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East Chadic B is a subbranch composed of twenty languages of the Chadic family 

(Afroasiatic phylum) located in and around the Guéra region in the Republic of Chad. This 
paper draws attention to this underdocumented group of languages by looking back over 
the history of taxonomical, descriptive and comparative studies. Data gathered in past 
studies are compiled together with data from recent field work into the most 
comprehensive comparative study to date. An updated internal classification based on the 
results of a lexicostatistical study is presented. Among other modifications proposed, a 
currently unclassified language, Kujarge, is shown to be a member of the East Chadic B 
subbranch. 

 
Le groupe des langues tchadiques Est-B est une sous-branche composée de vingt 

langues de la famille tchadique (phylum afroasiatique) située dans la région de Guera et 
ses environs en République du Tchad.  Cet article met en exergue ce groupe de langues 
sous-documentées en revisitant l’historique des études taxinomiques, descriptives et 
comparatives sur ces langues. Les données collectées dans les études antérieures sont 
compilées avec celles qui proviennent de recherches  récentes sur terrain, le tout donnant 
lieu à une étude comparative de grande envergure jamais présentée jusqu’à ce jour. Dans 
cet article nous présentons une mise à jour de la classification interne basée sur les 
résultats d’une étude lexicostatistique. Parmi des modifications proposées, nous montrons 
que la langue Kujarge  qui jusque là demeurait dans la liste des langues non classifiées est 
membre de la sous-branche Tchadique Est B. 

0. INTRODUCTION1 

Chadic is a language family in the Afroasiatic phylum. The East branch of 
Chadic consists of thirty-six of the 195 Chadic languages listed in the 16th edition of 
the Ethnologue: Languages of the World (Lewis 2009). These languages are all 
located in the Republic of Chad. They are divided into two subbranches corresponding 
to geographic clusters. One subbranch is labeled A, and its languages are located in the 
Chari-Logone area of southern Chad. The other is labeled B, and its languages are 
located in and around the Guéra region (région) near the center of Chad. This study 
focuses on the Chadic languages of the Guéra region (East Chadic B). 

Much of what has been published in the name of historical and typological 
Chadic linguistics gives very little, if any, attention to the East branch of the Chadic 
family. This paper draws attention to the Guéra subbranch, in particular, by compiling 
past and recent studies into a convenient general overview. This compilation of 
information from many different sources provides a base camp for linguists wanting to 
explore this group of languages. It also revisits the sub-classification of the subbranch 
and provides an updated working hypothesis based on the lexical evidence available. 

Section 1 reviews previously published and unpublished studies concerning the 
Guéra subbranch, including the history of their classification, descriptive works and 
comparative works. Section 2 presents the results of a lexicostatistical analysis done 
by compiling information from previous comparative studies and adding data from 
recent field research. It compares the lexical similarity of all languages in the Guéra 

                                                        
1 My thanks to the following who improved this paper by providing their feedback on its content 
and/or by giving access to additional data: Václav Blažek, Roger Blench, Emma Kuipers, Mary 
Pearce, James Roberts, Silke Sauer, and an anonymous reviewer. An earlier draft of this paper was 
made available online and includes a section comparing the inventories of phonological segments in 
East Chadic B languages (Lovestrand 2012a). 
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subbranch except one. This is the most complete comparative study of the subbranch 
to date. This section proposes four changes to the current classification found in the 
16th edition of the Ethnologue (Lewis 2009): 1) move Mawa and Ubi to B3, as has 
been suggested by several other linguists, 2) move Birgit and Toram to B1.1, 3) move 
Baraïn from B3 to its own group in the subbranch, 4) include the currently 
unclassified Kujarge in a new subgroup B1.3. Section 3 is a final summary and 
conclusion. 

Map 1: Chadic languages of the Guéra region: East Chadic B
2
 

 

1. BACKGROUND 

This section reviews past linguistic works involving the Chadic languages of the 
Guéra including taxonomical, descriptive and comparative works. 

