres 2005, Kossmann 2005), no one disputes that Nicolaï has been influential in the area of Songhay and genetic linguistics.  Nevertheless, it would seem that Songhay may not have even been the language of wider communication in modern-day northern Niger until after the 1500s, when the Songhay Empire spread eastward and established colonies there (Adamou 1979: 26). Therefore, unless one can demonstrate convincingly that the Songhay language was a major factor in the area before this, questions about the development of Proto-Songhay are beyond the scope of this paper.

2. A comparison of several typologically salient grammatical structures and a note on basic lexicon.
All Northern Songhay languages have relatively complex morphological systems, most of whose elements can be traced to either Berber or Songhay origin. As we will see below, all of the languages in question have inflectional sub-systems of Songhay origin, while some of those in the nomadic varieties Tagdal and Tadaksahak have derivational sub-systems of Berber origin.  Emphasis here is on subsystems which differ between nomadic Tagdal and Tadaksahak on the one hand and sedentary Tasawaq on the other, though other topics are also covered. 

2.1. Aspects of inflectional morphology
In this section, we describe the inflectional clitics and prefixes of Tagdal, Tadaksahak and Tasawaq[footnoteRef:22] – the pronominal systems, negation and Tense-Aspect-Mode, in that order. Since all of these bound morphemes in all three languages are of Songhay origin, almost any sentence in any of the languages will have some very key Songhay elements included. [22:  We will not spend too much time describing and comparing with the inflectional morphologies of mainstream Songhay languages, as many of these have already been described ad infinitum. We point the reader, for example, to Heath (1999 a,b), Feodor Rojanski’s online table (http://mandelang.kunstkamera.ru/files/mandelang/rozhansk2eng.pdf), Prost (1956) and Stauffer (1997).  and Stauffer (1997). See also Heath (2005) and Kossmann (2011) for an overview of Berber inflectional subsystems.] 


2.1.1. Pronouns
We begin with the independent pronouns in Table 1. Though not, per-se, part of the inflectional morphology of Northern Songhay languages, they help demonstrate some of the similarities and differences between the three languages in question. We also include for comparison the pronouns of Songhay from Gao (Stauffer 1997) and Tayart Tuareg-Berber (Kossmann 2011).
[INSERT TABLE 1 HERE] 


	Table 1: Independent pronouns in NS languages of Niger and Mali, comparison with Berber and Songhay from Gao[footnoteRef:23] [23:  Tasawaq (Ousseina 1988: 28) also has two third person emphatic pronouns ngyà and ngyì, which Tagdal and Tadaksahak do not have.] 


	
	Singular
	Plural

	First person
	Tagdal
	Tadaksahak
	Tasawaq
	Tayart
	Gao Songhay
	Tagdal

	Tadak-sahak
	Tasa-waq
	Tayart
	Gao Songhay

	
	ɣay
	aɣay
	aɣey
	năḳḳ(u)
	agey
	iri
	aari
	iri
	(M)
nǝkkǝni
	(F)
nǝkkǝniti
	iri

	Second person
	nin
	nin
	ni
	(M)
kăyy(u)
	(F)
kămm(u)
	ni
	anji
	andi
	andi
	(M)
kuni
	(F)
kǝmǝti
	war

	Third person
	anga
	anga
	a
	ǝnta
	nga
	inga /
ingi
	ingi
	i
	(M)
ǝntǝti
	(F)
ǝntǝnǝti
	ngey





As Table 2 below shows, the subject markers in each Northern Songhay language are bound morphemes, which attach onto the verb root.[footnoteRef:24]  [24:  with the exception of the first person singular prefix ɣay in Tasawaq (see Table 2 below)] 


[INSERT TABLE 2 HERE] 




	Table 2: Subject clitics in NS languages of Niger and Mali

	
	Singular
	Plural

	First person
	Tagdal
	Tadaksahak
	Tasawaq
	Tayart[footnoteRef:25] [25:  Tayart and other Tuareg languages do not tend to have pronoun clitics in the nominal position, only in accusative and dative (see Kossmann (2011: 77).] 

	Gao
Songhay
	Tagdal

	Tadak-sahak
	Tasa-waq
	Tayart
	Gao
Songhay

	
	ɣa=
	aɣ(a)=
	[bookmark: _GoBack]ɣa(y)
	-
	ay=
	iri=
	are=
	iri=
	-
	-
	ir=

	Second person
	ni=
	ni=
	ni=
	-
	-
	ni=
	anji=
	andi=
	andi=
	-
	-
	war=

	Third person
	a=
	a=
	a=
	-
	a=
	i=
	i=
	i=
	-
	-
	i=





2.1.2. Negation

Tagdal, Tadaksahak and Tasawaq have both a completive and an incompletive negation. In Nothern Songhay languages, these are bound to the verb root as prefixes. The prefix nǝ-, or ni- in Tasawaq, the default choice for negation in spoken discourse, functions as a completive negation, indicating something which did not occur in the past, or in the case of stative verbs, something which is not true or is not presently the case. Data in Table 3 indicate this.
[INSERT TABLE 3 HERE] 



















	Table 3: completive negation in NS languages

	Tagdal
	Tadaksahak 
	Tasawaq 

	a.         inǝkoy.
i=   nǝ-   koy
3p NEG  go
‘They did not go.’ 
	inǝkoy. 
i=  nǝ-   koy 
3p  NEG   go
‘They did not go.’ 
	inikoy.
i=   ni-   koy 
3p    NEG   go
‘They did not go.’ 

	b.          ɣanǝyarda. 
ɣa=  nǝ-    yarda 
1s    NEG  agree
‘I disagree.’ 
	ɣanǝyarda. 
aɣa= nǝ-    yarda 
1s       NEG    agree
‘I disagree.’ 
	ɣaniyarda. 
ɣa= ni-    yarda 
1s    NEG  agree
‘I disagree.’ 

	c. ɣay, ɣanǝʃi abaydǝg! 
ɣay    ɣa=nǝ-    ʃi     abaydǝg
1s        1s    NEG  be   thief
‘I (emphatic) am NOT a thief!’ 
	aɣay, aɣanǝtʃi abaydǝg! 
aɣay aɣa= nǝ-    tʃi   abaydǝg 
1s      1s       NEG   be    thief
‘I (emphatic) am NOT a thief!’ 
	ɣay, ɣanisi zay koy![footnoteRef:26]  [26:  The second and third examples in Table 3 were elicited from mother-tongue Tasawaq speakers.] 

ɣay   ɣa= nǝ-      si    zay   koy
1s     1s    NEG   be  steal  master
‘I (emphatic) am NOT a thief!’ 





The negative prefix sǝ-, si- in Tasawaq, functions as the incompletive negation in the present, past or in irrealis, or for habitual actions, as in the following examples in Table 4.

[INSERT TABLE 4 HERE]

	Table 4: incompletive negation in NS languages

	Tagdal 
	Tadaksahak 
	Tasawaq 

	a. isǝbkoy. 
   i=     sǝ-       b-      koy 
   3p   NEG     INC   go
   ‘They weren’t going.’ / ‘They (habitually) don’t  go.’ 
	isǝbkoy. 
i=  sǝ-       b-       koy 
3p  NEG   INC    go
‘They weren’t going.’ / ‘They (habitually) don’t  go.’ 
	isibkoy. 
i=     si-       b-    koy 
3p   NEG     INC   go
‘They weren’t going.’ / ‘They (habitually) don’t  go.’ 

	b. ɣasǝbwa ha aɣo! 
ɣa= sǝ-    b-     wa   ha      aɣo
1s   NEG  INC  eat   thing  DEM
  ‘I (habitually) don’t eat that.’
	aɣasǝbŋwa ho! 
aɣa= sǝ-    b-   ŋwa  ha    aɣo 
1s      NEG    INC  eat   thing   DEM
‘I (habitually) don’t  eat that.’ 
	ɣasǝbŋwa ha aɣo! 
ɣa=  sǝ-    b-       ŋwa    ha      aɣo
1s   NEG  INC     eat    thing  DEM
‘I (habitually) don’t eat that.’

	c. irimsǝkoy.
   iri=     m-     sǝ-    koy 
  1p       IRR   NEG   go
    ‘Let’s not go.’
	aremsǝkoy.
are=     m-    sǝ-   koy 
1p      IRR    NEG  go
‘Let’s not go.’
	irimasikoy.
iri=      ma-   si-     koy 
1p       IRR   NEG   go
‘Let’s not go.’



Table 5 below summarises negation in Northern Songhay, Songhay from Gao and in Tayart.
We see that negation in Northern Songhay languages essentially follows Songhay patterns.


[INSERT TABLE 5 HERE] 





















	Table 5: Negation in Songhay and Berber

	completive
	Tagdal
	Tadaksahak
	Tasawaq
	Tayart[footnoteRef:27] [27:  The negative particle wǝr in Tayart and other Berber languages does not indicate aspect; this is done instead via lengthening of vowels and consonants in the verb stem (Kossmann 2011: 55, 62, 64).] 

	Gao Songhay
	Tagdal

	
	nǝ-
	nǝ-
	ni-
	wǝr
	na-[footnoteRef:28] [28:  Sometimes the negation na- will appear in Gao Songhay and in Zarma with the auxiliary ma- (Stauffer 1997).] 

	nǝ-

	incompletive
	sǝ-
	sǝ-
	si-
	wǝr
	ʃi-
	sǝ-





2.1.3  Tense, Aspect, Mode
The TAM subsystems in all three NS languages are also of Songhay origin.  The default TAM choice in most, especially spoken, discourse has no prefix. It functions as a completive aspect or, in stative verbs, something which is presently true. Table 6 demonstrates examples.
[INSERT TABLE 6  HERE] 



	Table 6: completive aspect, Northern Songhay languages[footnoteRef:29] [29:  One feature of the perfective aspect in NS languages which we are not discussing for the sake of space is gemination of the initial consonant of the verb root in certain environments, as described in Christiansen (2010: 31, 76). For example, a-ddut ‘she pounded’, a-nnas ‘it is fat’ would be the same in all three languages in question.] 


