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in negation marking 
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1. Introduction: KB and its internal variation
2. NEG in Bantu: typological overview and typical sources of post-verbal NEG 
3. NEG in KB in literature: full-agreement system in Gweno and unsolved questions
4. More variation in KB

- Mkuu (Rombo): an invariant marking system + pragmatic distinction
- Uru (CK): a partial agreement system and its implication
- Rwa (WK): a distinctive system with different origin

5. Summary, insights, and further perspectives

Outline
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1. Intro: KB and its internal variation

Language map of Tanzania Language map of Kilimanjaro

Eberhard, David M., Gary F. Simons, and Charles D. Fennig (eds.). 
2021. Ethnologue: Languages of the World. Twenty-fourth edition. 
Dallas, Texas: SIL International. Online version: 
http://www.ethnologue.com. 
https://www.ethnologue.com/map/BICDRW_n 

Nurse, Derek. 1981. Chaga/Taita. In Hinnebusch, Thomas H. and Nurse, Derek and 
Mould, Martin (eds.), Studies in the Classification of Eastern Bantu Languages, 127-
180. Hamburg: Helmut Buske.

3

WK
E621

E621A Rwa, Meru
CK

E622

E622A Mochi
E621B Mashami E622B Mbokomu
E621C Siha E622C Vunjo
E621D Kiwoso E622D Uru
E621E Masama E63 Rusha
E621F Ng'uni E64 Kahe

Rombo
E623

E623A Useri E65 Gweno
E623B Mashati E74 Dabida
E623C Mkuu
E623D Keni

Philippson, Gérard and Marie-Laure Montlahuc. 2003. Kilimanjaro Bantu 
(E60 and E74). In Nurse, Derek and Gérard Philippson (eds.) The Bantu 
Languages, London: Routledge, pp. 475–500.
Maho, Jouni F. 2009. NUGL Online The online version of the New Updated 
Guthrie List, a referential classification of the Bantu languages. 
https://brill.com/fileasset/downloads_products/35125_Bantu-New-
updated-Guthrie-List.pdf

List of Kilimanjaro Bantu 
languages (KB)

1. Intro: KB and its internal variation

Language map of Kilimanjaro

Nurse, Derek. 1981. Chaga/Taita. In Hinnebusch, Thomas H. and Nurse, Derek and 
Mould, Martin (eds.), Studies in the Classification of Eastern Bantu Languages, 127-
180. Hamburg: Helmut Buske.
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Bipartite NEG in PB and in 
many present-day languages 
(Meeussen 1967; Kamba-Muzenga 1981; 
Güldemann 1999:  Nurse & Philippson 2003) 

PreIn *ka- for main clauses 
vs. 
NEG2 *tá- (INF, REL), *tí̧- (SBJV) for 
non-main clauses

Shinagawa & Marten (2021: 219)

2. NEG in Bantu: typological overview
Verb-internal NEG in Bantu

5

To give an idea of the relative frequency of 
obligatory non-emphatic post-verbal negative 
markers in Bantu languages, they occur 33 times in 
a geographically diversified sample of 100 Bantu 
languages [Devos & Auwera 2013: 214; based on 
Nurse’s (2008) sample]

Shinagawa & Marten (2021: 229)Devos & van der Auwera (2013: 215)

Post-verbal NEG in Bantu (Devos and Auwera 2013)

2. NEG in Bantu: typological overview
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1. Negative words [ibid.: 233]

2. Possessives [ibid.: 246]

3. Locatives [ibid.: 241]

lgs with POSS as NEG lgs with LOC as NEG

Major sources* of post-verbal NEG in Bantu (Devos and Auwera 2013)

*Devos & Auwera (2013: 232-233) language-internal and comparative data allow us to suggest at least six different recurrent sources for post-verbal negative 
markers in Bantu languages: negative answer particles, other negative words, two types of locative pronouns [cl. 16 & 17 suffixes: added by DS], possessive 
pronouns and locative possessive pronouns