1.1. CLASSIFICATIONS 

The history of the classification of Chadic languages through 1978 is clearly laid 
out in Barreteau and Newman (1978). There are five prominent linguists who have 
been primarily responsible for shaping the current classification of the Chadic 
languages of the Guéra. 

1.1.1. Johannes Lukas 

Some of the earliest documentation of Chadic languages of the Guéra is found 
in the work of Johannes Lukas (e.g., Lukas 1936; 1937). His efforts at classification of 
these languages are no longer cited, since he promoted the concept of Hamitic 
languages, now considered obsolete. His classification scheme was published in 
Westermann and Bryan (1952).3 Their work in classifying the East Chadic languages 
was, in their own wording, “tentative” (1952:153). In the list of Chado-Hamitic 
languages, the Chadic languages of the Guéra are called the Sokoro-Mubi group. The 
internal organization is a flat structure of six languages or “dialect clusters” 
(1952:168). All but two of the so-called dialects are now considered languages. The 

                                                        
2 Used by permission, © Association SIL Tchad, 2000 (Les langues du Tchad) 
3 In the introduction, Lukas is thanked for drafting “several sections.” Newman & Ma (1966:footnote 
4) makes explicit that he drafted the chapters on Chadic and Chado-Hamitic. This is also confirmed 
by Barreteau & Newman (1978:294).  
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five languages which Lukas called Mubi and the three languages he called Sokoro are 
still grouped together in the current classification.4 

Chart 1: Lukas’ classification in Westermann and Bryan (1952)
5
 

 

1.1.2. Joseph Greenberg 

Joseph Greenberg was the linguist who crystalized the modern concept of the 
Chadic family as part of the Afroasiatic phylum during his work on classification in 
the 1950’s and 1960’s (Greenberg 1963).6 His work effectively removed the 
“cryptoracial” concept of Hamitic from linguistic classification (Blench 2006a:140). 
The concept of the Chadic family as a distinct unit in the Afroasiatic phylum has been 
widely accepted.7 Greenberg’s classification organizes the Chadic languages into nine 
“ill-defined” groups (Blench 2006a:147).  

Chart 2: Greenberg’s classification of East Chadic languages (1963)
8
 

 

                                                        
4 However, the current study indicates that the categorization of three of those languages (Birgit, 
Toram, and Baraïn) is erroneous. 
5 The spelling of some language names has been modernized. Brackets indicate the current name if 
the other name is out of use. Parentheses indicate an alternate name. Italics indicate a dialect in the 
current Ethnologue classification (Lewis 2009). 
6 Blench remarks that, half a century before Greenberg, Leo Reinisch made the link between several 
languages that make up Afroasiatic, which he called “Chamitische” (2006a:142). 
7 The history and validity of the Chadic family is discussed in Newman (1977; 1980; 2006), 
Barreteau & Newman (1978), Ruhlen (1991), Blench (2006a), and Frajzyngier & Shay (2012), 
among other works. 
8 Brackets indicate the current name of the language or the language of which the speech variety is 
currently considered a dialect. 
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Greenberg’s group 9 is what is known today as the East Chadic languages. It is 
divided into six subgroups. The Chadic languages of the Guéra (Lukas’ Sokoro-Mubi 
group) are split into subgroups 9c and 9f. This is an attempt to delineate the internal 
structure of this geographic cluster of languages by separating the southernmost 
languages (9c, Lukas’ Sokoro languages) from the other Chadic languages of the 
Guéra (9f). However, by maintaining a flat structure of six subgroups, Greenberg 
implies that the Chadic languages of the Guéra should not be considered a linguistic 
unit anywhere in the hierarchy. In this classification, Baraïn and Birgit are given full 
language status. Bidiya mysteriously disappears. 

After Greenberg cleared the fog of the Hamitic fallacy, Paul Newman and 
Roxana Ma (Newman) were the first to closely examine the internal relationships of 
the Chadic languages (Newman and Ma 1966). They organized Greenberg’s nine 
groups into two branches: Biu-Mandara (groups 2 through 8) and Plateau-Sahel 
(Groups 1 and 9). Plateau-Sahel is subdivided into West (group 1) and East (group 9). 
Their paper makes no comment on the internal structure of the East Chadic languages. 

