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Njerep is a language on the edge of extinction. It is no longer spoken on a regular
basis, nor is it even known well by any one speaker. There are now, in fact, only
five people who remember the language well enough to produce fragments of
speech or who remember songs in the language. Our aim in this paper is to
document the language to the extent possible. We have collected a wordlist of the
language, a number of songs and other bits of text which, fragmentary though
they are, permit some insights into the structure of the language, its genetic affilia-
tion and its former importance in the region. Since we view language as a cultural
artifact intimately connected to both the culture and the history of its speakers, the
paper begins with a brief discussion of Njerep ethnography and history. We then
look at evidence for the genetic affiliation of Njerep, and follow this with a
description of its structural characteristics. Appendices are included which
contain the Njerep wordlist, transcriptions of songs and, finally, genealogical
information on the remaining speakers, which gives some insight into the
sociological aspect of language contraction.

1. Introduction

Njerep today is not a language of daily use. It is known—or remembered—by a
small handful of people in the Mambila village of Somié in Adamawa Province,
Cameroon. Of six people who have some scattered knowledge of the language,
there is but one elderly man, Mial, who may still be capable of conversing in it to
any extent. A seventh elder, who knew the language better than any of the re-
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maining speakers, Wajiri Bi, died in late 1998. The survivors, it appears, are not up
to the status of “semi-speaker” [Dorian 1973], but are best viewed as “remem-
berers” [Campbell & Muntzel 1989]. In its terminal stage, the language has been
used primarily for greetings, joking, occasionally to share secrets, and its songs
sung to recall the past. These functions have apparently died with Bi. While our
primary aim in this paper is to present a linguistic description of Njerep, in recog-
nition of the intrinsic connection between language and culture—which becomes
all the more apparent when a language is dying—we begin with a brief discussion
of the ethnography and history of the Njerep people. We then move on to examine
their language: its linguistic affiliations and those aspects of its structure that are
determinable from the available linguistic data. This material is presented in its
entirety, either in the text of the paper or in the accompanying appendices. In the
concluding paragraphs we look briefly at some of the factors that have brought
Njerep to the edge of extinction, in an effort to better understand some of the
dynamics of language decline and death. The paper is, then, little more than a post-
card and gives only a tiny fragment of the language as it was. It is, however, the
most complete record of Njerep we are ever likely to have.

2. Ethnography and history

2.1. Fragments of local history. All Mambila on the Tikar Plain came from the
Mambila Plateau and the adjoining areas of the Adamawa Plateau. It is within this
context that the history of the Njerep, and village of Somié and its surroundings is
to be understood. Somié, also known as Ndeba in Ba-Mambila, or Cokmo (some-
times written Tchokmon), is presently located at 6° 28' N, 11° 27" E in the
Bankim sub-division of the Province of Adamawa, Cameroon.! It lies on the Tikar
Plain in the extreme southwest of the Province, near the border with Northwest
Province and the Nigerian frontier. The present population is the result of several
(at least three, and possibly four) waves of immigration by different groups of
Mambila down from the Mambila Plateau onto the Tikar Plain. No clear and
detailed picture emerges from the oral history concerning these events, as accounts
from different informants are contradictory (see Zeitlyn 1994; Zeitlyn, Mial and
Mbe in press).

The four named groups of immigrants are Liap, Ndeba, Njerep and Mvop. It is
a matter of controversy whether the Liap or the Ndeba were the first arrivals,
though both may have had a hand in pushing the Tikar away from the base of the
escarpment and farther into the plain. Little is now known of the Liap other than
that they must have come from the area around Chichale mountain near Guessimi,
on the Adamawa Plateau. In Somié, some people are still occasionally described as
Liap through patrilateral descent. The Liap are said to have hidden from sub-
sequent invaders in caves. Some informants recount a story of Liap performing a
dance in a cave which collapsed, trapping or crushing the dancers. Others talk of
caves at the River Pongong (near Tor Luo hill) in which Liap pots may be found.

1 The village has moved three times, most recently in 1964.
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Even less is known of the Ndeba, other than that they too came from the
Guessimi area, and that they gave their name to the village. They are said to be the
people who dug the trenched forts visible in aerial photographs and on the ground
at Gumbe and in the forest of Duabang [Zeitlyn 1992]. We could discover no
account of any cultural practices to distinguish them from their successors. These
early immigrants were conquered or absorbed in their turn by subsequent waves
of Mambila invaders.

The second wave of immigrants to the present Somié area (considering both
Liap and Ndeba as part of the first) is itself divided into different groups. All
accounts agree this wave originated on the Adamawa Plateau, and introduced the
Njerep and the Luo. While the linguistic evidence presented below indicates that
Njerep and Kasabe (the language of the Luo) were closely related, and these two
with a third language, Cambap, elicited accounts differ as to the degree of differen-
tiation between the Njerep and the Luo. The most common version suggests these
two groups were one with the Camba (aka Twendi [Connell 1998]), and only
differentiated when they left the villages of Sango and Camba (an intermediate
stop, already on the Tikar plain) fleeing to the hills at the foot of the Mambila es-
carpment to escape horsemen. The horsemen in most accounts are Fulbe invaders,
though at least one local historian suggests this movement was earlier, and preci-
pitated by the Chamba invasion of a slightly earlier period.2 Although descendents
of the Njerep and Luo now live on the Tikar plain, they still identify the villages in
the mountains which they established, and one local mountain bears the name Tor
Luo (tor = ‘hill, mountain’). What is unclear is whether these two differentiated
from Camba in the way just described, or at an earlier time, perhaps when leaving
the Adamawa Plateau homeland. Perhaps one pointer with some bearing on the
question is that the Luo claim to have songs not known to the Njerep. This alone
cannot be taken as evidence of a long history of separation, but does point to some
cultural differentiation.

Whatever the case, the Njerep and Luo are now separate and appear to have
been so since they reached their present locations. Their separate accounts of rela-
tions with their neighbours, as discussed below, confirm this, especially since the
Njerep (but not Luo) claim to have conquered the Ndeba.

The last wave of Mambila immigrants onto the Tikar Plain were the Mvop who
came down the escarpment from Mvor village on the Mambila Plateau, southwest
of Dorofi—this site has been documented by Jean Hurault [1979: 22 & Plate VII,
1986: 131 & Plate III]. Oral tradition tells us that a group of children of Tulum,
their common ancestor in Mvor, founded the villages of Sonkolong, Somié, and
Atta. Much hinges on the reasons for the arrival of the Mvop on the Tikar Plain.
In the central part of Somié, it is said to have been a conquest. War started over
the giving of dues, such as palm oil and special (“royal”) game, to the Mvop. As is
common throughout this area, chieftainship is marked by rights over game such as
buffalo: a specified portion of any royal animal killed must be sent to the chief of a

2 Mial Nicodeme, citing the published work of Eldridge Mohammadou [1990 &1991]. There is
potential for confusion between the two names ‘Camba’ and ‘Chamba’; both are pronounced the
same, [tJamba], though at present there is no evidence of a connection between the two.
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particular group to acknowledge their superior status. In this case, it is claimed, the
thigh of a buffalo which had been killed was not sent to the Mvop chief Tulum at
Mvor. (We have not yet found an explanation of why the Ndeba should have done
this before their conquest by the Mvop.) In Somié, two hamlet headmen name
new chiefs and are accorded great respect. One of these is the head of Njerep
hamlet, and thus the head of Ndeba. The other is the head of Gumbe hamlet who
is of Mvop descent.