2. NEG in Bantu: typological overview

7

Gweno (Devos and Auwera 2013: 253; based on Philippson and Nurse 2000)
Postverbal NEG marker showing full agreement with the subject

3. NEG in KB

a. θíleβóníre mndu ɲí
  θi-le-βon-ire           m-ndu  ɲi
  SM1SG.NEG-PST.R-see-PST.R 1-entity NEG1SG
  ‘I didn’t see anybody’ (Philippson & Nurse 2000: 257)
b. kúʧié pfó
  ku-Ø-ʧ-ie            pfo
  SM2SG-PST.N-come-PST.N  NEG2SG?
  ‘You didn’t come’ (Devos & van der Auwera 2013: 253)
c. fwáʃiɣa ipfwá fwé
  fu-a-ʃiɣ-a        i-pfwa fwe
  SM1PL-PRS-want-FV  INF-die NEG1PL
  ‘We don’t want to die’ (Philippson & Nurse 2000: 257)
d. ḿʧiréra mwé
  m-ʧi-rer-a      mwe
  SM2PL-HAB-talk-FV NEG2PL
  ‘You don’t usually talk’ (Devos & van der Auwera 2013: 253)

8
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Gweno (Devos and Auwera 2013: 253; based on Philippson and Nurse 2000)
Postverbal NEG marker showing full agreement with the subject
e. mká θo kwáku áleɣíle mwána wé...
  m-ka    θo   kwaku   a-le-ɣile         mw-ana we 
  1-woman  DEM1 because SM1-PST.R-have.PRF  1-child  NEG1
  ‘that woman, because she had no child’ 
  (Philippson & Nurse 2000: 257)
f.  βáleβóníre βaɣaŋga βó 
  βa-le-βon-ire      βa-ɣaŋga     βo
  SM2-PST.R-see-PST.R 2-witchdoctor  NEG2
  ‘They didn’t see witch-doctors’ 
  (Philippson & Nurse 2000: 257)
g. kyumbá ki kínakulwa kyó
  ki-umba ki     ki-na-kul-w-a           kyo
  7-room  DEM.P.7 SM7-NOT.YET-sweep-PASS-FV NEG7
  ‘This room hasn’t been swept yet’ 
  (Philippson & Nurse 2000: 263)

3. NEG in KB

9

v In all groups of KB, negation typically involves post-verbal negative markers
v Languages other than Gweno usually have a set of two or three NEG, suggesting that 

their NEG systems are reduced from the original Gweno-like system

Post-verbal negation in Chaga (Devos and Auwera 2013:252-254)

Devos, Maud and Johan van der Auwera. 2013. Jespersen cycles in Bantu: double and triple negation. Journal of African Languages and Linguistics 34(2): 205–274.

3. NEG in KB

10

Devos, Maud and Johan van der Auwera. 2013. Jespersen cycles in Bantu: double and triple negation. Journal of African Languages and Linguistics 34(2): 205–274.

3. NEG in KB
Source of agreeing NEG in Gweno (Devos and Auwera 2013:252-254)

11
Devos, Maud and Johan van der Auwera. 2013. Jespersen cycles in Bantu: double and triple negation. Journal of African Languages and Linguistics 34(2): 205–274.

Post-verbal negation in Chaga (Devos and Auwera 2013:252-254)

3. NEG in KB

12
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Devos, Maud and Johan van der Auwera. 2013. Jespersen cycles in Bantu: double and triple negation. Journal of African Languages and Linguistics 34(2): 205–274.

3. NEG in KB

or pfo as a cl. 17 locative pronoun?

Source of pfó in Gweno (Devos and Auwera 2013:252-254)

13
Devos, Maud and Johan van der Auwera. 2013. Jespersen cycles in Bantu: double and triple negation. Journal of African Languages and Linguistics 34(2): 205–274.

Gweno-like system vs. LOC-based system? (Devos and Auwera 
2013:252-254)

3. NEG in KB

Gweno

CK RomboWK

full-fledged/reduced 
agreement system

non-agreement system 
with NEG derived from LOC

14

Devos, Maud and Johan van der Auwera. 2013. Jespersen cycles in Bantu: double and triple negation. Journal of African Languages and Linguistics 34(2): 205–274.