1.1.3. Carl Hoffman 

Carl Hoffman accepts Newman and Ma’s two-branch scheme in his 
“provisional” list of languages (1971). He makes a few minor changes related to the 
Chadic languages of the Guéra. Kajakse and Masmaje are considered languages, not 
dialects of Mubi. Bidiya is restored to the list. The Sokoro dialect Bedanga and the 
Dangla dialect Karbo are elevated to language status. Today, both are classified as 
dialects (Lewis 2009). Baraïn is placed with Greenberg’s subgroup 9f, leaving Sokoro 
and Bedanga in their own unit. Though this proposal is ignored in later classifications, 
the current study indicates that Hoffman was right in claiming that Sokoro is the most 
unique (at least in terms of its lexicon) of the languages included in his list, and that 
Baraïn is no more similar to Sokoro than to any other Chadic language in the Guéra. 

Chart 3: Hoffman’s classification (1971) based on Newman and Ma (1966)
9
 

 
                                                        
9 Brackets indicate the current name of the language or the language of which the speech variety is 
currently considered a dialect. 
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1.1.4. Herrmann Jungraithmayr 

Jungraithmayr prepared a list of Chadic languages in 1972, to be published 
almost a decade later in Jean Perrot’s reference book: Les langues dans le monde 

ancien et moderne (Jungraithmayr 1981a). A selected list (only Chadic languages 
spoken in Chad) was published in 1973 using the same framework (Caprile and 
Jungraithmayr 1973).10 In Jungraithmayr’s scheme, Chadic languages are divided into 
three groups: West-East (Newman’s Plateau-Sahel), Center-East (Biu-Mandara), and 
Center-West (Masa). The West-East group is made up of fourteen subgroups with no 
intermediate level in the hierarchy, in contrast to Newman and Ma (1966) and 
Hoffman (1971), who had distinguished West Chadic languages from East Chadic 
languages. Subgroups eleven through fourteen make up the Chadic languages of the 
Guéra. 

Saba and Toram are considered languages for the first time, and the previously 
unmentioned Mukulu, Mawa, and Jonkor Bourmataguil find a place in the 
classification. Mukulu is given its own group. Mawa and Jonkor Bourmataguil are 
grouped together with Dangla. These three languages, together with Migaama,11 are 
now split off from the other languages of Greenberg’s subgroup 9f (Hoffman’s 6). The 
remaining group (Mubi-Toram) is identical to Lukas’ Mubi “dialect-cluster” except for 
the addition of Mogum.12  

Chart 4: Jungraithmayr’s 1972 classification (Jungraithmayr 1981a)  
with modification by Caprile and Jungraithmayr (1973) 

 
There is a discrepancy between the 1972 list (Jungraithmayr 1981a) and the 

1973 list (Caprile and Jungraithmayr 1973). The earlier classification lists Bidiya in 
                                                        
10 It should be kept in mind that “Chadic” is a language family spread across several African 
countries including Nigeria and Cameroon, as well as Chad. The adjective for languages spoken in 
the Republic of Chad (Chadic or not) is “Chadian.” There was some discussion about this 
terminology and its translation into French and German in the Chadic Newsletter (No. 4 1972, No. 5 
1973). At that time, some Francophone and Germanophone scholars preferred to revert to more 
antiquated terminology (i.e., Hamitic) instead of coining a new term to make the distinction. The 
term “tchadique” is now in common use in French. 
11 Jungraithmayr also includes “Doge” as a language. It is now considered a dialect of Migaama 
known as Dooga (Lewis 2009). 
12 Jungraithmayr (1981a) lists both Kofa-Mogum and Jegu as closely related languages instead of 
two dialects of the same language, as they are currently classified (Lewis 2009). The classification of 
Mogum with Mubi is challenged by Newman (1977) and Blažek (2008). The current study indicates 
that the classification of Mogum with Mubi is unlikely.  
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the Mubi-Toram group and the later with Dangla. The 1973 classification of Bidiya 
with Dangla is confirmed by Jungraithmayr in two later publications (Jungraithmayr 
and Shimizu 1981; Barreteau and Jungraithmayr 1993). 