According to our informants, Njerep and Ndeba once exchanged buffalo thighs,
a mark of reciprocal respect, and it was the breaking of this custom which led to
the conquest of Ndeba by Njerep. The breaking of the custom is more a symptom
than a cause, but granted the symbolic importance of buffalo in the region, any
local ruler who was politically ambitious could use claims to buffalo as part of their
political strategy. Hence, a local war could well be triggered by refusal to give a
buffalo thigh. Traditions concerning buffalo rights also exemplify local history in
the case of the Luo. The Luo, allies of the Mvop, retain buffalo thighs for them-
selves. They are said to have been granted this right by Tulum, the Mvop ancestor,
after Luo healers treated him for spear wounds incurred in a battle with the Tikar.
More people today know about the curing than about who Tulum and his
followers were fighting—there is considerable uncertainty on this point.

2.2. Summary. Given the uncertainties and complexity of the regional history of
the last two centuries, the following seems the best current summary.

The Tikar Plain was inhabited by proto-Tikar speakers.3 It appears that during
the 19th century—possibly earlier—speakers of four languages, Cambap, Kasabe,
Njerep, and Yeni, left the area around Djeni Mountain (known on current maps of
Cameroon as I’Aigue Mboundou). They settled in, or perhaps established, various
villages farther west and south, in the foothills and on the Tikar Plain. The most
plausible hypothesis is that the Fulani jihad of the 19th century (part of the Sokoto
Jihad) was the primary cause of this upheaval, though there is some indication that
the movement occurred, or at least began, prior to the jihad, perhaps as a result of
the Chamba Leko incursions (as suggested by Mohammadou 1990; Fardon 1988
gives an overview of Chamba history). The Kwanja, too, were pushed southward
until some settled on the Tikar Plain where they eventually mixed with the Camba
and Yeni. It is again not clear who came first; however, the most probable scenario
is that they were all part of a general movement and arrived on the plain at more
or less the same time. Meanwhile, the Mambila (Mvop) came down from the
Mambila Plateau, and incorporated Ndeba, Njerep, and Liap villages situated at the
bottom of the escarpment, but could not expand further into the Plain because of
the Tikar who had become bigger and more centralized [Hurault 1988]. Pressure
from the Fulbe is cited by local informants to account for these changes. In any
event, it appears that the factors that led to these movements also precipitated the
decimation of the peoples involved, ultimately resulting in considerable inter-
marriage and leaving their viability as linguistic groupings tenuous. Ethnic identity

3The identification of proto-Tikar is itself controversial see Zeitlyn [1996], Mohammadou [1990;
1991], Fowler & Zeitlyn [1996].
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has survived somewhat longer, but it too is clearly not as strong as it once was, as
the Njerep and Luo now see themselves as Mambila (as do Ndeba and Liap), while

the Camba and Yeni now to a large degree see themselves as Kwanja.

3. Linguistic Affiliation

Linguistic data on Njerep comes primarily from two village elders, Wajiri Bi (Bi
was the Njerep headman; wajiri is a Fulfulde term for ‘headman’) and Mial.
Materials gathered include a wordlist, a number of songs or snatches of songs, and
sentence fragments. Other songs were also recorded by Bondjie, the Njerep
marenjo#, and Wum, a senior woman in Somié.

3.1. Background. The languages in the general area where Njerep is spoken
belong to the Mambiloid group [Blench 1993; Connell 2000]. Mambila is the
largest language in this group, with approximately 90,000 speakers, and is also the
most internally diverse. It comprises two major dialect clusters (East and West
Mambila), each containing a number of dialects. Within each cluster mutual intelli-
gibility exits between some lects, but by no means all. Among the other languages
in Mambiloid are Kwanja, Vute, Wawa, Somyev, Tep, Mvanip, and Mbongno.
The Grassfields Bantu languages are spoken to the south of Mambiloid, with one
of these, Yamba, in relatively recent times having expanded so that its speakers are
now also found throughout much of the Mambiloid area. Both Mambiloid and
Grassfields are generally accepted as being Bantoid. Fulfulde is widely used in the
Mambiloid area as a lingua franca.

3.2. The Affiliation of Njerep. On the basis of the available data, Njerep appears
to have been part of a cluster which included Cambap (the language of the Camba,
still spoken by approximately 30 people), Kasabe, and Yeni (or Djeni). Both
Kasabe and Yeni are now extinct, although we did manage to record a wordlist
with Bogon, the last speaker of Kasabe, some several months before his death. Of
Yeni, only a song survives to attest its former existence [Connell 1998]. The evi-
dence presented below makes it clear that these languages were closely related to
each other and to Mambila generally. They can best be considered part of, or
closest to, the East Mambila cluster, but whether they constituted a cluster them-
selves within that grouping is indeterminant. A fourth language, Langa, which has
a few hundred speakers, may also be a part of this grouping. Langa is considered
part of East Mambila, more closely akin to Mambila lects located in the eastern
region of the Mambila Plateau in Nigeria, such as those spoken at Kara, Titong and
Kabri, than it is to Njerep and Cambap. Langa is spoken on the Adamawa Plateau
near Djeni Mountain and more or less adjacent to the area in Nigeria where most

of the East Mambila lects are located.

4 Marenjo, or mayramjo, is a Fulfulde term roughly translatable by ‘princess’. In this context the
marenjo is the female counterpart of the headmen—wajiri—mentioned above, who name new
chiefs.
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Table 1 Evidence for the linguistic affiliation of Njerep.