Questions
1. What are the source of pfo; i) POSS.2pl or ii) DEM of locative class 17?
2. Are WK and Rombo systems, which have NEG relatable to pfo, reduced 

from a full agreement system (by generalizing the 2sg form) or of 
independent origin (by adopting class 17 locative pronoun as their post-
verbal negative markers)?

3. Does Chaga post-verbal negative markers originate from a locative or a 
personal pronoun or anything else?

Post-verbal negation in Chaga (Devos and Auwera 2013:252-254)

3. NEG in KB

15

1SG ŋgiʃem̩lolja ɾafiki jákwa ŋgámá ku 
‘I will not see my friend tomorrow’

2SG usoma kitabú ku 
‘You do not read a book’

1PL dukufúnsa kiɾóḿbó ku
‘We do not learn the Rombo language’

2PL múʃeɾunda kasí luní ku
‘You (pl.) will not work today’

cl.1 esakwa héwá ku
‘S/he does not watch the sky’

cl.2 βeʃelólíá ku
‘They will not see’

Rombo-Mkuu (Shinagawa 2015)

Main clause negation is marked by the invariant post-verbal particle kú

4. Variation in KB 

Shinagawa, Daisuke 2015. A grammatical sketch of Chaga-Rombo [in Japanese] Tokyo: ILCAA

Lexical source of NEG
⇒ invariant form ku < DEMLOC

POSS.2sg DEM. cl.17
Prox. Med. Dis.

-afo ku ko kula

16
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ngi-kund-i    mw-anaká shu  ku 
SM1SG-love-STAT 1-woman   DEM1 NEG
‘I don’t like this woman’ 

ngi-kund-i   mw-anaká shu  fo? 
SM1SG-love-STAT 1-woman   DEM1 NEG‘
Don’t I like this woman?’ (probably with surprise) 

Rombo-Mkuu (Benji Wald p.c.)

Co-existence of ku and fo with pragmatic/ discourse functional contrast 

Shinagawa, Daisuke 2025. Descriptive notes on negation particles in Kilimanjaro Bantu languages. Working paper in African Linguistics 2: 83–100  

Lexical source of NEG
⇒ invariant form ku < DEMLOC

POSS.2sg DEM. cl.17
Prox. Med. Dis.

-afo ku ko kula

4. Variation in KB 

What is the origin of fo? 
Concerning the functional uniformity as a main-clause negation, 
as well as the diachronic process discussed below, it is feasibly 
assumed that fo is cognate with pfo in other KB, i.e., a near 
doublet of ku, rather than derived from POSS.2sg -afo, which 
shows no empirical evidence that it has a direct relevance to NEG 
fo both in terms of functional motivation (at least in KB) as well 
as its phonetic shape (where is the stem initial ‘a’ gone?). 

?

17

18

Uru (CK) (Shinagawa fieldnote)

Postverbal NEG showing partial agreement with the subject

agreement forms cannot be used 
with a speech participant subject 
(other than 1SG)

4. Variation in KB 

Two series of NEG, i.e.,
i) non-agreement pfo
ii) agreement forms

Both agreement and non-
agreement forms are used with 
non-speech participant (= class 
noun) subjects

1SG tʃiléólóꜜká pfó/ɲ̍
‘I did not fall’

tʃi-le≠olok-a  pfó/ɲi
SM1SG-PST≠‘fall’-F NEG/PRON1SG

2SG kuléólóꜜká pfó/*jo
‘You did not fall’

ku-le≠olok-a  pfó/*jo
SM2SG-PST≠‘fall’-F NEG/PRON2SG

1PL luléólóꜜká pfó/*so
‘We did not fall’

tʃi-le≠olok-a  pfó/*so
SM1PL-PST≠‘fall’-F  NEG/PRON1PL

2PL muléólóꜜká pfó/*nu
‘You did not fall’