The creation of the Mukulu group and the splitting of the “Dangla-Mubi” group 
were significant innovations still reflected in the classification of the Guéra subbranch.  

1.1.5. Paul Newman 

A decade after his original classification, Newman doubled the number of 
Chadic branches from two to four (1977). The new classification elevates the West and 
East subbranches of the former Plateau-Sahel branch to full branch status and, as 
suggested by Jungraithmayr, divorces the Masa languages from the Biu-Mandara 
(Central) branch. There has been debate over some of these divisions, especially the 
classification of the Masa languages (Tourneux 1990; Shryock 1997; Blench 
2006a:147). None of this debate has involved the integrity of the East Chadic 
languages, which remain aligned with Greenberg’s group 9. Only Jungraithmayr 
(1981a) suggested that the East Chadic languages not be grouped together into one 
unit at any point in the hierarchy—a point he concedes in later classifications 
(Jungraithmayr and Shimizu 1981; Barreteau and Jungraithmayr 1993). 

Chart 5: Newman’s classification (1977) 

 

Newman’s innovation is to add a layer to the internal organization of 
Greenberg’s group 9 (East Chadic branch) by clustering his six subgroups into two 
subbranches. The division of the East Chadic branch into two units is supported by the 
geographic separation of the Guéra languages and by two recent lexicostatistical 
studies (Barreteau and Jungraithmayr 1993; Blaž ek 2008). Newman’s subbranch A 
is in the Chari-Logone area in the southwest of Chad.13 Subbranch B is in the Guéra 
region in the center of Chad.14 Thus, in 1977, the Chadic languages of the Guéra are 

                                                        
13 The Chari-Logone subbranch has three groups: A1, Greenberg’s subgroup (a), A2, Greenberg’s 
(b), and A3, which combines Greenberg’s (d) and (e). Newman adds another layer to the 
classification by subdividing A1 and A2. 
14 James Roberts points out that the geographic names are a much more useful nomenclature than the 
letters A and B (2009). I use “Guéra subbranch” to refer to the Chadic languages of the Guéra, or 
East Chadic B. The reader should keep in mind that the Guéra region of Chad includes Nilo-Saharan 
and Niger-Congo (Adamawa) languages. 
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recognized as a unit in the classification for the first time since Lukas’ Sokoro-Mubi 
group. Newman preserves the internal divisions proposed by Greenberg (1963), 
Hoffman (1971) and Jungraithmayr (1981a) by adding another layer to the hierarchy. 
Newman retains Greenberg’s subgroup 9c, as did Jungraithmayr. He calls it B3. Yet 
another layer to the hierarchy allows the reunification of Greenberg’s subgroup 9f, 
now B1, while still preserving the split made by Jungraithmayr, now B1.1 and B1.2. 
He moves Mogum from being grouped with Mubi (B1.2) to being grouped with 
Dangla, Bidiya and Migaama (B1.1). He follows Jungraithmayr in defining a separate 
unit for Mukulu (B2). Newman does not mention Jonkor Bourmataguil.15  

Newman’s classification synthesizes the insights of past linguists by adding 
several layers to the taxonomy, but the membership of each final node is based on 
limited data. While he is quite confident about the division of East Chadic into two 
subbranches, Newman qualifies his own internal classification of East Chadic 
languages: “…the exact relationship among the groups making up each subbranch is 
much less clear; and I have, therefore, refrained from indicating further internal 
structure until fuller data on these languages become available” (1977). Nonetheless, 
Newman’s work serves as the basis of the current Ethnologue classification (Lewis 
2009). 