head eye tongue face
Njerep fal ngié Iiba ngié
Kasabe fali ngit nImad —
Cambap 1793 ngarin ndman mbom si-1
Langa ngéi 1garé ndman mbom
Gelep win nd3aré nadman mbom
Karbap hén nd3Er€ ndéman njimani
Ba 5 nd3alo 1€ba nd3316
Sundani ngui Néri ném ma:do
Ndung nga- Jin némna gbemsi

person food salt yam
Njerep ndrd ja — —
Kasabe nor ja tomo —
Cambap nor jardp tomo tua
Langa nor jardp tomo toa
Gelep nor jarap t6mo tua
Karbap nor dsi ja ngi t6:m tia
Ba nwar jap tism tie
Sundani wira Jénbo nd3mo mo:bo
Ndung woar Jén ndém maoe”
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elbow skin navel back blood
tfakadi panda kimbi 1godzek hwomi
wiili mbdwjd  panda kibi kamé womo
1ngdna bé-i fanda kUmbdn kama wamd
kéndi fanda kimban hama wdmi
kéndi kdmb3n kamu wdm
kéde fada k3bo” ngadiga wdmi
tfakor par kibi” ngago hwsm
ngond pandd t/imi d3zomdind famd
ngi’n bi pan jir tfim ko5 kfém
calabash dog crab bird fowl
gbd bindi — gdle tforo
gba biinda kdmbad ndnil t[5ndo
gba biindi kdmbd nind tf3ndo
Jir bindu hdmba nind tfondo
gbd bindi kamban niani tf5nd5
gwd bodi kabdn nandy tfodo
ngap bor kap non tfoar
ndikpeénd: dsr kdmba non3 tfunde
3y dsi kd'm ni'n tfin
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Njerep, Kasabe, and Cambap resemble East Mambila more closely than they do
their immediate Mambila neighbour. The local variety of Mambila, part of the West
Mambila cluster, is known generally as Ba. It is sometimes referred to as Mvop
since, as discussed above, the Mvop are now dominant in the area. However, since
Ba is the more widely used term, we use it here as the linguistic designation for the
language of the Mvop.

Table 1 (preceding page) presents data representative of phonological and lexi-
cal correspondences. Data is included from Njerep, Cambap, Kasabe, and Langa,
as well as from Ba, two other Mambila lects, Gelep (Titong) and Karbap (Kara),
and two neighbouring Kwanja lects, Sundani and Ndung. In examining the compa-
rative series, it should be recalled that both Njerep and Kasabe were presumably
subject to influence from Mvop (and Ndeba), as that is the language now spoken
by the Njerep and Luo, and that the Camba all speak primarily a variety of
Kwanja; that language has had some influence on Cambap [Connell 1999].

It is apparent from the data in Table 1, first, that the two Kwanja lects, Sundani
and Ndung, are distinct from the others; developments reflected, for example, in
the initial consonants of ‘navel’, ‘person’, ‘blood’, and ‘salt’ establish this. Among
the other languages (the Mambila set), there are a number of developments evi-
dent, though those seen for Ba are most striking. The vocalic developments re-
flected in ‘person’, ‘salt’, and ‘fowl’, and the change in morpheme structure,
CVCV(C) > CVC (e.g., ‘skin’, ‘dog’, ‘crab’, and ‘fowl’), in particular, set Ba apart.
Njerep, on the other hand, shares characteristics with the remainder, viz. Kasabe,
Cambap, Langa, Gelep, and Karbap. The languages which are geographically
closest to Njerep (with the exception of Kasabe), Ba, Sundani, and Ndung, then,
are not those which are its closest linguistic neighbours.

Not all the comparative series in Table 1 form complete cognate sets. Some
show evidence of borrowings. The apparent ng — f correspondence seen for ‘head’
between Njerep and Kasabe, on one hand, and Cambap and Langa, on the other,
is indicative of an influence from Ba on Njerep and Kasabe; the true situation is
more likely reflected in ‘eye’, as there are other items which could be cited
showing the same correspondence. Similarly, comparing ‘eye’ and ‘face’, we are
inclined to conclude that the semantic extension of ‘eye’ to ‘face’ in Njerep is an
influence of Ba. And, the form found for ‘navel’ in Kasabe can reasonably be
assumed to be a borrowing from Ba, as can the form for ‘tongue’ in Njerep.

Others of the comparative series are indicative of lexical innovation. On the
basis of this evidence, the two Kwanja lects are again established as separate (cf.
‘elbow’, ‘yam’, ‘calabash’, and ‘dog’). Among forms for ‘eye’, those in Njerep,
Kasabe, Cambap, and Langa constitute one set of cognates, while those in Gelep,
Karbap, and Ba, form another. Both ‘face’ and ‘back’ group Camba, Langa, and
Gelep; on the evidence of ‘back’ Kasabe is also included with this grouping.
‘Calabash’ groups all of these with the exception of Langa.

In short, the combined evidence of phonological developments and lexical
innovation clearly demonstrates the greater proximity of Njerep to Kasabe and
Cambap, and these three to Langa, Gelep, and Karbap, all East Mambila lects. It
will be noted, though, that many of their shared similarities are apparent retentions;
it is Ba that has, in many respects, innovated compared to the other Mambila lects.
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It is therefore difficult to propose a subgrouping among the East Mambila lects on
the basis of shared innovations. However, regardless of what subgrouping may be
established, Njerep is obviously part of the Mambila cluster, and within this cluster
is closer, linguistically, to those languages which are geographically more distant.

4. Structural characteristics of Njerep

4.1. Phonology. In presenting the phonetic and phonological (and other) charac-
teristics of Njerep it will be borne in mind that all of our speakers have been
thoroughly absorbed by Ba Mambila: Ba is their primary language and has been
for quite some time. What we discuss, therefore, is Njerep in its terminal stage; we
are not in a position to say a given characteristic represents Njerep as it was when
it was a primary language; we do, however, include information pertaining to the
possible influence of Ba. It should also be noted that a certain amount of varia-
tion—‘inconsistency’—in pronunciation was observed, both across and within
speakers. This is not unexpected in a language in its terminal stage, and indeed has
been considered part of the contraction process [Dressler 1988; cf. Connell 1999].
Given these reservations, and the implicit possibility that there is no “fixed”
phonemic system as is generally conceived, what we understand to be the pho-
nemic inventory of Njerep as spoken by these two elders is presented in the tables
below.

4.2. Consonants. Table 2 presents the consonant inventory of Njerep as deter-
mined by their occurrence in stem-initial position. A list of words exemplifying
these consonants in initial position is given in (1). Noteworthy variation or other
characteristics are included in the wordlist in Appendix 1.

4.2.1 A note on labialization. Other than the labialized velar nasals shown, there
are a few consonants which may conceivably be considered labialized, such as /v/
in vwdn ‘two’, above, or /t/ in tda ‘speak’. These are few in our data, and
although the consonant itself is indeed labialized in these cases, the alternative
analyses, that they represent an underlying vowel sequence (only /ua/ and /uo/
occur in our data) or a sequence of semi-vowel—vowel are more plausible. In sup-

Table 2. Consonant inventory of Njerep.

bilabial ~labio-dental ~alveolar post- velar  labial-velar
alveolar

nasal m n nj 1
prenasal mb nd nd3z ng nmgb
plosive | p b t d k g kp gb
fricative f v S
affricate tf ds
approx. 1 j w
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(1) Njerep consonants in initial position.

ma ‘build, construct’ tfdadd ‘monkey’
mbani ‘breast’ dzdrd ‘firewood’
panda ‘skin’ Ja ‘eat’

ba ‘elder brother, sister’ pada ‘give birth’
vwan ‘two’ nga ‘buy’

fa ‘village’ kamsd ‘chest’
ndgd ‘lick’ gaa ‘tadpole’
nddgd ‘bed’ pvobs ‘steal’

taba ‘earth, soil’ ng¥eni ‘frog’

da ‘sing’ kp3slsk ‘tortoise (Ba)’
samba ‘gourd rattle’ pmgba ‘chief’
lané ‘invite’ gbd ‘calabash’
Jjpama ‘animal’ wil 285
ndzéle ‘nail, claw’
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port of the latter we note also that the only other permissible vowel sequences are
/ie/ and /ial.