mu-le≠olok-a pfó/*nu
SM2PL-PST≠‘fall’-F  NEG/PRON2PL

cl.1 aléólóꜜká pfó/o
‘S/he did not fall’

a-le≠olok-a  pfó/o
SM1-PST≠‘fall’-F NEG/PRON1

cl.2 waléólóꜜká pfó/wo
‘They did not fall’

wa-le≠olok-a pfó/wo
SM2-PST≠‘fall’-F  NEG/PRON2

cl.7 kiléólóꜜká pfó/kjo
‘It (cl.7) did not fall’

ki-le≠olok-a  pfó/kjo
SM7-PST≠‘fall’-F  NEG/DEM7

cl.17 kuítʃijó pfó
‘The place is not known’

ku≠itʃi-w-a  pfó
SM17-≠know-PASS-F NEG<DEM17

18

1SG tʃiléólóꜜká pfó/ɲ̍
‘I did not fall’

tʃi-le≠olok-a  pfó/ɲi
SM1SG-PST≠‘fall’-F NEG/PRON1SG

2SG kuléólóꜜká pfó/*jo
‘You did not fall’

ku-le≠olok-a  pfó/*jo
SM2SG-PST≠‘fall’-F NEG/PRON2SG

1PL luléólóꜜká pfó/*so
‘We did not fall’

tʃi-le≠olok-a  pfó/*so
SM1PL-PST≠‘fall’-F  NEG/PRON1PL

2PL muléólóꜜká pfó/*nu
‘You did not fall’

mu-le≠olok-a pfó/*nu
SM2PL-PST≠‘fall’-F  NEG/PRON2PL

cl.1 aléólóꜜká pfó/o
‘S/he did not fall’

a-le≠olok-a  pfó/o
SM1-PST≠‘fall’-F NEG/PRON1

cl.2 waléólóꜜká pfó/wo
‘They did not fall’

wa-le≠olok-a pfó/wo
SM2-PST≠‘fall’-F  NEG/PRON2

cl.7 kiléólóꜜká pfó/kjo
‘It (cl.7) did not fall’

ki-le≠olok-a  pfó/kjo
SM7-PST≠‘fall’-F  NEG/DEM7

cl.17 kuítʃijó pfó
‘The place is not known’

ku≠itʃi-w-a  pfó
SM17-≠know-PASS-F NEG<DEM17

19

Uru (CK) (Shinagawa fieldnote)

Postverbal NEG showing partial agreement with the subject
Person PRON (short)

1sg ɲi 1pl so

2sg jo 2pl nu

3sg o 3pl wo

4. Variation in KB 
Source of agreeing NEG for 

speech participants S

19

1SG tʃiléólóꜜká pfó/ɲ̍
‘I did not fall’

tʃi-le≠olok-a  pfó/ɲi
SM1SG-PST≠‘fall’-F NEG/PRON1SG

2SG kuléólóꜜká pfó/*jo
‘You did not fall’

ku-le≠olok-a  pfó/*jo
SM2SG-PST≠‘fall’-F NEG/PRON2SG

1PL luléólóꜜká pfó/*so
‘We did not fall’

tʃi-le≠olok-a  pfó/*so
SM1PL-PST≠‘fall’-F  NEG/PRON1PL

2PL muléólóꜜká pfó/*nu
‘You did not fall’

mu-le≠olok-a pfó/*nu
SM2PL-PST≠‘fall’-F  NEG/PRON2PL

cl.1 aléólóꜜká pfó/o
‘S/he did not fall’

a-le≠olok-a  pfó/o
SM1-PST≠‘fall’-F NEG/PRON1

cl.2 waléólóꜜká pfó/wo
‘They did not fall’

wa-le≠olok-a pfó/wo
SM2-PST≠‘fall’-F  NEG/PRON2

cl.7 kiléólóꜜká pfó/kjo
‘It (cl.7) did not fall’

ki-le≠olok-a  pfó/kjo
SM7-PST≠‘fall’-F  NEG/DEM7

cl.17 kuítʃijó pfó
‘The place is not known’

ku≠itʃi-w-a  pfó
SM17-≠know-PASS-F NEG<DEM17

20

Uru (CK) (Shinagawa fieldnote)