1.1.6. More recent classifications 

Since 1977, more data have become available and several modifications have 
been proposed. There are several languages currently listed in Ethnologue that were 
not included in Newman’s classification. 

Ubi was first recognized in 1983 in a short note by Khalil Alio in the Chadic 
Newsletter. He later published a preliminary sketch of the language (2004a). The 
language was also the subject of an SIL sociolinguistic survey in 2001 (Hutchinson 
and Johnson 2006). The 2001 survey reveals that Ubi has a closer relationship to 
Mawa than to any other B1.1 language and classified it together with Mawa. The 
study did not include any B3 languages. Two linguists have independently proposed 
the same reclassification of Mawa and Ubi. Their proposal is that Mawa and Ubi 
should be moved from the B1 group to the B3 group because of their lexical similarity 
with Sokoro (Roberts 2009; Blaž ek 2011). The suggested classification is followed 
by at least one other Chadicist (Stolbova 2007; 2009).16 The current study supports 
their analysis. 

Zerenkel was previously considered a dialect of Mubi. Its status was changed in 
200117 after a research team gathered data and completed a lexicostatistical analysis 
(Johnson 2005). Mabire remained undocumented until field notes from James Roberts 
lead to an SIL research trip to visit the last few speakers of this endangered language 
in 2001 (Johnson and Hamm 2002). It was added to the Ethnologue database that 
same year. 

An SIL sociolinguistic survey was done in 1995 and Tamki was redefined as a 
language in the Ethnologue in 1999 (Dakouli, Maass and Toomey 1996). The Tamki 
                                                        
15 A subsequent publication claims that Jonkor Bourmataguil is another name for Mogum/Jegu 
(Barreteau & Newman 1978). This claim, for which no support is given, undoubtedly arises from the 
use of the derogatory term “Jonkor” (meaning “heathen”) to refer to several different language 
groups including Migaama and Mogum (Roberts 1993). James Roberts did field research to confirm 
that Jungraithmayr was correct in labeling Jonkor Bourmataguil a separate language. The speakers 
he found called their language [duɲ], which is also the name of their village. Others called them 
“karakir” which means “cave-dweller” (1993). 
16 In an earlier classification, Stolbova listed Ubi with the B1.1 subgroup (2005).  
17 All dates of when a language was added to the Ethnologue database come from personal 
communication with Charles Fennig, Managing Editor of the Ethnologue. 
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consider themselves ethnically identical to the Sokoro. As late as 1999, Tamki was still 
considered a dialect of Sokoro by an SIL member living among the Sokoro (Martin 
1999).  

Although Newman (1977) overlooked Jonkor Bourmataguil, the language is 
found in Jungraithmayr’s classification (1981a; Caprile and Jungraithmayr 1973). 
Since the Ethnologue classification was based on Newman’s work, Jonkor 
Bourmataguil was left out of the Ethnologue until Jungraithmayr’s classification was 
recommended by SIL in 1995.18 

In one publication, Jungraithmayr proposes that Mukulu be grouped together 
with Dangla and Migaama (Jungraithmayr and Ibriszimow 1994). However, Mukulu 
definitely stands alone in the Guéra subbranch, at least lexically. There is no debate. 
Jungraithmayr’s earlier classification classes Mukulu in its own group, and he has 
since confirmed his earlier classification (Caprile and Jungraithmayr 1973; 
Jungraithmayr 1981a; Jungraithmayr and Shimizu 1981; Barreteau and Jungraithmayr 
1993; Takács 2009a). The current study supports the current classification of Mukulu. 