4.2.2. Intervocalic consonants. Most consonants occurring initially may also
occur intervocalically in C2 position. Exceptions are the doubly articulated labial-
velars and the prenasalized palatals. Only one consonant occurs intervocalically
that does not also occur initially, that is [r]. While it is tempting to analyze this
consonant as an allophone of /d/, there are a few words, e.g., tfddd ‘monkey’
which seem consistently to be pronounced with [d]. Seeing it as a variant of /l/ is
also a possibility, as there are some words where this variation occurred, e.g., tdli ~
tari ‘stone’. Alternation between [1] and [n] has also been noted; however, in the
large majority of words where /1/ occurs intervocalically, there is no variation.

4.2.3. Final consonants. The great majority of words in Njerep are vowel final.
Among those few that do end with a consonant, the repertoire of consonants
available is restricted to /m, n, 1, p, 1, k/. The trilled [r] may be seen as a positional
variant of any or all of /t, d, I/.

5 The following abbreviations are used in this paper:

assoc  associative imp  imperative 1S first person singular
asp aspect io indirect object 28 second person singular
C consonant loc  locative 35 third person singular
cop copula neg  negative 1P first person plural

dem demonstrative pl plural 2P second person plural
do direct object poss  possessive 3P third person plural

fut future t/a tense/aspect
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4.3. Vowels. Njerep appears to have had a seven vowel system /i, €, a, 9, u, 0, 9/.
Examples of the occurrence of these are given in (2).

(2) Njerep vowels
bini ‘dance, song’ bindu ‘dog’
bén 1P mboto ‘wine, beer’
bs 2P b3n 3P

mbani  ‘breast’

Among the speakers we worked with, there were a number of variations. First,
in at least a few words, either [i] or [e] is realized; in all cases we consider these to
be instances of /i/, as in [mi] ~ [mé] ‘house’. In closed syllables, /i/ is centralized
and lowered. Second, /e/ may be realized as [e] or [e] in open syllables, while in
closed syllables, [e] occurs. Third, there may be some variation between /e/ and /a/.
We observed this only across speakers, whereas other instances of variation
occurred both across and within speakers. Four, /o/ is realized within a range from
high back unrounded [w] to mid central [s]. Our data is insufficient to determine
any conditioning factors, other than that when following velars, [w] is the usual
realization. [9] is also seen to alternate with [€] in grammatical words, e.g., n€ ~
nd, T/A marker, mé ~ m3, 1S. Finally, /u/ in closed syllables is somewhat lowered
and centralized. In other cases, vowels in individual words are variable, perhaps as
result of influence or borrowing from other languages known to our speakers.
‘Fire’ for example was given with three different pronunciations: wi, wii3, and
wa. Figure 1 presents a vowel chart illustrating the variation as areas of overlap.

Figure 1. Vowel chart of Njerep.

(NB: the chart is based on impressionistic, rather than instrumental observation.)
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4.4. Tones. Njerep has three level tones, High, Mid, and Low. The three tone
system is a feature shared with other East Mambila lects, including Cambap, while
western dialects such as Ba have four tones. The level tones combined to give a
number of contours. Minimal or near-minimal pairs are given in (3).

(3) Njerep tonal contrasts.

gba ‘calabash’ nga ‘crocodile’
gba ‘bad’ ggd  ‘buy’
ngbag  ‘cave’ gaa  ‘tadpole’
ngba ‘chief’ Jjili ‘fufu’

tfd ‘day’ Jjila ‘name’

tfa ‘hunger’

Table 3. Examples of Njerep tones compared to tones of cognate words in Ba.
[Tone markings for Njerep are: H=", M =7, L =7; for Ba, tones are
numbered 1 to 4, high to low.]

Tone Njerep Ba Gloss
High hwomé hwoml ‘blood’
td to21 ‘tree’
Mid tfodo tfuar2 ‘fow!’
bindi bor2 ‘dog’
Low Junu sont ‘mouth’
ména mona4 ‘neck’
High-Mid  hébo hobo21 ‘forest’
ngirt ngara? ‘tail’
tfdda tfar’ ‘monkey’
jalé ja2 ‘bush’

High-Low pgdbd ngap24 ‘antelope’

Mid-High jild Jjii2l ‘name’
Low-High njams njam3 ‘animal’
ngwéni ngwa3 ‘frog’

nor 10b6  nuard lop3  ‘witch’
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4.4.1. Tone melodies. Lexical items in Njerep can be classified according to tone
melody, though not all possible combinations of the three tones are found. Interest-
ingly, nouns have a preponderance of Hs, while verbs are skewed towards Ls.
The complete absence of LM sequences may suggest M to be in fact a down-
stepped H. However, as other phenomena associated with downstep, such as
terracing, seem not to be present, an analysis of M is preferred. Beyond this, we
can only speculate that lexical tone melody interacted with grammatical tones in
the verb phrase, as this is the case in other Mambila lects, including both Cambap
and Ba.

(4) Basic tone melodies

Nouns:

Melody H M L HM HL MH ML LH LM
Monosyllabic | 10 6 8 5 0 0 0 3 0
Disyllabic 23 8 17 22 6 3 0 17 0

Verbs:

Melody H M L HM HL MH ML ILH LM
Monosyllabic 7 1 2 0 0 0 1 2 0
Disyllabic 4 6 12 7 5 0 0 6 0

With one exception (see below), singular pronouns all bear Low tone, plural
pronouns take High. This follows the pattern found in Ba, but not in Cambap, so it
may be reasonable to assume that tones of pronouns in Njerep have come under
the influence of Ba.

4.4.2. Complex tone patterns. A number of words in our data occur with more
complex tone melodies. Almost all of these involve a contour on the final syllable
of the word, and all but two of these involve a contour falling to L.. For nouns, the
final L can in most cases be analyzed as a tonal morpheme indicative of a pos-
sessive or genitive relationship (see below).

Similarly, a number of disyllabic verbs also have more complex melodies, with
a HL contour on the second of the two syllables. The final L in these cases also
may well be a floating tonal morpheme, though its function is not clear. In both Ba
and Cambap, a suffixed floating L. marks nominalized or (infinitive) verb forms.