Postverbal NEG showing partial agreement with the subject
DEM.P DEM.M DEM.D

cl.1 idʒu tʃo ulja
cl.2 iwo wo walja
cl.3 ifu fo fulja
cl.4 iji jo ilja
cl.5 ili ljo lilja
cl.6 ixa xo xalja
cl.7 iki kjo kilja
cl.8 iʃi ʃo ʃilja
cl.9 iji jo ija
cl.10 itsi tso tsilja
cl.11 ilu lo lulja
cl.12 ika ko kalja
cl.16 ija xo xalja
cl.17 kunu pfo/ko kulja

4. Variation in KB 
Source of agreeing NEG for 
non-speech participants S

20
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1SG tʃiléólóꜜká pfó/ɲ̍
‘I did not fall’

tʃi-le≠olok-a  pfó/ɲi
SM1SG-PST≠‘fall’-F NEG/PRON1SG

2SG kuléólóꜜká pfó/*jo
‘You did not fall’

ku-le≠olok-a  pfó/*jo
SM2SG-PST≠‘fall’-F NEG/PRON2SG

1PL luléólóꜜká pfó/*so
‘We did not fall’

tʃi-le≠olok-a  pfó/*so
SM1PL-PST≠‘fall’-F  NEG/PRON1PL

2PL muléólóꜜká pfó/*nu
‘You did not fall’

mu-le≠olok-a pfó/*nu
SM2PL-PST≠‘fall’-F  NEG/PRON2PL

cl.1 aléólóꜜká pfó/o
‘S/he did not fall’

a-le≠olok-a  pfó/o
SM1-PST≠‘fall’-F NEG/PRON1

cl.2 waléólóꜜká pfó/wo
‘They did not fall’

wa-le≠olok-a pfó/wo
SM2-PST≠‘fall’-F  NEG/PRON2

cl.7 kiléólóꜜká pfó/kjo
‘It (cl.7) did not fall’

ki-le≠olok-a  pfó/kjo
SM7-PST≠‘fall’-F  NEG/DEM7

cl.17 kuítʃijó pfó
‘The place is not known’

ku≠itʃi-w-a  pfó
SM17-≠know-PASS-F NEG<DEM17

21

Uru (CK) (Shinagawa fieldnote)

Postverbal NEG showing partial agreement with the subject
DEM.P DEM.M DEM.D

cl.1 idʒu tʃo ulja
cl.2 iwo wo walja
cl.3 ifu fo fulja
cl.4 iji jo ilja
cl.5 ili ljo lilja
cl.6 ixa xo xalja
cl.7 iki kjo kilja
cl.8 iʃi ʃo ʃilja
cl.9 iji jo ija
cl.10 itsi tso tsilja
cl.11 ilu lo lulja
cl.12 ika ko kalja
cl.16 ija xo xalja
cl.17 kunu pfo/ko kulja

4. Variation in KB 
Source of non-agreeing NEG
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1SG tʃiléólóꜜká pfó/ɲ̍
‘I did not fall’

tʃi-le≠olok-a  pfó/ɲi
SM1SG-PST≠‘fall’-F NEG/PRON1SG

2SG kuléólóꜜká pfó/*jo
‘You did not fall’

ku-le≠olok-a  pfó/*jo
SM2SG-PST≠‘fall’-F NEG/PRON2SG

1PL luléólóꜜká pfó/*so
‘We did not fall’

tʃi-le≠olok-a  pfó/*so
SM1PL-PST≠‘fall’-F  NEG/PRON1PL

2PL muléólóꜜká pfó/*nu
‘You did not fall’

mu-le≠olok-a pfó/*nu
SM2PL-PST≠‘fall’-F  NEG/PRON2PL

cl.1 aléólóꜜká pfó/o
‘S/he did not fall’

a-le≠olok-a  pfó/o
SM1-PST≠‘fall’-F NEG/PRON1

cl.2 waléólóꜜká pfó/wo
‘They did not fall’

wa-le≠olok-a pfó/wo
SM2-PST≠‘fall’-F  NEG/PRON2

cl.7 kiléólóꜜká pfó/kjo
‘It (cl.7) did not fall’

ki-le≠olok-a  pfó/kjo
SM7-PST≠‘fall’-F  NEG/DEM7

cl.17 kuítʃijó pfó
‘The place is not known’

ku≠itʃi-w-a  pfó
SM17-≠know-PASS-F NEG<DEM17

22

Uru (CK) (Shinagawa fieldnote)