	
	Tagdal
	Tadaksahak
	Tasawaq

	a.
	irikoy.
iri= koy 
1p     go
‘We left.’
	arekoy.
are= koy 
1p      go
‘We left.’ 
	irikoy.
iri= koy 
1p    go
‘We left.’ 

	b.
	iʒin-iri.
i=      ʒin      =iri 
3p    grab       1p
‘They grabbed us.’ 
	idʒin-are.
i=   dʒin     =are 
3p  grab     1p
‘They grabbed us.’ 
	idʒin-iri.
i=     dʒin    =iri 
3p       grab       1p
‘They grabbed us.’ 

	c.
	adut hayni. 
a=    dut       hayni
3s       pound   millet
‘She pounded the millet.’ 
	adut hayni. 
a=    dut       hayni
3s       pound   millet
‘She pounded the millet.’ 
	adut hayni. 
a=    dut       hayni 
3s      pound    millet
‘She pounded the millet.’ 

	d.
	ɣafur tonʒi. 
ɣa=   fur      tonʒi
1s        throw  stone
‘I threw a stone.’
	aɣafur tondi. 
aɣa=   fur      tondi
1s        throw  stone
‘I threw a stone.’
	ɣay fur tondi. 
ɣay  fur      tondi
1s    throw  stone
‘I threw a stone.’

	e.
	abarkaw anas.
abarkaw  a=   nas 
calf            3s     fat
‘The calf is fat.’
	abarkaw anas.
abarkaw  a=   nas
calf            3s     fat
‘The calf is fat.’
	aʒemur anas. 
aʒemur  a=   nas 
calf          3s     fat
‘The calf is fat.’





The prefix b-, the incompletive aspect, functions to indicate habitual actions; actions that were occurring in the past, which may or may not be the case in the present; and, in the case of non-stative verbs, actions that are occurring presently, as Table 7 shows.
[INSERT TABLE 7 HERE] 



	Table 7: incompletive aspect, Northern Songhay languages

	Tagdal 
	Tadaksahak
	Tasawaq

	a. abhaŋga ǝnda-a. 
   a=    b-      haŋga          ǝnda  =a
   3s    INC   accompany  with   3s
      ‘He hangs out with him.’
	abhaŋga ǝnda-a. 
a=  b-       haŋga         ǝnda  =a
3s    INC accompany with    3s
‘He hangs out with him.’
	abhaŋga ǝnda-a. 
a=  b-        haŋga          nda    =a
3s    INC  accompany  with    3s
‘He hangs out with him.’

	b. ʒaɣʒi kulːu, abkoy yaːbu. 
ʒaɣʒi   kulːu  a=  b-    koy   yaːbu 
day     all      3s   INC  go    market
  ‘He used to go the market every day.’
	zaɣri kamil, abkoy suq. 
zaɣri kamil a=    b-     koy    suq
day    all     3s    INC  go     market
‘He used to go the market every day.’
	ʒaɣʒi kulːu, abkoy yaːbu. 
ʒaɣʒi  kulːu  a=   b-       koy    yaːbu 
day     all      3s    INC   go      market
‘He used to go the market every day.’

	c. kala ɣabʒe takafar.
 kala     ɣa=  b-   ʒe        takafar
  before 1s    INC  speak     French 
 ‘I used to speak French before.’
	kala aɣabdʒe takafart.
kala     aɣa=  b-    dʒe    takafart
before   1s       INC  speak  French
‘I used to speak French before.’
	kala ɣabsi takafart.
kala     ɣa= b-     si      takafart
before  1s     INC   speak  French
‘I used to speak French before.’

	d. ɣabsǝrǝŋkat ɣan iman sa.
ɣa= b-   sǝrǝŋkat    ɣa= n   iman sa
1s   INC brush hair 1s GEN soul DAT 
‘I am brushing my hair.’
	aɣabsǝrǝŋkat aɣan iman sa.
aɣa= b- sǝrǝŋkat  aɣa= n   iman sa 
1s   INC brush hair1s GEN  soul DAT 
‘I am brushing hair.’
	ɣabsiriŋkit ɣan iman sa. 
ɣa= b-   iriŋkit    ɣa= n    iman    sa 
1s   INC brush hair 1s GEN soul   DAT 
‘I am brushing my hair.’



{INSERT TABLE 8 HERE]

In Table 8 we see that the prefix m- or, ma- in Tasawaq, functions as the subjunctive or irrealis.
	Table 8: irrealis in Northern Songhay languages

	Tagdal 
	Tadaksahak 
	Tasawaq

	a. irimkoy.
    iri= m-   koy 
   1p   IRR     go
   ‘Let’s go. / We should go.’
	aremkoy.
are=  m-   koy 
1p    IRR   go
‘Let’s go. / We should go.’
	irimakoy.
iri= ma-  koy
1p     IRR     go
‘Let’s go. / We should go.’

	b. irimwa.
   iri= m-   wa
  1p     IRR   eat 
  ‘Let’s eat.’ 
	aremŋwa. 
iri= m-   ŋwa
1p      IRR   eat 
‘Let’s eat.’ 
	irimawa.
iri= ma-  wa
1p     IRR   eat 
‘Let’s eat.’ 





[INSERT TABLE 9 HERE]

The prefix tǝ-, or in some cases bti- in Tasawaq, functions as the future tense (Table 9).[footnoteRef:30] [30:  Songhay from Gao (Heath 1999:198) has a future marker ga ti.] 

	Table 9: future tense in Northern Songhay

	Tagdal
	Tadaksahak
	Tasawaq

	a. ɣatǝkoy.
     ɣa= tǝ-    koy
      1s   FUT    go
      ‘I will go.’
	aɣatǝkoy.
aɣa=  tǝ-  koy
1s        FUT  go
‘I will go.’
	ɣatikoy.
ɣa= ti-   koy 
1s     FUT  go
‘I will go.’

	b. iritǝda-a. 
     iri=    tǝ-    da  =a
     1p     FUT  do    3s
     ‘We’ll do it.’
	aretǝda-a. 
are= tǝ-  da  =a
1p    FUT do    3s
‘We’ll do it.’
	iritida-a. 
iri=    tǝ-     da=a 
1p       FUT do  3s
‘We’ll do it.’

	c. baŋgu atǝ ʃi ne.
    baŋgu  a=  tǝ-     ʃi         ne
     well  3s   FUT   not-be  here 
    ‘There will not be a well here.’ 
	baŋgu atǝ ʃi ne.
bagu  a=  tǝ-     ʃi         ne
well    3s  FUT  not-be  here 
‘There will not be a well here.’ 
	baŋgu  btisi ne.
baŋgu  bti-    si          ne
Well    FUT   not-be   here 
‘There will not be a well here.’ 





Therefore, it seems clear that all three languages in question have similar inflectional Songhay morphologies. Table 10 below summarises the inflectional inventories of Northern Songhay and compares them with the inflectional inventories of Gao Songhay and Tayart.

[INSERT TABLE 10 HERE]

	Table 10: Tense Aspect Mode in NS, mainstream Songhay and Berber

	
	Tagdal
	Tadaksahak
	Tasawaq
	Tayart[footnoteRef:31] [31:  Tayart and other Berber languages tend to express Tense-Aspect-Mode via lengthening and shortening of vowels and consonants in the verb stem, rather than through use of affixes (see Kossmann: 2011 and Heath: 2005).] 

	Gao Songhay

	Completive 
	
	
	
	-
	

	Incompletive 
	b-
	b-
	b-
	-
	ga/go[footnoteRef:32] [32:  Northern Songhay languages tend to be more agglutinative than mainstream Songhay languages. Therefore, in most mainstream Songhay languages the TAM markers will often appear as verb auxiliaries rather than as bound morphemes (see Stauffer 1997: 51). Another key difference between NS and mainstream Songhay is the presence of the incompletive aspect ga or go in many Songhay languages, which also functions to mark the future tense. NS languages, on the other hand, have the incompletive aspect b- and the future marker tǝ- in the nomadic varieties or bti- in Tasawaq. Otherwise, the inflections are similar.] 


	Future 
	tǝ-
	tǝ-
	tǝ-/bti-
	-
	ga-ti/go

	Irrealis 
	m-
	m-
	ma-
	-
	ma-



Next we discuss their derivational subsystems of each of the Northern Songhay languages. As we will see, it is here that the differences between sedentary and nomadic will become most apparent.



2.2. Issues in derivational morphology

The derivational sub-systems of each of the Northern Songhay languages are next for discussion. As we will see, it is here that the differences between sedentary and nomadic will become most apparent.  Up to now, the structures of all three Northern Songhay languages surveyed have been fairly similar. However, when verb valence changes, the nomadic Northern Songhay languages – Tagdal and Tadaksahak – diverge from the sedentary Tasawaq by utilising Berber derivational morphology. In this section, we discuss the Berber causative in Tagdal and Tadaksahak (section 2.2.1), the Songhay causative in Tasawaq (section 2.2.2), then the reflexive (section 2.2.3) along with a syntactic construction with a similar function (section 2.2.4), and the passive voice prefixes (section 2.2.5), as well as a syntactic construction with similar function to the Passive (section 2.2.6). What we find is what Matras (2012) styled ‘bilingual diffusion’.
2.2.1. Causative (nomadic Tagdal, Tadaksahak)
In the nomadic varieties, when the verb root is of Berber origin, as in the examples below,[footnoteRef:33] the default strategy when forming causatives is to add the prefix s- , or its allophones ʃ-, z- or ʒ- (see Table 11). [33:  Because vocabulary of various origins in the various Northern Songhay languages has generally kept its original canonical shapes, it is fairly easy most of the time to distinguish its origin. For example, underived verb roots of Berber origin will most often begin with ǝ-, which in many Berber languages marks the perfective (Heath 2005: 295, Kossmann 2011: 45-48). In Tagdal ǝ- marks the imperative. Meanwhile, in Tadaksahak the same Berber verb root in the imperative begins with y-. In Tasawaq, in the few cases where the Berber verb root appears without a causative marker (see Kossmann 2007 a,b), these also begin with initial y-.] 