5. Morphology

The great majority of words in Njerep are disyllabic, CVCV. Among nouns there is
a propensity to this structure, while verbs are evenly divided between CVCV and
CV forms. Words of a CVC structure are rather few in number. Three main word
classes appear in our data: nouns, verbs, and adjectives.
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5.1. Nouns. Njerep nouns do not bear any particular morphological marking. In
other Mambiloid languages one finds vestigial evidence of a former noun class
system relatable to Bantu. However, in Njerep, except for the possibility that stem
initial prenasalized consonants reflect a former class prefix, as well as certain other
C1 reflexes, this vestigial evidence has disappeared.

5.1.1. Pluralization. Three different means of pluralization are recorded in our
data, all of which find their parallels in other Mambiloid languages. These are
shown in (5-7).

(5) nor bd
person PL

(6) gdlé-m
bird-PL

(7) bo-gwina
PL-child

The first of these, assuming Njerep matched a pattern found throughout the
region, was a generalized means of marking plural. In some West Mambila and
most East Mambila languages, as well as many other Mambiloid languages, a
second system of pluralization exists which involves a number of suffixes [Connell
2000]; the plural marker in (6) seems related to this system. The plural marker in
(5) is cognate with that in (7); the preposing is through the influence of Ba, which
regularly marks plurals in this manner. In cases where other quantifiers were used
(e.g., numerals, ‘many’) the plural marker was omitted.

5.1.2. Personal pronouns. With the exception of the third person singular, there
was only one paradigm of personal pronouns. These are listed in (8). Comparative
evidence across Mambiloid suggests strongly that a, as a 3S subject pronoun, is
borrowed from Ba.

(8) Personal pronouns

md~mé ‘I, me; my’

wu ‘you; your’

a; mo ‘he, she, it; him, her; his, her, its’
bén ‘we, us, our’

bi ~ bd ‘you, your’ (bi from Ba)

bsn ‘they; them; their’

5.1.3. Adjectives. Seven adjectives are recorded in our data: dsiri ‘black’; tfare
‘small’; dolo ‘large/wide’; domsd ‘big’; 16 ‘good’; gba ‘bad’; sunu ‘single’.



Njerep: A postcard from the edge 109

5.1.4. Verbs. Like nouns, verbs in Njerep were not marked morphologically in
their base form. The only information we have concerning modification to base
forms involves suffixation or tonal changes, as discussed below.

5.2. Associatives. Associative constructions assumed an order of X + Y + V:
dependent + head, plus a suffix marking the grammatical relation. The suffix took
different forms; either a vowel bearing a low tone (9, 10, 13) or simply the tone
itself (11, 12). The latter is the marking used in Ba and may be seen as having
been influenced by Ba. While the suffix vowel is in apparent partial harmony with
the stem vowel, it is interesting to note that it is cases where the stem contains a
back vowel that the suffix vowel is lost.

©)  nor jib-i ‘thief’
man steal-ASSOC

(10) balé bé-i ‘hand (palm)’
inside hand-ASSOC

(11) dsi  wa-* ‘smoke’
smoke fire-ASSOC

(12) gé tfods-° ‘egg’
egg hen-ASSOC

The influence of Ba in associative constructions is also seen in lexical bor-
rowing. In (13), the Njerep form for ‘calabash’, gb4, is replaced with the Ba form,
ngab, but the Njerep associative marker is retained.

(13) ti ngab-é ‘calabash tree’ (lit tree of calabash)
tree calabash-ASSOC

5.3. Negation. Negation was indicated by suffixation; our sole example shows that
the -V suffix replaced the final vowel of the CVCYV stem and harmonized with the
stem vowel: goné ‘like, want, accept’ vs gono.

(14) md twd md twd noré gon-o
1S speak 1S speak person like-NEG
‘I speak, I speak, people don’t like/want it.’
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6. Syntax

6.1. Word order. Like other Mambiloid languages, Njerep featured a basic word
order of Subject—Verb—Object, demonstrated in (15-18) as well as other examples.

(15) bs t3lé mé
2P enter house
‘You enter the house.’

(16) b da bd  bini
2P sing ASP song
‘You sing a song.’

(17) md kdma mbili
1S climb oil-palm tree

‘I climb the oil-palm.’

(18) ta padd md
father bear 1S
‘Father gave birth to me.’

6.2. Noun phrase. Modifying elements in the noun phrase—numeral quantifiers,
possessives, and attributives—typically followed the noun.

(19) tonée  vwan
elephant two
‘two elephants’

(20) gbilé md
wife  1S.POSS
‘my wife’

(1) nor gba
person bad
‘a bad person’

(22) gbd  ddmd
calabash big
‘a big calabash’

6.3. Verb phrase

6.3.1. Imperatives. The basic verb form appears to have occurred in imperative
forms. There is no change in tone between indicative and imperative forms; given
that other Mambiloid languages do mark imperatives tonally, we speculate that its
absence in Njerep may be a recent development.
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(23) sle gmgban
enter IMP) cave
‘Enter the cave!’

(24) lané nor bd
invite IMP) person PL
‘Invite people!’

25 pd mo kuld
give (IMP) 3S  stool
‘Give him the stool!’

(26) d3é bd fa
go  ASP village
‘Go to the village!’

6.3.2. Order of Objects. Our data permit us only to say that direct objects
preceded indirect objects.

(27) pd mo  gba damd
give 3S.DO calabash.IO big
‘Give him a big calabash.’

(28) pd md  gbd domd
give 1S.DO calabash.]JO big
‘Give me a big calabash.’

6.3.3. Predicate attributives

(29) ndr npgu sdnd
person COP alone
‘A single person.’

(30) nyamé né  kiku
animal COP many
‘The animals are many.” (N.B.the absence of the plural marker in this case.)

Bl) a né I5
3S COP good
‘It is good.’

6.3.4. Tense — aspect marking. On the limited data available, it is difficult to offer
a clear statement as to tense and aspect marking. As examples (32)—(37) show, at
least one form of both past and present were unmarked. A number of grammatical
particles existed, though, which appear to function either as copula or aspect
markers (exx. 29-31, 38), and either alone or in connection with the future mar-
ker. No doubt others, for which we have no evidence, also existed.
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6.3.4.1 Past. Past tense could be indicated unmarked, as in (32). The verb gili
‘finish’ was used to form what may be considered a perfective, as in (33).

(32) md nga gba nmé
1S buy calabash water
‘I bought the calabash (of) water.’

(33) nor ki gili
person die finish
“The person is dead.’

6.3.4.2 Present. Present tense could be indicated by an unmarked form (34-39).

(34) md t3lé pmgban
1S enter cave
‘I enter the cave.’

(35) md kdmd mbili
1S climb oil-palm tree
‘I climb the oil-palm.’

(B6) a twd Iéle
3S speak lie
‘He/she/it tells a lie’.

37 md tfd no gipi
1S sleep LOC here
‘I sleep here.’

(38) md mwd mboto md mbamé péné
1S drink beer 1S urinate DEM
‘I drink beer, I urinate.’

(39) b3 mwa mboto b3 salé tap
2P drink beer 2P announce war
“You drink beer, you announce war’.