Postverbal NEG showing partial agreement with the subject

4. Variation in KB 

Lexical source of NEG
i) agreement form 

= PRON for Persons
= DEMn for Classes

ii) non-agreement (invariant)
form pfó = DEM17

22

23

Subject Rombo Uru Gweno *Proto E60

Speech Participants

1SG DEM17 PRON PRON PRON
2SG DEM17 DEM17 DEM17 PRON
1PL DEM17 DEM17 PRON PRON
2PL DEM17 DEM17 PRON PRON

Discourse Referents
cl.1 DEM17 PRON PRON PRON
cl.2 DEM17 PRON PRON PRON
other (cl.n) DEM17 DEMn DEMn DEMn

An assumed historical process of simplification of the agreement 
patterns of negative particles

4. Variation in KB 

23

1SG n̩lóliáa ndi
‘I will not see’

1PL tilolié ndi 
‘We did not see’

cl.2 vaworé numbé ndi 
‘They do not have cows’

NEG in Dawida (cf. Philippson & Montlahuc: 2003)
⇒ Preinitial nde= 

cl.1 ndeukúkabíeɣe
 nde=u-ku-kab-ieɣe
 NEG-SM1-OM2SG-hit-PST
 ‘S/he did not hit you’

NEG in Central Kenyan Bantu (Kamba-Muzenga: 1978:99)
⇒ PB *ti̧ negative predicate index (Meeussen 1967: 115) > ndi > ndV

Gusii titukogenda
‘nous n’allon pas’

Kamba nduneekota
‘tu n’as pas tire’

4. Variation in KB 
Rwa (WK) (Shinagawa fieldnote)

Invariant/non-agreeing postverbal NEG with a different origin from DEM17

24
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- Lexical similarities suggest that WK, CK, and Rombo constitutes an immediate group of 
genealogic branching, with WK-CK slightly closer than CK-Rombo 

44.5 %

Proto KB

Dawida

Gweno

CK RomboWK

Genealogical branching based on lexicostatistic correspondences 
(cf. Nurse 1981: 134, 162, 168, 165) 

55.5 %

67 % 66 %

62 %

4. Variation in KB 

25

Proto KB

Dawida

Gweno

CK RomboWK

*ti̧- > ndi

Emergence of 
NEG agreement?

Branching suggested by comparison of negation marking systems 
developed in this study

4. Variation in KB 

- Grouping based on the systematic continuity of negation marking clearly suggests a different 
genealogical unity consisting of CK, Rombo, and Gweno, to the exclusion of WK and Dawida

26

5. Conclusion
Questions

1. What are the source of pfo; i) POSS.2pl or ii) DEM of locative class 17?
à Given the assumed diachronic scenario based on cross-KB variation, the 

source of pfo/fo (<*ku-o) should be DEM of locative class 17. 

Subject Rombo Uru Gweno *Proto E60

Speech Participants

1SG DEM17 PRON PRON PRON
2SG DEM17 DEM17 DEM17 PRON
1PL DEM17 DEM17 PRON PRON
2PL DEM17 DEM17 PRON PRON

Discourse Referents
cl.1 DEM17 PRON PRON PRON
cl.2 DEM17 PRON PRON PRON
other (cl.n) DEM17 DEMn DEMn DEMn

27

5. Conclusion
Questions

2. Are WK and Rombo systems, which have NEG relatable to pfo, reduced 
from a full agreement system (by generalizing the 2sg form), or of 
independent origin (by adopting class 17 locative pronoun as their post-
verbal negative markers)?