[INSERT TABLE 11 HERE] 



	Table 11: causative verbs in nomadic Northern Songhay languages[footnoteRef:34] [34:  For the sake of convenience, the verb roots chosen were among those whose causative forms in Tagdal and Tadaksahak happen to be identical. Christiansen (2010: 57-58) notes some verb roots in Tadaksahak which follow certain Tuareg patterns by taking the causative allophones ʃ-, ʒ- and z- in environments which Tagdal would normally take the usual s-. Regardless, the idea is that both Tagdal and Tadaksahak take the Tuareg-Berber causative prefix with Berber roots.] 


	Verb root, Tadaksahak 
	Verb root, Tagdal 
	Causative verb, Tagdal/Tadaksahak

	a. yirzǝg ’move about’ 
	ǝrzǝg ‘move about’ 
	zǝrzǝg ‘cause to move about’ 

	b. yirkǝb ‘pull’ 
	ǝrkǝb ‘pull’ 
	sǝrkǝb ‘cause to pull’ 

	c. yilkǝd ‘overtake’ 
	ǝlkǝd ‘overtake’ 
	sǝlkǝd ‘cause to overtake’ 

	d. yiklu ‘take a midday rest’ 
	ǝklu ‘take a midday rest’ 
	sǝklu ‘cause to take rest’ 

	e. yiɣli ‘surround’ 
	ǝɣli ‘surround’ 
	sǝɣli ‘cause to surround’ 

	f. yiħkǝm ‘rule, judge’ 
	ǝħkǝm ‘rule, judge’ 
	sǝħkǝm ‘cause to judge’ 



Below in Table 12, we include data from Təwəlləmət and from Zarma. Our purpose here is to demonstrate that the causative prefix s- and the vocabulary above are of Berber origin, as well as to demonstrate how mainstream Songhay languages typically form causatives.
[INSERT TABLE 12  HERE] 




	Table 12: causative verbs in mainstream Songhay, Berber

	Tǝwǝllǝmmǝt
	Zarma[footnoteRef:35] [35:  Unlike the Tasawaq causative suffix –nda, Zarma uses –ndi (see section 2.2.2 below).] 


	a. ǝrzǝg      ‘move about’ 
zǝrzǝg    ‘cause to move about’ 
	yota          ‘move about’ 
yotandi     ‘cause to move about’

	b. ǝrkǝb     ‘pull’ 
sǝrkǝb    ‘cause to pull’
	tʃan            ‘pull’ 
tʃandi         ‘cause to pull’

	c. ǝlkǝd      ‘overtake’ 
sǝlkǝd    ‘cause to overtake’
	bisa          ‘overtake’ 
bisandi      ‘cause to overtake’ 

	d. ǝklu      ‘take a midday rest’
sǝklu     ‘cause to take a rest’
	foya          ‘take a midday rest’ 
foyandi   ‘cause to take a midday rest’

	e. ǝɣli        ‘surround’
sǝɣli      ‘cause to surround’
	wi           ‘surround’ 
windi      ‘cause to surround’

	f. ǝxkǝm   ‘rule, judge’
sǝxkǝm ‘cause to rule, judge’
	meera      ‘rule, judge’ 
meerandi  ‘cause to rule, judge’



Therefore, it seems fairly clear that the causative s- is of Berber origin and only affixes onto verb roots of Berber origin in Tagdal and Tadaksahak. But what if the verb root is of Songhay origin? In nomadic Tagdal and Tadaksahak, if the verb root is of Songhay origin and a causative is required, an already-causativised Berber verb suppletes the Songhay verb root,[footnoteRef:36] as in the examples below in Table 13 below. [36:  This brings up the question of why Songhay roots can’t take Berber derivational morphology.  Part of the answer may be that both the Songhay and Berber portions of the languages are quantity-sensitive. However, they are counting moras in very different ways. Therefore, if true then the two sub-systems may be, in effect, incompatible. However, this is a question that requires further study.] 


[INSERT TABLE 13 HERE]















	Table 13: suppletion of Songhay verb roots, nomadic Northern Songhay languages

	Verb root of Songhay origin
	
	Causative form 

	a. koy  ‘go’
	 
	sǝglu ‘cause to go’

	b. goːra ‘sit’
	 
	sǝɣima (Tad.)/sǝqima (Tag.)  ‘make sit’

	c. qoq ‘dry’
	 
	sǝɣǝr  ‘cause to dry’

	d. nin ‘drink’
	 
	ʃǝʃǝw  ‘give someone a drink’

	e. zumbu ‘descend’
	 
	zǝzǝbǝt ‘cause someone to come down’



2.2.2. Causative (sedentary Tasawaq)
In Tasawaq, the sedentary Northern Songhay language, the default causative consists of adding the suffix –nda to verb roots of Songhay origin.[footnoteRef:37] This is the only recorded productive derivational verbal affix in Tasawaq. The following forms in Table 14 are some attested causative verbs in Tasawaq. [37:  This can be somewhat deceptive, however. Kossmann (pc, 2015) communicated that he observed a tendency among at least some Tasawaq speakers to form causatives by means of the verb da ‘do’ as a type of auxiliary. If so, this could be a sign of language change.] 


[INSERT TABLE 14 HERE] 




	Table 14: Songhay causative verbs, Tasawaq, sedentary Northern Songhay language

	Verb root 
	Causative verb 

	a. taŋɣari ‘lie’
	taŋɣarinda  ‘cause to lie’

	b. sigːiaːre ‘lie down’
	sigːiaːrenda ‘cause to lie down’

	c. wa ‘eat’
	wanda    ‘cause to eat’

	d. zumbu ‘come down’
	zumbunda  ‘cause to come down’

	e. nin ‘drink’
	ninǝnda ‘cause to drink’



Some Berber causatives do exist in Tasawaq. The following forms, in Table 15, are a few that we have run into in natural speech, during the course of conversations with Tasawaq speakers.

INSERT TABLE 15 HERE]





	Table 15: some examples of Berber causatives in Tasawaq

	a. sǝṭkǝl
	‘cause to lift up, take’

	b. sǝrkǝb
	‘cause to pull’

	c. zǝzzǝbǝt
	‘cause to come down’





The existence of these Berber causative forms in sedentary Tasawaq creates difficulties. [footnoteRef:38] First, their non-causative equivalents are not verbs in Tasawaq. For example, the verb ǝṭkǝl* ‘lift up / take’ is indeed a verb in nomadic Tagdal and Tadaksahak. However, in Tasawaq the verb is dʒin, with the causative dʒinǝnda ‘cause to take’ being very possible. Likewise, ǝzzǝbǝt* ‘come down’ is not a verb in either Tasawaq, nor in the other NS languages; the verb ‘come down’ is actually zumbu, with the causative zumbunda ‘cause to come down’ in Tasawaq (Alidou 1988: 50). Further, despite the existence of Berber causatives in Tasawaq, neither the Passive nor the Reflexive prefixes are possible even with the same Berber roots.[footnoteRef:39] In other words, it seems that the Berber causative forms might be cases of borrowed vocabulary, and not productive like in the nomadic languages. [38:  There seems to be some disagreement among our Tasawaq-speaking contacts concerning whether or not the examples of Berber causatives in Table 13 constitute ‘real’ Tasawaq. Could this be a case of Berber beginning to relexify Tasawaq?]  [39:  Rueck (personal communication) once related that, in doing their survey (Rueck and Christiansen: 1999), when presenting the passive and reflexive derivational forms the response from Tasawaq speakers was often, ‘but I don’t speak Tamajaq.’ Therefore, it seems that the passive and reflexive forms are perceived as Tuareg. It is possible that the causative above is preserved as well. ] 

	Another, more serious, difficulty in Tasawaq is the presence of a few y- verbs (Kossmann 2007b), underived Berber cognates of those possible in Tagdal and Tadaksahak (see Table 11 above). If these behave in Tasawaq as they do in the nomadic NS languages, presumably they would take the Berber causative prefix s-. Admittedly, however, this is not a question that Kossmann was addressing in Kossmann 2007b. So we do not know how these would derive. 
The problems with the underived y- verbs in Tasawaq that we ourselves observed are: 
1) They were always produced by multilingual Tasawaq speakers; 
2) We have only observed instances of the Berber causative, never the reflexive or passive prefixes (see sections 2.2.3 and 2.2.4 below). So it is not the full Berber derivational sub-system, as occurs in the nomadic languages; 
3) Alidou (1988) did not mention y- verbs in her thesis; in fact, she states that the Songhay causative suffix -nda “…combines with any verb.” (1988: 50)[footnoteRef:40] So either y- verbs were not enough of a factor in the grammar to include when she was writing her thesis in 1988, or perhaps they are a newer phenomenon in the language.  [40:  This brings up the question, not as yet answerable, of whether y- verb roots of Berber origin in Tasawaq would take Berber or Songhay derivational morphemes.] 