6.3.4.3. Grammatical particles. Three grammatical particles are in evidence in
the Njerep data. Two of these, né and g, exemplified in (29-31), above, func-
tioned as copulas and appear to have indicated a present state. The difference
between them is not known. The third particle, ba™, also seems to have functioned
as a copula (40), but was also apparently used to indicate a change of state (41—
42). In Ba, a similar particle has this function [Perrin n.d.], and this analysis fits the
Njerep data. For Ba, Perrin describes it as a copula but often labels it as an aspect
marker. Similarly, né€ also appears to have had an aspectual function, as shown

below in (47).
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40) ¢foa bd md [ja
hunger COP 1S seize
‘I am hungry.’

(41) bs da bd  bini
2P sing ASP song
‘You (begin to) sing a song.’

42) md d3é ba md dzé b4 mba mbamo
IS go ASP 1S go ASP  urinate urine
‘I go, I go to urinate.’
(In this sentence, repeating the initial part of the utterance was said to
indicate seeking permission.)

6.3.4.4. Future. The future was regularly marked with d3é, a form of the verb
‘go/come’, preceding the main verb, as in (43). ‘Go’ and ‘come’ were differen-
tiated only by tone, the former having a high tone and the latter a low tone. In Ba,
a similar tonal distinction is used more generally, with the addition of a low tone to
any verb of motion rendering the meaning ‘motion towards the speaker’. It is not
known whether the tonal distinction in Njerep is due to a Ba influence; the Njerep
words themselves are cognate with, but not borrowed from, Ba. This apart, one of
our speakers varied the tone of d3e when used to mark future; it is not clear
whether this functioned to mark different types of future, or was simply variation
of the sort discussed earlier in 4.1.

(43) md d3é ngd gbd  nimé
1S FUT buy calabash water
‘I will buy a calabash of water.’

Other examples of the future in our data show variations in word order, and
have d3é combining with an aspect marker. In (44), the future marker follows the
main verb, and in (45-46), it combines with b4~ and follows the main verb. In (47),
dzé né immediately follows the subject, while the verb is clause final. We note here
the parallel with Ba non-narrative, non-focus forms where the verb is also clause-
final [Perrin n.d], though in Ba a high tone is suffixed to the postposed verb, while
in Njerep (from the one example available) a low tone appears to be added. We
assume the variation in word order between (43) on one hand, and (44-46) on the
other, also has to do with discourse level considerations.

44) wo twd dzé Iéle
2S speak FUT lie
‘You will tell a lie.’

(45) nasara jé dzé ba séngé
European eat FUT ASP palm nut
‘The European will eat the palmnut.’
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(46) bs pgolé dzé bd bini
2P dance FUT ASP dance
“You are going to dance.’

(47) nasara dizé né mbili kdma
European FUT ASP oil-palm tree climb
‘The European will climb the oil-palm.’

7. Conclusion

Populations move, merge, and separate in response to changing ecology, demo-
graphy, and as part of political process. A dispute about succession can lead to
schism [Kopytoff 1987]. Political ambition can lead to warfare and conquest. Local
rivalry can lead to one group inviting a third party to help them against their
competitors. Having won the battle they may then find they have became vassals
in their own turn. Such processes make up (and have made up, over the longue
durée) human history.

Over the last two hundred years the regional history of the Tikar plain in
Cameroon has been dominated by the effects (mainly knock-on effects) of the
Sokoto Jihad and the south-easterly spread of Islam. Consequent population
movements and mergers have led some languages to flourish and others to
disappear. One such language is Njerep, which we have documented here, albeit in
a fragmentary fashion. This is all that remains of the language. Of its sister
language, Kasabe (L.uo), we know even less, and of Yeni barely a whisper. We can
only speculate about the cultural variety that has also vanished but we take some
consolation from the suggestion that it was ever thus.
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APPENDICES

The appendices contain all available data for Njerep not included in the text. Since,
in the case of terminal languages or last remaining speakers, semi-speakers or
rememberers, the question of how well or how much an informant remembers of
his or her language is of some interest, it is worth noting that standard elicitation
techniques generally did not produce good results. This is in sharp contrast to the
experience of, for example, Sawyer (as reported in Elmendorf 1981) working on
Wappo and Yuki, both native American languages, where informants were able to
recall details of their language, in one case after 60 years of non-use. In the present
case, while many of the words in the following list were elicited without difficulty,
others came only with the aid of a prompt. The singing of a song, for example,
would often trigger the memory. Contrasting experiences such as these obviously
may be due to a variety of factors, including individual abilities and an individual’s
relationship with his or her language; however, we believe the difference between
our experience here and that of researchers such as Sawyer has much to do with
the relation between the disappearing language and the replacing language, and
provides some insight into the relation between language and culture. Exploration
of such issues is beyond the scope of the present paper.

Appendix One: Njerep Wordlist

In the following wordlist, alternative transcriptions reflect different pronunciations
from different speakers, or variation within one speaker. In such instances the most
frequent pronunciation is given first.

Nouns

Body parts

3h ‘head’ t6go, t6o ‘throat’

Jjuli f30; subé ‘hair’ mbdga, mbaga  ‘arm, hand’
ngié; ngi ‘eye’ tfakida ‘elbow’
auni ‘nose’ balé béi ‘hand (palm)’
Junu ‘mouth’ naga ‘finger’
nién, pié ‘tooth’ ndz€le ‘nail, claw’
liba ‘tongue’ Jjord; ji'r ‘body’

wili ‘chin’ pandd, padd ‘skin’

dili ‘beard’ kamo ‘chest’

wiali ‘jaw’ mbdni ‘breast (female)’
ngi€; ngi ‘face’[cf. eye; from Ba] 11, I¢ ‘belly’

kinu ‘forehead’ kimbi ‘navel’

tia, kia, cia ‘ear’ 1ngod3ek ‘back’

méena ‘neck’ ki; ti ‘buttocks’
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gule; ngui
10l6°

nolé

gule

kaa, kuli
ngome
bilé

timi
hwomé; hwomi
diri

mbidi
mbamd
hoén

Humans

nor, nord, noré
nor gi

nor [ibi
gbutli; gwuili
pwiinil; npwina;
muin tfare

bo gwina

[ia; sia
gbdlé; gbsné
md

ta; ta

ba

tfilé

gi br

tfans, tfanga
gono

kini

gmgba

‘leg’ [gul€ from Ba]
‘thigh’
‘knee’
‘foot’
‘bone’
‘heart’
‘stomach’
‘liver’
‘blood’
‘saliva’
‘excrement
‘urine’

’

‘voice’

‘person’

‘people’

‘man’

‘woman’ [cf. ‘wife’]
‘child’

‘children’
(bo=PL; < Ba)

‘husband’
‘wife’
‘mother’
‘father’

‘elder brother/sister,
same sex’

‘elder brother/sister,
opposite sex’

‘community, ethnic group’

‘ancestors’ (cf. spirit,
ghost)