à Existence of NEG with class 17 origin, be it pfo or ku, rather suggest that it 
is part of a reduced system, i.e., the scenario suggests that the full 
agreement system (illustrated by Gweno) where agreeing markers were 
derived from PRON for persons and from DEM for classes was simplified via 
the partial agreement system (illustrated by Uru) to the invariant marking 
system (illustrated by Rombo-Mkuu) through generalisation of the cl. 17 
demonstrative.

à On the other hand, the NEG ndi and related forms attested in WWK (Rwa) 
and Dawida (as a transposed verbal prefix) are historically relatable to PB *ti, 
which apparently form a distinct group. It may be plausible to think that ndi 
in WWK may be a later introduction after the establishment of post-verbal 
NEG particle (p.c. Benji Wald)  

28
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5. Conclusion
Questions

3. Does Chaga post-verbal 
negative markers 
originate from a locative 
or a personal pronoun or 
anything else? 

à PRON for persons, DEM 
for classes. LOC should 
have been only part of the 
original full agreement 
system, but it replaced 
agreeing PRON first 
(illustrated by partial 
agreement system in Uru), 
then other class nouns.

Person PRON (short)

1sg ɲi 1pl so

2sg jo 2pl nu

3sg o 3pl wo

DEM.P DEM.M DEM.D
cl.1 idʒu tʃo ulja
cl.2 iwo wo walja
cl.3 ifu fo fulja
cl.4 iji jo ilja
cl.5 ili ljo lilja
cl.6 ixa xo xalja
cl.7 iki kjo kilja
cl.8 iʃi ʃo ʃilja
cl.9 iji jo ija
cl.10 itsi tso tsilja
cl.11 ilu lo lulja
cl.12 ika ko kalja
cl.16 ija xo xalja
cl.17 kunu pfo/ko kulja

Source of agreeing NEG 
for non-speech 
participants S

Source of agreeing NEG 
for speech participants S

Source of non-
agreeing/invariant NEG

29

5. Conclusion
Additional Questions

4. Why DEM? Why are (an entire series of) demonstratives, rather than 
possessive or locative, adopted to be negation markers? 

à DEM is a common source of focus marking in many Bantu languages (cf. De 
Kind et al. 2013, Van de Velde 2005) and focus enforcer is the common 
source of the new NEG, i.e., the Jespersen’s cycle. In Bantu, the typological 
correlation between morphological focus markers and NEG particle is salient 
(Shinagawa & Marten 2021, 2023). At least based on the observation in KB, 
DEM can be included as the fourth source of NEG particle exactly through 
the Jespersen’s cycle discussed by Devos & Auwera (2013) 

Shinagawa & Marten (2021: 237)

30

5. Conclusion

MFM
P140=no P140=yes

NEG.P

P056=1 obligatory with other markings 0.0% 100.0%
Nzadi B865, Uru E622d, Rombo E623, 
Rangi F33, Kikongo Kisolongo H16a-

2, Lamba M54, Matengo N13
P056=3 obligatory w.o. other markings 50.0% Chindamba G52 50.0% Bafia A50

P056=4 prsent dependng on tense 33.3% Cokwe K11 66.7% Eton A71, Ngangela K12b

no not attested 61.1% (omitted) 38.9% (omitted)

Grand Total 46.4% 53.6%

Additional Questions
4. Why DEM? Why are (an entire series of) demonstratives, rather than 

possessive or locative, adopted to be negation markers? 
à DEM is a common source of focus marking in many Bantu languages (cf. De 

Kind et al. 2013, Van de Velde 2005) and focus enforcer is the common 
source of the new NEG, i.e., the Jespersen’s cycle. In Bantu, the typological 
correlation between morphological focus markers and NEG particle is salient 
(Shinagawa & Marten 2021, 2023). At least based on the observation in KB, 
DEM can be included as the fourth source of NEG particle exactly through 
the Jespersen’s cycle discussed by Devos & Auwera (2013) 
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