4) Finally, we observed that often y- verbs occurred in natural speech (again, always produced by multilingual speakers), even in cases where a perfectly good, more common, verb of Songhay origin existed in Tasawaq.[footnoteRef:41] [41:  For example, one speaker we heard consistently used the Berber verb ǝgzǝm* ‘slaughter’ when the more common verb in all of the Northern Songhay languages is the Songhay dumbu ‘slaughter’.] 

Regardless of the very notable exceptions above, in the case of the causative, the nomadic and sedentary branches of Northern Songhay have very different default strategies. In Tagdal and Tadaksahak, if the verb root is of Berber origin, the strategy is to add the prefix s- or one of its allomorphs. If the verb root is of Songhay origin, an already-causativised Berber verb root suppletes the Songhay root. The only exception we have found is the case of the Songhay causative kanda ‘cause to fall’ in Tagdal. On the other hand, in Tasawaq the default causative morpheme, the above exceptions aside, is the suffix –nda affixed onto a verb root of Songhay origin. The few cases of Berber causatives in Tasawaq seem to be non-productive, fixed, forms.

2.2.3. Reflexive prefix (nomadic varieties only)
The prefix nǝ- or nǝm- in Tagdal and Tadaksahak form reflexives – indicates actions in which the actors are performing the action upon each other, as in the following examples in Table 16.

[INSERT TABLE 16 HERE] 




	Table 16: the Berber reflexive in nomadic Northern Songhay languages

	Verb root, Tadaksahak
	Verb root, Tagdal
	Reflexive verb

	a. yirkǝb ‘pull’
	ǝrkǝb ‘pull’
	nǝmǝrkǝb ‘pull each other’ 

	b. yistǝq  ‘turn away’
	ǝstǝq ‘turn away’
	nǝmǝstǝq ‘turn each other away’

	c. yiqǝl    ‘wait’
	ǝqǝl   ‘wait’
	nǝmǝqǝl   ‘wait for each other’

	d. yinfa ‘benefit’
	ǝnfa  ‘benefit’
	nǝmǝnfa  ‘benefit each other’



If the verb root is Songhay, an already-reflexive Berber form suppletes the Songhay verb root (see Table 17). 

[INSERT TABLE/ 17 HERE] 




	Table 17: suppletive Songhay verb roots with Berber reflexive, nomadic Northern Songhay languages

	Verb root of Songhay origin 
	
	Reflexive form 

	a. dab ‘dress’
	
	nǝmsǝlsa     ‘dress each other’

	b. bay ‘know’
	 
	nǝmzǝdday  ‘know each other’

	c. zoq   ‘fight’
	 
	nǝmǝgːǝr     ‘fight each other’ 

	d. haŋga ‘hear’
	 
	Nǝmsǝdːǝrgǝn ‘listen to each other’

	e. harhor ‘play’
	 
	nǝmǝdːǝl    ‘play together’





Sedentary Tasawaq does not have a reflexive affix, nor have we been able to find instances of it being used in natural speech, like cases of the Berber causative. Instead, it has a syntactic construction with a similar function, described in section 2.2.4 below.

2.2.4. ʃarayen construction
Tagdal and Tasawaq have a syntactic construction using ʃarayen[footnoteRef:42] – ‘friends’ in Songhay – to indicate that the subject and the direct object are performing the action of the verb upon each other, similar in function to the reflexive affix in Tagdal and Tadaksahak.[footnoteRef:43]   Some examples are in Table 18. It is worth noting that we only heard one instance of the tʃaːren construction in Tadaksahak, which a number of other Tadaksahak speakers found unacceptable. Instead, the default seems to be the reflexive affix. [42:  Or in some varieties of Tagdal and in Tadaksahak, tʃa:'ren, sira:yen in Tasawaq.]  [43:  Benítez-Torres (2009) also points out another syntactic construction using n ga kan – literally ‘among’ – which has a very similar function as ʃarayen. It is likely that, while the ʃarayen construction is of Songhay origin, n ga kan could possibly be a calque from Berber-Tamajaq.] 


[INSERT TABLE 18 HERE] 




	Table 18: Songhay construction using ʃarayen in Northern Songhay languages

	Tagdal 
	Tadaksahak 
	Tasawaq[footnoteRef:44] [44:  All of the examples of the sira:yenconstruction in Tasawaq were elicited from mother-tongue speakers in Niger by one of the authors.] 


	a.
	ibhaʃi ʃarayen
	ibhasi tʃaːren.*
	ibhasay siraːyen.

	i=          
	b-
	haʃi
	ʃaray -en
	i=      
	b-    
	hasi
	tʃaːray  -en
	i=
	b-    
	hasay 
	siray –en

	3p    
	INC
	look     
	friend PL
	3p   
	INC 
	look   
	friend   PL
	3p
	INC  
	look
	friend  PL

	‘They were looking at each other.’
	‘They were looking at each other.’
	‘They were looking at each other.’

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	b.
	ina ʃarayen.	
	inǝkfa.
	ina siraːyen.

	i=  
	Na
	ʃaray -en
	i=       
	nǝm-
	ǝkfa
	i=
	na      
	siraːy –en

	3s     
	Give
	friend  PL
	3s      
	REC
	give
	3s
	give   
	friend    PL

	‘They gave to each together.’
	‘They gave to each together...’
	‘They gave to each together.’

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	c.
	isǝqǝrǝt ʃarayen.
	inǝmǝnsu.
	isǝqǝrǝt siraːyen.

	i=
	sǝqǝrǝt
	ʃaray -en
	i=
	nǝm-
	ǝnsu
	i=   sǝqǝrǝt
	siraːy -en 

	3p
	scream   
	friend  PL
	3p
	REC
	scream
	3p     scream   
	friend  PL

	   They screamed at each other.’
	‘They screamed at each other.’
	‘They screamed at each other.’



Zarma has a construction using tʃaːre ‘friend’, while Təwəlləmmət uses the reflexive prefix nǝm- (see Table 19).
[INSERT TABLE 19 HERE] 









	Table 19: same sample sentences in mainstream Songhay and Berber

	Təwəlləmmət
	Zarma

	a.
	ǝnǝmaswadan.
	igo tʃaːre guːna.

	ǝnǝm-  
	aswad
	-an
	i=
	-go
	tʃaːre
	guːna

	REF-
	look      
	3p
	3p
	INC
	friend
	Look

	‘They were looking at each other.’
	‘They were looking at each other.’

	
	
	

	b.
	ǝnǝmakfan.
	ina tʃaːre se.

	ǝnǝm-
	akf
	-an
	i=
	Na
	tʃaːre
	Se

	REF
	give  
	-3p
	3p
	give  
	friend  
	DAT

	     ‘They gave to each together.’
	‘They gave to each together.’

	
	

	c.
	  ǝnǝmasaɣaren.
	ikati tʃaːre ga. 

	ǝnǝm-
	asaɣar
	-en
	i=
	kati
	tʃaːre
	Ga

	REF       
	scream
	-3p
	3p 
	scream  
	friend  
	At

	‘The screamed at each other.’
	‘The screamed at each other.’



2.2.5. Passive (Nomadic varieties only)
The prefix tǝw- or t- added onto Berber verb roots forms the passive voice in Tagdal and Tadaksahak.  Some examples are given in Table 20.

[INSERT TABLE 20 HERE] 



















	Table 20: Berber passive voice, nomadic Northern Songhay languages

	Verb root, Tadaksahak
	Verb root, Tagdal 
	Passive form

	a.    yibǝt ‘snatch’
	ibǝt ‘snatch’
	tibǝt ‘snatched’

	b.   yiqbul ‘accept’
	ǝqbǝl ‘accept’
	tǝwǝqbǝl ‘accepted’

	c.   kǝsan   ‘dislike’
	ǝksǝn ‘dislike’
	tǝwǝksǝn ‘disliked’



If the verb root is Songhay, an already-passive Berber form suppletes the Songhay verb root as Table 21 shows.
[INSERT TABLE 21 HERE] 



	Table 21: suppletive Songhay verb roots with Berber passive, nomadic Northern Songhay languages

	Verb root of Songhay origin 
	
	Suppleted passive form 

	a.    bay ‘know’
	 
	tǝwǝsǝn ‘known’

	b.    nin  ‘drink’
	 
	tǝwǝʃu  ‘drunk’

	c.    ʒin   ‘grab / take’
dʒin (Tadaksahak)
	 
	tǝwǝṭkǝl ‘grabbed / taken’




[INSERT TABLE 22 HERE] 




Tasawaq has no passive voice. But it does have a syntactic construction with a similar function. Therefore, the nomadic varieties, Tagdal and Tadaksahak, both have a series of derivational morphemes affixed onto Berber verb roots: the causative s-, the reflexive nǝm- and the passive tǝw-. If the verb root is of Songhay origin, the default strategy is to supplete the root with one of Berber origin, with the derivational prefix lexicalised. Sedentary Tasawaq, on the other hand, only has the causative suffix –nda, which affixes only onto Songhay verb roots. Table 22 below demonstrates the default derivational strategies in the various languages in question.




	Table 22: derivational affixes, Northern Songhay, Berber, mainstream Songhay

	
	Tagdal
	Tadaksahak
	Tasawaq
	Tayart
	Gao Songhay

	Causative
	s-
	s-
	s-*[footnoteRef:45]/-nda [45:  keeping in mind the caveats in footnote 35 and 36 above] 

	s-
	-ndi

	Reflexive
	nǝm-
	nǝm-
	-
	nǝ-/nǝm-
	-

	Passive
	tǝw-
	tǝw-
	-
	t(V)w-
	-





2.2.6. Syntactic construction with same function as Passive voice

Northern Songhay languages have a type of syntactic construction with a similar function, which places the direct object in the fronted position within the sentence, where the subject would normally go. Though technically not a passive construction – verb valence does not change –  its function is similar: to downplay the importance of the AGENT and bring the UNDERGOER into prominence (see Table 23).