‘in-law’
‘guest, stranger’
‘chief’
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nor 13nd
nor ggama
nor jibi
nor 10bo
kimi
tfags

Foods and plants
nd

Jjili

Jili ngili
ngili
nimd
mboto
mboto
hobo
jdle
pudi
gwi

td
mbsli

sanga, s€nge
gbd

gbd

ti ngabé

Animals
njams

ngirt

ngiet ja'r
bédo, bindi,
binda; bada
mbia, mbia

‘native doctor’
‘diviner’
‘thief’

‘witch’
‘corpse’
‘ghost’

‘food’

‘fufu’
‘cocoyam fufu’
‘cocoyam (generic)’
‘water’

‘wine (general)’
‘sorghum beer’
‘forest’

‘bush’

‘grass (generic)’
‘elephant grass’

(Pennisetum purpureum)

‘tree’

‘oil palm’

(Elaeis guineensis)
‘palm kernel’
‘gourd (generic)’
‘calabash’

‘calabash tree’
(ngab < Ba)

‘animal (general)’
‘tail’

‘buffalo tail’ (ja'r < Ba)

cdog’

‘goat’



sar ngam,

$or §gdn
naga
ngdbd, ngabs
tfdda, tfddd,
kdda

jaré

toné

pgul

kpslsk

pga:

sa

ggwéni
gdlé

gaa

madtfik
kula dsiri
gdle;
gdlim, galim
bdle, bale
ngwilé

gé, gé tfodo
tforo, tfodo

Living
fa
ngwolé
gadsé
ndun
mi; mim

kong

k3d36; kil
nddgd
sambd
wi; wids, wa
d3drd
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‘sheep’

‘cow, zebu’ (Ba)
‘antelope (generic)’
‘monkey (generic)’

‘buffalo, ‘bushcow’’
‘elephant’

‘leopard’

‘tortoise’ (Ba)
‘crocodile’ (Ba)
‘snake (generic)’
‘frog’

‘frog spawn’
‘tadpole’

‘frog (sp, big)’

‘toad’ (d31ri = ‘black’)
‘bird’

[-im forms are plurals]
‘wing’

‘feather’

3 ’

7:424
‘fowl, chicken’

‘village’

‘field’

“farm’

‘granary’

‘house’

‘wall (interior room
divider)’

‘stool’

‘bed’ (Ba)

‘gourd-rattle’

‘fire’

‘firewood’

ti wa’

tfd wiad
dzu wa
tdp
ngams
dsa

Jild

biné

bini; bindi
nge

Nature

tabe

tdri; tali; tfdra
toro; tori
pmgbay
nimo

nimd dolo
nu:

Ia

wali

mbéeni

tfid; tfda
t[imbi
bendi; béndi
tfua; tfa

Verbs

jd

jdja

mwd, nwd

nama

ndgd

mada

nd33ds; nd3sds
kuala
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‘ashes’

‘charcoal’

‘smoke’

‘war’

‘divination (general)’
‘language’

‘name’

‘song; music’
‘dance’

‘thing’

‘earth, soil’
‘stone’

‘hill, mountain’
‘cave’

‘river (= water)’
‘river, large’
‘rain (n.)’

‘sun’

‘moon, month’
‘star’

‘day
‘night’; a proper name
‘illness’

‘hunger, famine’

’

3 ’

eat
‘chew’

‘drink’

‘bite’

‘lick’

‘swallow’

‘suck (e.g., breast)’
‘spit’ (Ba)
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mba
pada
dend
kivd, ku
goné
tfa

tdlé
dsné
sdté
pdle

télé
dszée
dzé
wé
jud
gole
dolo
kom3; kam4d
Iéleba
ngoli
kula
jagd
kama
Jugé
bién
mono
kéle
JEne
goné
taa
bién
twdré

I€le

gili; gié
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‘urinate’

‘give birth’

‘live (exist)’

‘die’

‘like, love’

‘sleep (v.)’

‘stand (up)’

‘sit (down)’

‘sit with legs extended’

‘sit with legs extended’
(Ba?)

‘enter’

‘come’

‘go out, exit, go (finally)’
‘return, arrive’
‘leave’

‘walk’

‘run’

‘climb’

‘jump, fly’

‘dance’

‘wash, bathe’

‘wash (things)’
‘touch (with hand)’
‘rub’

‘greet (salute)’
‘think’

‘know’

‘forget’

‘want’

‘speak (a language)’
‘ask (question)’

‘reply (question)’
(cf. speak)

‘lie’
‘finish’ (gié from Ba)

dd
ka
gwdna
lané
nd
ngadé
guo
tfo

turd
gaté

kdms
mbaba
nula
nimd
ngd
gulu
mw3sb3;
gwibs
na
tébe
wula
ma
noé

Adjectives
d3iri

15

gba

dolo

dama

tfare

sunu

kuku

tfén

vwan

‘sing’

‘look at’

‘see’

‘invite’

‘cook’

‘roast’

‘grind’

‘chop, cut’ (from Ba?)

‘break (with a stone)’
(< Ba?)

‘tap with force’ (Ba géra
‘tap sharply, with force’)

‘squeeze (orange)’
‘carry (e.g., child at side)’
‘carry (e.g., on head)’
‘extinguish’

‘buy (general)’

‘sell’

‘steal’

‘give’

‘throw (e.g., spear, stone)
‘kall’

‘build (house)’

‘be (location)’

v

‘black’

‘good’

‘bad’

‘wide, large’
‘big’

‘small’

‘single, alone’
‘many’ (< Ba?)



Njerep: A postcard from the edge 119

Appendix Two: Song lyrics

Three songs were recorded with Bondjie at Njerep hamlet on 26-03-00 with the
assistance of Ciebeh Daniel. They were translated on 1-04-00 with the assistance of
Mial Nicodeme. It was not possible to find glosses for all lexical items; conse-
quently, some are marked with “?” where the gloss should be. Others parts of the
songs, typically at the beginning and end of phrases, are semantically empty. A
free translation is given to the right of each phrase. These are tentative translations
only, partly due to the uncertainty of glosses in certain instances, and missing
glosses in others. For Bondjie’s first song, especially, but for all of the songs to
some extent, it is their nature that the phrases are not complete sentences, but
rather fragments srung together to evoke a memory or mood. Words known to be
loans from Ba-Mambila are marked with an asterisk.