[INSERT TABLE 23 HERE] 
















	Table 23: the functional-inverse construction in Northern Songhay languages

	Tagdal 
	Tadaksahak
	Tasawaq

	a.
	aro akar ize.
	aro akar izatʃe.
	aro akar ize.

	aro
	a= 
	kar
	Ize
	aro
	a=
	kar
	izatʃe
	aro
	a=
	kar

	Ize

	man   
	3s 
	hit
	Child
	man
	3s
	hit
	child

	man  
	3s
	hit
	child


	‘The man hit the child.’
	‘The man hit the child.’
	‘The man hit the child.’

	ize aro akar.
	izatʃe aro akar.
	ize aro akar.

	ize
	Aro
	a=
	Kar
	izatʃe
	aro
	a=
	kar
	ize
	aro
	a=

	Kar

	child
	man   
	3s
	Hit
	child

	man 
	3s 
	hit
	child
   
	man  
	3s 
	hit  

	‘It was the child the man hit.’
	‘It was the child the man hit.’
	‘It was the child the man hit.’



	b.
	irimay moːta.
	aremay toruft.
	irimay moːta.

	iri=
	may
	moːta
	are=
	may
	toruft
	iri=
	may
	moːta

	1p
	have
	Car
	1p
	have  
	Car
	1p
	have  
	Car

	‘We have a car.’
	‘We have a car.’
	‘We have a car.’

	moːta irimay.
	toruft aremay.
	moːta irimay.

	moːta
	iri=
	may
	toruft
	are=
	may
	moːta
	iri=
	May

	car
	1p
	Have
	Car
	1p
	have  
	car
	1p
	 have  


	‘It is a car we have.’
	‘It is a car we have.’
	‘It is a car we have.’



	c.
	anjiguːna amǝgːǝr?
	andeguːna amǝgːǝr?
	andǝguːna amǝgːǝr?

	anji=
	guːna
	amǝgːǝr
	ande=
	guːna
	amǝgːǝr
	andi=
	guːna
	amǝgːǝr

	2p
	see        
	Battle
	2p
	see        
	Battle
	2p
	see        
	Battle

	‘Did you (PL) see the fight?’
	‘Did you (PL) see the fight?’
	‘Did you (PL) see the fight?’

	amǝgːǝr anjiguːna?
	amǝgːǝr andeguːna?
	amǝgːǝr andiguːna?

	amǝgːǝr
	anji=
	guːna
	amǝgːǝr
	ande=
	guːna
	amǝgːǝr
	anji=
	guːna

	Battle
	2p
	See
	battle         
	2p
	see   
	battle
	2p
	See

	‘Was it the fight you (PL) saw?’
	‘Was it the fight you (PL) saw?’
	‘Was it the fight you (PL) saw?’



Therefore, Northern Songhay languages have two syntactic constructions of Songhay origin with similar functions to the derivational prefixes. The ʃarayen construction – siraːyenin Tasawaq –  which possibly does not exist in Tadaksahak,[footnoteRef:46] has a similar function to the Berber reflexive nǝm-. Similarly, the construction which fronts the UNDERGOER, thus bringing it into prominence, has a similar function as the passive voice prefix tǝw- of Berber origin.  These constructions often involve both transfer of fabric (Grant 2002), that is to say the copying of actual morphemes with their senses, and transfer of pattern, which is the copying from other languages of ways in which morphemes (of whatever origin) are deployed. The two kinds of transfer are of course not incompatible. [46:  Depending on whether the Tadaksahak construction using tʃaːrenin 18 above is acceptable or not; this requires further study.] 


2.3  Basic lexicon in Northern Songhay languages.
Differences between Tasawaq on the one hand and Tagdal and Tadaksahak on the other extend to the composition of the lexicon, which is always heavily mixed in mixed languages. Although there are no publicly available dictionaries for these languages, it may be judicious here to add some observations at least on the basic lexicon. 
An examination of the lexical proportions of elements of various origins in Tadaksahak (Christiansen-Bolli 2010) shows that 62% of the Swadesh 207-item list entries such as are provided in Rueck and Christiansen (1999) are or can be expressed by forms of Songhay origin.  In addition, Christiansen-Bolli (2010) listed over 280 forms of Songhay origin for Tadaksahak in her grammar (including two or three forms found only in Northern Songhay languages which may constitute exclusively shared innovations, setting aside a few forms of Arabic or French origin which are common to all NS varieties), and this list of inherited Songhay forms is, as far as we know, complete.  Of these 111 are nouns, 138 verbs and 37 belong to other form classes.
We also compared a table of 325 basic lexical items, taken from Rueck and Christiansen (1999), for Tadaksahak, Tagdal and Tasawaq. In Tadaksahak 161 of these 325 forms are of Berber origin (not necessarily all Tuareg), with 157 forms from Songhay and 7 are of other origin (mostly Arabic numerals from ‘five’ onwards).  In Tagdal the Berber forms numbered 154 against the 158 of Songhay origin and the 13 of other origins, while in Tasawaq the 110 forms of Berber origin are swamped by the 197 forms of Songhay origin and the 18 forms taken from other sources – again mostly Arabic, which has also donated heavily to both Tamajaq (Berber) and Songhay. Regarding borrowing of basic lexicon, Tasawaq’s degree of borrowing is unusually high among the world’s languages; Tadaksahak and Tagdal show even higher degrees of borrowing. The most common personal pronouns, interrogatives, adverbs and so on (not all of which are on the Rueck and Christiansen list) nonetheless derive from Songhay, with less frequently-used forms in these categories deriving from Berber.  
A recent examination of comparable data for Korandje (Souag 2014) shows that only 108 items on the list (there are three gaps in the Korandje data for items which are not lexicalized in the language) are shared by these three languages plus Korandje; the list for the latter contains 183 words of Songhay origin, and the number of items of non-Arabic origin (from  Songhay or a Berber language) in the various languages which are shared with Korandje on this list ranges from 135 (with Tadaksahak), 136 (Tagdal), 138 (Tabarog) to 142 (with Tasawaq).  
It is by no means certain that the majority of Berber forms on the Korandje list come specifically from Tuareg languages rather than from (say) Tetserrét, while the extensive overlay of Arabic forms in Korandje may conceal or replace some former Northern Songhay shared innovations, Western Berber forms, later loans from Zenati Berber and other Northern Berber varieties, and other elements which could have been historically informative. Of the forms on the list which Korandje shows, 136 are shared with Songhay and only 11 of the forms which it shares with Tasawaq are not originally from Songhay. In all Korandje shares 16 non-Songhay plus non-Arabic forms on the list with at least one of Tagdal, Tadaksahak or Tasawaq but not with Songhay. 35 Korandje forms are only shared with Songhay. 
What we can also do with the data available is examine the contents of the other Northern Songhay wordlists in the collection assembled by Rueck and Christiansen. It is manifest first of all that lexically Tadaksahak and the two Tagdal varieties – Tagdal and Tabarog – presented are extremely similar, though not identical, and that unsurprisingly the Tagdal varieties show the greatest similarity with one another.  Assuredly the Tagdal varieties and Tadaksahak go back to a common ancestor. We may also compare these forms with the Tasawaq data provided. Of the Tasawaq forms on the list 220 are certainly shared with Tagdal varieties and with Tadaksahak (and 2 more may be), 4 with Tadaksahak alone and 12 with one or both forms of Tagdal (especially Tagdal proper) but not Tadaksahak. 28 forms are common to Tadaksahak and Tagdal (either Tagdal proper, Tabarog or both) but are not found in other forms of Songhay. 
A selection of high-frequency lexical items in NS languages, with data on their origins, can be found in Table 24.  Forms which are not etymologized are derived or continued from Songhay.   Tagdal data are taken from Benitez-Torres (n.c.), Tadaksahak data from Christiansen-Bolli (2010), Tabarog from Rueck and Christiansen (1999), Tasawaq data from Kossmann (n.d.), Emghedeshie data, unphonemicized and thus in plain type, from Barth (1851) and Korandje data are from Souag (n.d.).  Words in bold are Amazigh (Berber); underlined words are from Arabic.

	Table 24 Lexical similarity and variation in Northern Songhay languages

	Gloss
	Tadaksahak
	Tagdal
	Tabarog
	Tasawaq
	Korandje
	Emghedeshie

	Heart
	Wǝl
	wǝl
	wul
	wìl
	bini
	kekérsút

	Eye
	Mó
	mo
	mo
	mò
	mo
	Múa

	Tongue
	Iilǝs
	iilis
	iilǝs
	íílìs
	dzini
	deláng

	Head
	Baŋgú
	banɣo
	bǝnɣo
	bǝnɣo
	bǝnɣu
	benr’ú

	Foot
	Cáy
	ʃi
	ʃe
	sè
	tsi
	Kae

	Breast
	aafaf
	kaŋkam
	kaŋkam
	kâŋkàm
	kǝnkǝm
	?

	One
	fóoda
	afo
	afooda
	`a-fó
	affa
	Nifó

	Two
	hiŋká
	ahiŋka
	hiŋka
	híŋká
	Ǝynka
	ahínka

	Three
	kaaráɖ
	kaarad
	karad
	hínzà
	inza
	ahínza

	Four
	akkóz
	attaʃi
	attaʃi
	áţţààsì
	rbʕa
	atthakí

	Five
	ʃammúʃ
	sǝmmos
	samos
	xámsà
	xǝmsa
	hamsa

	Black
	bíibi
	biibi
	agbiibi
	bíibì
	bibi
	Bibó

	White
	kóoray
	qooray
	koorei
	kwáŗày
	yakǝn
	kajúra

	Big
	bêr
	warɣa
	warɣa
	béèrè
	bya
	Bír

	What?
	Ci
	ma
	mei
	máy
	tsankway
	Baki

	To drink
	Nín
	nin
	nin
	nín
	nin
	Nín

	To give
	Ná
	na
	na
	ná
	na
	ettanáti

	To come
	kóy-kat
	koykat
	koikat
	Kwáy-kàt
	na
	Ajú

	To say
	har
	har
	har
	sìní 
	tsi
	Har

	To seek
	huru
	huuru
	huru
	huru
	tsalla
	hur-



3 Comparison with other contact languages
In this section data from Tagdal, Tadaksahak and Tasawaq are compared with data from several stable mixed languages in an attempt to see the parallels between the sources of elements in each language. Table 25 gives a general conspectus of language mixing (including NM and VM – nominal morphology and verbal morphology) and Table 26 below presents a picture of the origins of subsets of structural elements in various mixed languages.[footnoteRef:47]   [47:  Its original source of inspiration was Smith (1987), which compares the origins of function words in Saramaccan and St Lucian Creole French. Here, Smith’s original 20 categories have been enlarged upon and some further ones have been added.] 

[INSERT TABLE  25 HERE] 




	Table 25. Sources of various elements in four stable mixed languages, plus Berbice Dutch, Saramaccan and Northern Songhay lgs.

	
	Ma’á
	Media Lengua
	Mednyj  Aleut
	Michif
	Berbice Dutch
	Saramaccan
	Tagdal
	Tadalsahak
	Tasawaq

	Overall lexicon
	Mixed: Bantu (incl. Swahili), West Rift, Eastern Cushitic, Maasai
	85-90% Spanish; rest Ecuadorian Quechua
	Predomi-nantly Attuan Aleut; some Russian
	French, Plains Cree, many English loans
	 Dutch, Eastern Ijo, Arawak and Guyanese
	English, Portuguese, Dutch, Kikongo, Gbe
	75% Berber, depend-ing on domain
	75-80% Berber, depending on domain
	65% Song-
Hay

	Swadesh-list lexicon
	West Rift Cushitic predominates; Bantu and Maasai elements 
	Predominantly Spanish
	Almost all Aleut
	52% Cree; 47% French, 1% English
	 60% Dutch, 35% Ijoid
	50% English, 35% Portuguese. 15% Gbe, Loango Bantu, Dutch, other
	47% Berber, 48% Songhay
	49.5% Berber, 48% Songhay
	61% Song, 34% Berber

	Segmental phonology
	Tanzanian Bantu with three ‘exotic’ phonemes /x ł ʔ/
	Quechua with some Spanish phones
	Aleut plus Russian sound sin Russian words
	Cree in  Cree part, French in Fr. Part
	Broadly Dutch
	Gbe
	Berber for Berber part, Songhay for Songhay 
	Berber for Berber compo-nent, Songhay for Songhay 
	Berber 
for Berber component, Songhay for Songhay component

	Templatic pho- nology
	Bantu; only open syllables
	Hispanised Quechua (CC-, etc)
	Aleut and Russian elements 
Largely
Intact
	Cree and French parts intact
	Dutch
	Gbe
	Berber, Songhay compo-nents intact
	Berber and Songhay components intact
	Berber and Songhay components intact

	Nouns
	Etymologically mixed
	Mostly Spanish
	Aleut (rare Russian nouns)
	Overwhelmingly French
	Various
	Various, basically English
	Mixed, depend-ing on domain
	Mixed, depending on domain
	Mostly Songhay, depending 
on domain

	NM
	Pare Bantu
	Quechua
	Aleut
	French
	Eastern Ijo 
	English
	Berber, Songhay
	Berber, Songhay
	Berber, Songhay

	Verbs
	Etymologically mixed
	Mostly Spanish
	Aleut, some Russian 
	Cree
	Various
	Mostly 
English
	Berber and Songhay
	Both Berber and Songhay
	Berber and Songhay

	Finite VM
	Pare Bantu
	Quechua
	Russian
	Cree
	Eastern Ijo
	English
	Songhay
	Songhay
	Songhay

	Non-finite VM
	Pare Bantu
	Spanish
	Aleut
	Cree
	None
	None
	NA
	NA
	NA

	Adjectives
	Mixed
	Mostly Spanish
	Aleut
	French; Cree stative verbs 
	Various
	Various
	Berber / Songhay
	Berber/ Songhay
	Mostly 
Songhay



Table 26   Some structural features in stable mixed languages and mixed-lexifier creoles. 
           
Ma'á	MdA	MdL	Mich	Sm 	BD	TG  	TD  	TS 
1a	personal pronouns	 Cush	Ru;Al	Sp(Q)	Cr	EnGb	DuEI	 S     	S    	S
1b	possessive pronouns	Cush	(Al)	Sp	Fr(Cr)	EnGb	Du;EI	 S     	S   	S
1c	possession: 'NP of  NP'	Cush	Al	Q	Fr	En	 Du          B  	B   	B  
2	numerals		Cush	Al	Sp	Fr	EnDu	Du	 S/B  	S/B  S/B/A
3	other prenominal qs   	Cush	Ru;Al	Q	Fr,Cr	EnDu	Du;EI	 Ø     	Ø   	Ø
4	quantifier nouns		Cush	Al	Sp	Fr,Cr	En	Du	 B     	B    	B
5	relative pronouns		Ban?	Ru	Q	Fr,Cr	En*         Du	 S      	S    	S
6a	reflexives		Ban?	Al	?	Cr	En	 Du	 B     	B    	Ø (S)
6b	reciprocals		?	Al	?	Cr	Du	 Du	 B     	B    	Ø (S)
6c	indefinite pronouns	?	Ru	?	Cr	En	 Du	 Ø     	Ø    	Ø
7	interrogative forms	Cush	Al	Sp	Cr	EnGb	 Du  	 B     	B    	S
8	'quantifying' adverbs	Cush	Ru;Al	Sp;Q	Cr;Fr	EnPo	Du    	 Ø     	Ø    	Ø
9	place adverbs		Unk	Al	Sp	Cr	Po *	 Du;EI	 B     	 B    	B
10a	time adverbs		Unk	Ru;Al	Sp	Cr(Fr)	EnPo*	Du;EI	 B      	B    	B
10b	phasal adverbs		Unk	Al	Sp	Cr	En*	Du	 Ø     	Ø    	Ø
11a	'abstract' adpositions	Ban	Ru	Q	Cr,Fr	 Po	EI;DU	 S/B  	S/B  	S/B
11b	place adpositions		Ban	Al	Q(Sp)	Cr,Fr	EnPo*	Du	 S     	S    	S
11c	time adpositions		Ban?	?	Q	Cr,Fr	EnPo*	 Du	 S     	S    	S
12	dative word ‘to’		Ban?	Ru	Q	Cr,Fr	En	Du	 S   	S	S
13a	instrumental word ’with’	Ban	Ru	Q	Fr	En	Du	 S     	S     	S
13b	'and' linking NPs		Ban	Ru	Sp;Q	Fr	En*	Du	 S     	S     	S
14a	'and' coordinating	Ban	Ru	Sp;Q	Cr,Fr	En	Du	 S     	S     	S
14b	'or'			Cush?	Ru	?	Fr	En	Du	 S     	S     	S
14c	'but'			Cush	Ru	?	Cr	 Du	Du	 B     	B    	S
14d	other coordinators	Ban	Ru	Sp;Q	Cr,Fr	En	Du	S/B  	S/B  	S/B
15a	most complementisers	Ban?	Ru	Sp	Cr	En*	EI  	 Ø    	Ø     	Ø
15b	'if'			Cush	Ru;Al	Sp	Cr	En	Du	 S     	S     	S
15c	'because'		Ban	Ru	Sp;Q	Fr	En	Du	 B     	B     	B
15d	'in order to'		Swa	Ru	?	Cr	En*	Du;EI	 Ø    	Ø    	Ø
15e	'when' (temporal)	Swa	Ru	?	Cr	En*	Du	 S      	S     	S
15f	other subordinators	Swa	Ru	Sp	Cr,Fr	Du?	Du	 S/B  	S/B  	S
16a	copulas			Ban	Al	Q	Cr,Fr	En*	Du	 S     	S     	S
16b	'to have'			Cu-Ban	Al	Sp	Cr	En	Du	 S     	S     	S
17a	INFL morphemes		Ban	Ru	Q	Cr	Ø	Du;EI	 S     	S     	S
17b	modal verbs		Ban?	Ru	?	Cr,Fr	Du          Du;EI	 Ø    	Ø    	Ø
17c         causative                               Ban          Al            Qu          Cr            En           EI               B            B             S
18	negative particles		Ban	Ru;Al	Sp;Q	Cr,Fr	En	Du;EI	 S      	S    	S
19a	definite articles		Ø	Ø	Ø	Fr	En	Du	 Ø      	Ø   	Ø
19b	indefinite article		Ø	Ø	Sp	Fr	En	Du	 Ø      	Ø   	Ø 
19c	demonstratives		Cush	Al(Ru)	Sp	Cr	En	Du	 S      	S    	S
19d	other determiners	Cush	Al	Sp	Cr,Fr	En	Du	 Ø     	Ø   	Ø
20	plural  NP markers	Ban	Al	Q	Cr,Fr	Ø	EI	 B      	B     	S/B
21	question particle		Ø	Ru	Ø	Cr(<Fr)	Ø	Ø	 S/B   	S/B  	S/B
22           deictic adverbs		Unk	Ru 	Sp	Cr	Po	EI+Du  	 S      	S      	S 
23	manner adverbs		Unk	Ru	Sp	Cr	En	EI	 B      	B     	?  
24		 focus particle		?	Ru	Q	?	Gb	?	 S     	S      	S
 
 
 
 
* If by this you mean the POSS marker n, this is probably Berber. If it means the order of the NP constituents (Owner n owned), this is Songhay.