1. Bondjie’s first song. In response to a request to explain the meaning of this
song, Bondjie embarked on a long recounting of Njerep history.
mmni 6-6 ngbalé é-hé
? 77?
wobé ngbalé mi a6 mmm
? ? 1S 7

5 jdjd md talé 33

eat IS tumn Eating, I turn around
m jdja md *palé m-m
eat 1S  sit,legsout Eating, I sit with my legs extended
&-heé obi ngba mvop é é-hé
call chief Mvop The Mvop chief calls
m-m wé wé-o0 3
returning returning Returning, returning

3-hd o6bé6 md wé-0 wé-60 hm
cal 1S return Call, I return
om hm wé-é& wé-é 66
returning  returning Returning, returning
m Obé ngba mvop €-hé
call chief Mvop The Mvop chief calls
m-m télé me ngi 63
enter my eye Isee him
dm jdja md talé & hmm
eat 1S tum Eating, I turn around
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m hm talé € hmm
turn Turn
3-hd 0bo-6 owo jé 0-6
call Call

h3 pdla md d3é¢ wolé ba hé
? 1S go field T/A? I’'m going to the farm

mm npdla md d3é komd ba hé
? 1S go climb T/A? I’m going to climb

m hm Obié t€I€ md pgié hé
call  enter I eye Calling, I see

9 gpgba mvop télEé md ngié hd
chief Mvop enter 1S eye I see the Mvop chief

3-hd jdjd md talé 35
eat 1S tum Eating, I turn around

jdjd md halé 3-5
eat 1S regain Eating, 'm satisfied

m Obé jd ngié O-hm

call eat eye Call, eat, see
m ngba mvop té€l€ md rngié-hé
chief Mvop enter 1S eye I see the Mvop chief
m-hm d3é komd nd da-a
go climb T/A? sing Go, climb, sing
00 60 jaa éé

2. Bondjie’s second song. We might call this song “The chief of Mvop eats
sisongo”. Sisongo is ‘elephant grass’; the tender young inside shoots are eaten, but
(at least for the Njerep) normally only during lean times. Palmnuts, on the other
hand, are well liked, a treat. The song illustrates, on one level, the ambivalent
nature of relations betwen the Njerep and the Mvop, and, on another level, the
dilemma the Njerep faced, aware of being absobed by the Mvop.

“In times of famine the Mvop chief eats sisongo,
but the Njere chief eats sweet palmnuts. Whose house shall I enter?”
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Chop (cut) and eat sisongo

The Mvop chief eats sisongo

The Mvop chief

The Mvop chief eats sisongo,
it’s bitter

The Njerep chief breaks and
eats palmnuts

The Njerep chif taps (breaks),

eats palmnuts
The Mvop chief
The Mvop chief eats sisongo,

it’s bitter

Which house will I enter?

Will I enter here?

Which house will I enter?

tf6 *jé gwi-€ mmni
chop eat sisongo
ngba mvop tf6 *jé gwi  nd3Sp nd3dp €-jéé
chief Mvop chop eat sisongo ? ?
ggba mvop hd
chief Mvop ?
ngba mvop tf6 *jé gwi  nd3a dsin
chief Mvop chop eat sisongo bitter
ngba njéré turd *jé sanga é&é
chief njere break eat palmnut
ngba njéré gaté *jé sagga nddp 1€ nddp
chief njere tap eat palmnut ? ?
e-yé ngba mvop a

chief Mvop
ggba mvop tf6 *jé gwi  nd3a d3in
chief Mvop chop eat sisongo ? bitter
6-6-6-6-6-61 jeee
md tolé d3¢ mi nji  bd
1S enter FUT house where Q
d3é md t3lé d3é ni bé-é-é
go 1S enter FUT LOC? ?
md tolé d3zé mi nji bd
1S enter FUT house where Q
ngba mvop tf6 *jé gwi  nd3a dsin
chief Mvop chop eat sisongo ? bitter

ngba njéré gaté *jé sapga nddn 1€ nddp
chief Njere tap eat palmnut ? ?

The Mvop chief eats sisongo,
it’s bitter

The Njerep chief taps (breaks),

eats palmnuts
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3. Bondjie’s third song. This song again had Bondjie embarking on stories of the
past, particularly regarding the food people ate during hard times. In her expla-
nation of the song, Bondjie talked, for example, of how they ate frogs and mice,
though these words don’t appear in the song.

mm mm t3lé dé mi € ndn-€é
enter ? house Non-POSS Enter Non’s house

dc md tilé d3z€ *wa é bi-€

1S enter FUT Q Bi-POSS Will I enter Bi’s (house)?
€ md t3l€ d3é *wa € ndn-é
1S enter FUT Q Non-POSS Will I enter Non’s (house)?
m-m-mi gbd ggbd-é m-m
calabash chief(?)-POSS The chief’s calabash
35-é€ td mo tilé
?7 1S enter I enter
35-éé j4 mdo *gi€é ndn-é
eat 1S  finish Non-POSS I finish eating Non’s
51 *jé gomi & deni
eat want I want to eat
d mal jd mina horo gono ba 35
eat ? trouble want-NEG T/A? Eat, I don’t want trouble
5 j6 jdjd horo  gono ba 5
? eat troubles want-NEG T/A? Eat, I dont want trouble

é-¢ s& guo bd bé ngbé 3-5
9

snake COP ? chief The snake has come for the chief
ni-ni mén jabaé bd ngbéma m-ni-m
? sound of shitting (ideo) COP ? m

m-ni *jé-& é-€
eat Eat

8-8-6 *jé-66 nand i
eat how? Eat—how?



Njerep: A postcard from the edge 123

Mial’s song. When asked why people had stopped speaking Njerep, Mial replied
that the younger people used to laugh at them when they used it. The phrases in
the song are repeated several times each and in random order.
6-60-0 ndm nd bo ndnd kwa gébd tfén
? 7 0?7 7 say? ? one 7?7say ? once

md twd md twd nor gono-0
IS speak 1S speak people like-NEG I speak, people don’t like it

wd-6 gwd mo nwd hon gono-6
drink 1S drink voice like-NEG I drink, my voice doesn’t like it

wd-0-0 j4 md jd hon gono-6
eat 1S eat voice like-NEG I eat, my voice doesn’t like it

Appendix Three: Njerep speakers

The census of Njerep, done in January of 1997 and February 1999, recorded 191
people living in the hamlet of Njerep and a further 10 in the tiny hamlet of Tor
Luo. Only four people listed Njerep as a language used at home, and in no case
was it the only language used; in fact, information gleaned from interviews con-
ducted separately from the census suggested it is highly doubtful that the language
is used at all any longer, except perhaps when a degree of secrecy or privacy is
required, or for greetings and joking. In addition to these four, a fifth person indi-
cated Njerep as a language she used outside the home (she is Njerep married to an
Mvop). Other people of Njerep descent live in other quartiers of Somié, though
only two are known to have any ability to speak the language. The fact that of the
six people who know the language best, three are of the same family (they share
the same father), suggests that the terminal stage of this language has been a pro-
tracted period.

name sex  father mother

Bi (b. ca 1922 — 1998) M Nguel Semke
Djekegni Marthe (b. ca 1928) F Nguel Nguouane
Nguea Abraham (b. ca 1939) M Vouhon Mbeha
Bondjie Salamatou (b. ca 1940) F Nguel Tchouboukeh
Mial Nicodeme (b. ca 1931) M  Bong Mbiyu Mbayor
Wum Margarite (b. ca 1933) F Kwom (Njerep) Yako (Langa)
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