‘Quantifier’ nouns are items such as a lot of. ‘Abstract’ adposition include items such as at.  INFL morphemes indicate tense, aspect, person and number on finite verbs.  The focus particle is used in some languages to emphasis one argument (usually a nominal) over others.
Of the languages listed in Tables 25 and 26, Ma’á (combining Pare Bantu and various Cushitic languages; Tanzania; Mous 2003), Media Lengua (Quechua and Spanish; Ecuador; Muysken 1997, Gómez Rendón 2008), Mednyj Aleut (Western Aleut and Russian:  Commander Islands, Siberia; Vakhtin and Golovko 1990) and Michif (Plains Cree and Canadian French; Manitoba and North Dakota; Bakker 1997, Laverdure and Allard 1984) are stable mixed languages. Meanwhile Berbice Dutch has its inflectional morphology and much of its basic lexicon from Eastern Ijo while most of the rest of the basic vocabulary is from Zeeuws Dutch (Kouwenberg 1994), and Saramaccan is a mixed English-Portuguese–Gbe creole of Suriname (Good 2009). 
In each case the language which has provided the bulk of the morphosyntax is listed first, followed by the language(s) which provided the bulk of the basic lexicon. Tagdal (TG), Tadaksahak (TD) and Tasawaq (TS) appear in the final three columns, and data are provided for as many fields as we have data for. S stands for Songhay, while B and A stand for Berber and Arabic respectively. NM and VM are Nominal and Verbal Morphology respectively. 
As we have more historical information for Saramaccan than for some other creoles, we have provided information for the Saramaccan column as to the extent to which the forms used to express concepts on the list below indicate the restructuring or redeployment of elements (from whichever source they may come) in Saramaccan structure.  Thus forms that are asterisked, such as En*, derive from English but that because of processes of grammaticalization and morphosyntactic/semantic change the form is not used in Saramaccan in the sense in which it is used in English.  Cases of grammaticalization by reason of morphosymtactic change of what were previously only lexical items or of semantic change in function words are much less prominent in the other languages surveyed.  
According to our findings, as supported by the data displayed in Tables 25 and 26, both the nomadic and sedentary varieties of Northern Songhay are essentially Songhay languages in respect of both basic lexicon (nominal and verbal) and basic nominal and verbal structure, with varying but always very large quantities of Berber features. These include forms such as ‘because’ and ‘but’, while the morphosyntax of possession and plurality in NS nouns seems to resemble Berber as much as it does Songhay. Although both the plural affix in sedentary Tasawaq and the possessive marker can be traced to Songhay, most nouns in NS languages come from or through Berber and bear the marks of Berber morphology. Similar uniformity of origin of elements in a sentence cannot be claimed for the four stable mixed languages cited. It would be difficult to create a similarly etymologically consistent sentence in the case of Berbice Dutch. 
The profiles of Northern Songhay languages – especially the nomadic Tadaksahak and Tagdal – are seen to be different from those of other ‘mixed’ languages. They seem to follow a pattern which we will call core-periphery languages, in which the ‘core’ of the languages is Songhay but the peripheral features (including anything from 50%-75% of the vocabulary) is Berber or of other origins. (In short, this reflects the usual profile of patterns of borrowing in non-mixed languages as well, including English, Berber and Songhay languages, because in each of these the most used morphemes – including the bulk of the items on the Swadesh lists - tend to come from the genealogical ancestor of the language, while the less-used morphemes are very often absorbed or copied from other languages.)  What is remarkable about NS languages is the thinness of the genealogical core – a few hundred morphemes – when compared with the profundity of the penetration of these languages’ lexica by non-core and thus peripheral elements from other linguistic traditions. 
In terms of the distribution of sources of elements in these languages, one possible close parallel to this set of Core-Periphery mixed languages is with Berbice Dutch, though NS languages, unlike Berbice Dutch, do contain a couple of numerals from the language which furnished the material of their core inflectional morphological systems.
Another possible parallel to the patterns of Berber-Songhay mixing in Tadaksahak and Tagdal can be found in the variety of Montagnais or Innu-aimun (a Cree-complex variety belonging to the Algonquian family), spoken in Betsiamites, Quebec. It has been strongly affected by local forms of French, especially in the speech of members of the younger generations. Lynn Drapeau has studied this language extensively and describes the situation brought about by Montagnais-French code-mixing in Drapeau (1994, 1995). Montagnais had previously borrowed heavily from French, integrating all borrowed nouns with /le-/ which derives from the French definite article, but which serves to mark off loan nouns in Montagnais and which does not carry any sense of definiteness. French verbs are borrowed in their infinitive forms and integrated with Montagnais tuutam ‘to do’.  Other forms – pronouns, demonstratives, et cetera – are inherited from Montagnais; Betsiamites Montagnais is less ‘mixed’ than Michif.
The need to express concepts for which Montagnais previously did not have labels is great, with the result that many items of French origin (and indeed the first layers of French loans) in Montagnais are acculturational borrowings. But the amount of borrowing in people’s speech progresses from older to younger age groups (as do the number of French noun phrases and prepositional phrases in everyday use). For such speakers a Montagnais-French code-mixing lect is now the default Montagnais lect and the only one of which younger people have productive command (though they do not appear to mix Montagnais words into their French, and any French verbs borrowed into Montagnais are still incorporated by virtue of the use of an infinitive with an inflected Montagnais verb ‘to make’). Drapeau (1994) reports that when they were shown 100 pictures of objects, adults named the terms in Montagnais 92% of the time, high school students 72%, middle school students 62% and 4th grade children only 48%. Of the time; children simply did not know the original Montagnais words for things such as ‘waterfall’ or ‘neck’.  This suggests that lexical erosion has proceeded apace in Betsiamites Montagnais and that the Montagnais language of speakers born after say 1985 is a lect which is full of code-mixing and with a depleted reservoir of Montagnais lexicon, even if Montagnais structure prevails; already according to Drapeau’s work the bulk of nouns which were recorded in a set of radio broadcast corpora in Montagnais from the 1980s were items from French, even though many of the nouns had Montagnais equivalents.
Code-mixing alone will not create a mixed language, creole or not, but stable and stereotyped patterns of code-mixing plus a high degree of lexical erosion (especially erosion of the noun lexicon), coupled with a tendency to borrow firstly acculturational and later on other lexicon, may create a mixed language which becomes the primary lect for some speakers. This may (as is the case with Montagnais and French in Betsiamites) coexist with the source of its replacive lexicon.  What is happening in Betsiamites in the 20th and 21st centuries may well have happened in the Sahel some generations ago, before linguists were around to observe the fact.
	Thomason (2003) examines the mechanisms of contact-induced linguistic change, finding seven.  They are code-switching (intersentential and intrasentential), code alternation, passive familiarity, ‘negotiation’ (in which speakers make linguistic changes which attempt to replicate what they think happens in a second language), second-language acquisition strategies, bilingual first-language acquisition and change by deliberate decision. On the basis of the evidence that we have, code-switching, second-language acquisition strategies, and also bilingual first-language acquisition (certainly in previous generations), have had parts to play in shaping these languages.   The combination of mechanisms which gave rise to the Northern Songhay languages may not necessarily also account for the genesis of other mixed languages. 
Some other remarks on the broad topic of multilingualism are in order.  Speakers of these languages are often multilingual, many speaking a Tuareg variety (in addition to one or more of Hausa, Fulfulde, Arabic and French). However, with the exception of Tadaksahak speakers, who reside in a region where Songhay is the LWC, most speakers of NS languages do not speak mainstream Songhay languages. Furthermore, the culture shared by speakers of these languages, Islamic in orientation, includes a number of realia and concepts which typically have Arabic-derived names in all the languages of the area, and nowadays there is also a topsoil of loans from French (e.g. Tadaksahak lakol ‘school’). There is also the use of Berber languages, including Tuareg, as sources for loans in the languages of this area, so that the presence of Berber loans in Songhay should not surprise us. Finally, in these languages (as demonstrated in Christiansen-Bolli 2010), there is a small stratum of words of Songhay origin which are the names of certain artifacts (such as fendí “winnowing fan”) which are typical of the material culture of the area, and which are the kinds of words which Tamajaq and other Tuareg languages might borrow from Songhay as loanwords.
One further note on mixed Berber input. It would be easy but unwise for us to assume that the Berber component in Northern Songhay languages is all from Tamajaq or other Tuareg varieties. In fact, lexical evidence suggests the opposite. As pointed out in section 1, Souag (2014) in his review of Christiansen-Bolli (2010) shows that many of the Berber but non-Songhay and non-Tuareg elements in Tadaksahak originate in Western Berber, a subgroup comprising Zenaga of Mauritania and Tetserrét of Niger. This is the most divergent branch of Berber, and there may have been other members of this branch which have since been absorbed by other languages. Stray elements such as the few Dogon words found in Korandje may even have entered Northern Songhay at this time as part of a loan stratum within Western Berber, and Berber elements occurring further south in Southern Songhay languages need not always be from Tuareg varieties. The availability of fuller resources for Northern Songhay languages would make these questions simpler for us to answer – for all we know they may have entered Korandje or other languages as part of the Songhay component.    
Of the Western Berber languages, Tetserrét is the likelier source than distant Zenaga, but our lexical sources on it are not as extensive as we may wish, so we cannot be certain.  The same is true for other Northern Songhay languages. Nonetheless it is likely that the earliest Berber component in Northern Songhay languages was from Western Berber, but that Tuareg elements, which have been acquired later, outnumber these.  

4 Review of the data and conclusion
Table 27 demonstrates the key similarities and differences between the Northern Songhay languages in question, as well as between Northern Songhay, mainstream Songhay (Zarma and Gao) and Berber (Tǝwǝllǝmmǝt and Tayart).[footnoteRef:48] [48:  Tayart (Kossmann 2011) is another common Berber variety with which Tagdal and Tasawaq speakers are in close contact, though less so than Təwəlləmət.] 


[INSERT TABLE 27 HERE] 




	Table 27: summary of basic structures in NS, mainstream Songhay and Berber languages

	
	Default inflectional subsystem
	Default derivational subsystem
	Default 
Syntactic structures
	Lexical tone

	Tagdal (nomadic)
	Songhay
	Berber
	Songhay
	No

	Tadaksahak (nomadic)
	Songhay
	Berber
	Songhay
	No

	Tasawaq (sedentary)
	Songhay
	Songhay[footnoteRef:49] [49:  With at least the very strong possibility of a few productive Berber causative forms, though definitely not the other derivational prefixes.] 

	Songhay
	yes[footnoteRef:50] [50:  Nicolaï (1981: 207), in the publication of his 1979 doctoral thesis, analyses Tasawaq as having high, low and falling tones, while Alidou (1988) only analyses two tones, high and low.] 


	Tǝwǝllǝmmǝt/Tayart 
(Tuareg-Berber)
	Berber
	Berber
	Berber
	No

	mainstream Songhay
	Songhay
	Songhay
	Songhay
	yes/no[footnoteRef:51] [51:  Most vehicular Songhay languages (Timbuktu and Gao) lack tone, though Zarma in Niger has it.] 




All three Northern Songhay languages have similar inflectional subsystems of Songhay origin. However, the nomadic varieties, Tadaksahak and Tagdal, both have default Berber derivational subsystems. These include a series of affixes – the causative s-, the reflexive nǝm- or the passive tǝw- – which attach exclusively to verb roots of Berber origin. Neither Tagdal nor Tadaksahak have any known productive Songhay derivational affixes.[footnoteRef:52] Tasawaq only has the causative suffix -nda, which affixes onto Songhay roots. The few recorded cases of Berber causatives in Tasawaq seem to have been borrowed ‘as-is’ and are not representative of productive processes, with the possibility, as yet unattested, of underived y- verbs possibly taking Berber causatives. Tasawaq lacks passive or reflexive affixes.  [52:  The only exception is Tagdal, with one Songhay derivational form, kanda ‘cause to fall’ (kanəndain Tasawaq), which does not exist in Tadaksahak.] 

All three languages have certain syntactic structures in common, with similar functions to those of the passive and reflexive prefixes. These include the functional-inverse construction, and the construction using ʃarayen, tʃaːren or siraːyen.[footnoteRef:53] [53:  The tʃaːrenconstruction occurs only rarely in Tadaksahak, if at all. Tadaksahak prefers the reflexive affix nǝm-.] 

With these data in mind, as well available historical data (see section 1.1), we can begin to come to a few tentative conclusions about the origins of the three Northern Songhay languages in question. First, given the ethnic and cultural differences between the peoples and the languages in question, it seems that Robert Nicolai’s (1979) division of Northern Songhay into sedentary and nomadic branches seems reasonable from a grammatical standpoint.[footnoteRef:54]  [54:  Though his division of the larger Songhay language family into Northern and Southern branches is somewhat more problematic, as Souag (2009) points out.] 

Second, it seems likely that the structures of all three languages in view were originally the result of bilingualism. Both the Songhay and Berber portions are too well-formed and recognisable as coming from either Songhay or Berber, to be the result of any kind of imperfect learning.[footnoteRef:55] In any case, with these two observations in view, we can begin to guess at some scenarios that may have possibly led to the development of Northern Songhay languages.[footnoteRef:56] We see two possible scenarios, presented below in Figures 2 and 3. [55:  Many of one of the author’s Tuareg friends from LWC Songhay-speaking areas, themselves often bilingual, readily recognise the Songhay and Berber elements, finding them funny. As one friend once asked, “How can you speak this language without laughing after every sentence?”]  [56:  Unfortunately, because the languages would initially have begun to develop some 500 years ago or more, no one alive today was able to observe their initial development.] 

[INSERT FIGURE 2 HERE] 





                                                                      Proto NS (Azawagh region)Figure 2, Scenario 1: NS languages developed gradually, via normal parent-to-child transmission, from Proto-NS



                Nomadic              Sedentary

Tadaksahak   Tagdal   Tasawaq   Emghedeshie (extinct)


In Scenario 1, all Northern Songhay languages originated gradually, via normal parent-to-child transmission. In this scenario, all three Northern Songhay languages in question are descended from an ancient vehicular Songhay language that existed in the region, which over time would have acquired Berber features and developed into Proto-Northern Songhay (Souag 2009), for lack of a better term.[footnoteRef:57] If so, then Proto-Northern Songhay most likely at one time possessed both Berber and Songhay derivational forms. Subsequently, NS languages developed into the present nomadic and sedentary subdivisions. Nomadic Tagdal and Tadaksahak would have lost Songhay derivational processes, leaving only kanda ‘cause to fall’ in modern-day Tagdal, along with some syntactic constructions, only some of which exist today in Tadaksahak. Sedentary Tasawaq would have lost most of its Berber derivations, leaving a default Songhay system with some essentially fossilised, Berber forms. All of this hinges on whether the derived and underived Berber verbs (see Table 15 and discussion above) are cases of historical Tasawaq or recent innovations by young bilinguals. [57:  Or possibly Tasawaq could itself be the direct descendant of Proto-Northern Songhay.] 

[INSERT TABLE 28  HERE] 




	Table 28: scenario 1, gradual development of NS via normal parent-to-child transmission, from Proto-NS
	

	
	inflectional subsystem
	Songhay derivational subsystem
	Berber
derivational subsystem
	Syntactic structures
	Lexical tone

	Proto NS (LWC)
	Songhay
	yes
	yes(?)
	Songhay
	yes

	Proto-Tasawaq (sedentary, vernacular)
	Songhay
	yes
	yes[footnoteRef:58] [58:  Assuming that the instances of Berber causatives in sedentary Tasawaq are actually historic Tasawaq.] 

(gradually lost, only  few “fixed” cases of causative left)
	Songhay
	yes

	Proto-Tagdal/Tadaksahak (nomadic, vernacular)
	Songhay
	yes
(gradually lost, only one case of Songhay causative left in Tagdal)
	
Yes
	Songhay
	yes (?)



This contrasts with the second possible scenario.

[INSERT FIGURE 3 HERE] 






                                                                                               \\                Ancient Songhay LWC
                Nomadic              Sedentary
Figure 3.   Scenario 2: nomadic varieties developed in a short period of time, sedentary variety actually a heavily berberised mainstream Songhay language.



Tadaksahak   Tagdal   Tasawaq   Emghedeshie (extinct)



In scenario 2, the nomadic NS forms originated abruptly, in the course of one generation, not via parent-to-child transmission. Songhay was the lingua franca of the region of modern-day Mali and northern Niger. Nomadic Tagdal and Tadaksahak would have originally developed over a short period, perhaps single generation, from the code switching patterns of relatively bilingual Tuareg-Berbers. Unfortunately, we cannot know with exactitude what would have motivated the generation in question to adopt their speech patterns into a new language. However, it probably would have had to do with the establishment of a separate identity, similar to the social function of mixed languages today (Thomason 2001). 
If true, then nomadic Tagdal and Tadaksahak at one time most likely would have had both Berber and Songhay derivations, as well as some Songhay syntactic constructions, some of which remain to this day. Over time, Songhay derivational affixes would have fallen out of use until all that is left today is kanda ‘cause to fall’ in Tagdal, as well as some relevant syntactic constructions which may no longer exist in Tadaksahak. 
Further, if this were true, then sedentary Tasawaq might essentially be a mainstream Songhay language, as Lacroix (1968, 1975, 1981) suggested – a vernacularised, admittedly heavily-berberised, variety descended from the ancient lingua franca of the region. If so, then the Berber derivational forms in Tasawaq in section 2 above would be instances of more recent borrowing of foreign vocabulary.

[INSERT TABLE 29 HERE]







	Table 29 Scenario 2, abrupt genesis

	
	inflectional subsystem
	Songhay derivational subsystem
	Berber
derivational subsystem
	Syntactic structures

	Ancient Songhay LWC 
	Songhay
	yes
	no
	Songhay

	Tasawaq (sedentary, vernacular)
	Songhay
	yes
	no
(instances of Berber causatives only recent  innovations by bilinguals)
	Songhay

	Proto-nomadic NS (vernacular)
	Songhay
	Yes
(gradually lost, only one case of Songhay causative left in Tagdal)
	
yes
	Songhay



Finally, the question of the development of Korandje, the “outlier” (Souag: fc) among the Northern Songhay languages, still remains. How different is it from mainstream Songhay languages, as well as from the various NS languages? The evidence given here, especially the lexical evidence, suggests that the differences are considerable and may be enhanced by the large-scale absorption of Arabic words in Korandje. Further comparisons of vocabulary and grammatical structures between Korandje and NS languages of the Azawagh valley could resolve many of these questions; the ongoing work on Korandje by Lameen Souag will be invaluable in this regard. A common origin for all these Core-Periphery mixed languages cannot and should not be ruled out.
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