Chart 6: Ethnologue classification (Lewis 2009) based on Newman (1977) 
with a recommended modification (Roberts 2009, Blažek 2011)

19
 

 
One final language must be mentioned. An unpublished classification system for 

all Afroasiatic languages has been circulated by Roger Blench (Blench 2006b). 
Concerning the Guéra subbranch, his classification is similar to the current Ethnologue 
classification (Lewis 2009).20 The crucial contribution of his list is to propose that the 

                                                        
18 See footnote 15. 
19 Parentheses indicate an alternate name. Italics indicate a language that is not included in Newman 
(1977), but that does appear in the Ethnologue (Lewis 2009). 
20 Like Jungraithmayr, and unlike Newman, Blench does not combine the “Dangla” and “Mubi” 
units under a separate node but presents a flat structure of four groups (five including Kujarge). The 
current study supports Newman’s classification. Blench accepts moving Mawa to his “Sokoro” 
group, otherwise equivalent to B3. However, he does not move Ubi. The current study suggests that 
both should be moved. He also mentions “Jelkung” as another language in the “Mubi” group. This 
has now been confirmed to be a dialect of Baraïn known as Jalking (Lovestrand 2011). 
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currently unclassified language, Kujarge, may also be a part of this subbranch. The 
current study supports previous suggestions that this is most likely the case. 

1.2. DESCRIPTIVE WORKS 

Among the Chadic languages of the Guéra, Dangla (Dangaléat in the French 
tradition) has been the subject of the highest number of publications. Early on, this 
language group was visited by Johannes Lukas (1937). Multiple works on the 
language have been published by Carl Ebobissé (1978; 1979; 1980; 1987a; 1987b) and 
Jacques Fédry (1969; 1971a; 1971b; 1971c; 1974; 1977; 1981; 1990), a dictionary 
(Montgolfier 1973), a thesis by Lawrence Burke (1995), as well as a dissertation and 
research by Erin Shay (1994; 1999; 2008) among other works. The publications on 
this language cover phonology, morphology and syntax and have examined all three 
dialects of the language. 

Herrmann Jungraithmayr is the most prolific producer of materials from the 
Guéra subbranch—including a plethora of short articles in lesser-known journals and 
hard-to-find publications. He has published or helped publish lexicons with short 
grammatical sketches for Migaama (Jungraithmayr and Adams 1992), Bidiya (Alio 
and Jungraithmayr 1989), and Mukulu (Jungraithmayr 1990; see also: 1977a; 1977b; 
1982; 1983; 1987a; 1987b; 2004a). Mukulu is also the subject of linguistic papers by 
Johannes Lukas (1974; 1977). Jungraithmayr has published shorter works on Mubi21 
(1968; 1978a; 1978b; 1987b; 1991), Birgit (2004b; 2005a), Sokoro (2005b), Mogum 
(1961; 1964) and Mawa (1981b). Unpublished lexicons for Mubi and Birgit have been 
circulated among some linguists, presumably originating from Jungraithmayr’s field 
work. Mawa has been studied by James Roberts—a Chad-based SIL linguist. Much of 
his work (including a 1000-word lexicon) remains unpublished, except for a few 
phonological studies (2009; 2012). 

Besides collaborating with Jungraithmayr on the Bidiya lexicon, Khalil Alio has 
published several short articles and a book-sized description of Bidiya (1986; 1987a; 
1987b; 1988a; 1988b; 1988c). He more recently published a collection of texts in 
Bidiya (2004b). With the support of Jungraithmayr, he published preliminary sketches 
and short wordlists for Kajakse, Toram, Ubi and Masmaje (2004a). 

One of the oldest collections of linguistic data from the Guéra was gathered 
sometime between 1909 and 1912, but published forty years later (Rendinger 1949). A 
few pages of grammatical data are presented for Saba, Sokoro, Baraïn, Mogum and 
Bidiya, which Rendinger calls Dionkor. Wordlists have been collected for these 
languages, some early on by Johannes Lukas (Sokoro and Baraïn), and also more 
recently in the course of SIL sociolinguistic surveys (Lukas 1937; Bagwell, Bagwell 
and Faris 1992; Chesley and Faris 1994; Dakouli, Maass and Toomey 1996; Maass et 
al. 1996). 

SIL linguists have made some steps toward more complete linguistic 
descriptions of these languages. There is a general description of the phonology, 
morphology, and syntax of Baraïn (Lovestrand 2012b). A phonological and 
morphological study of Mubi was recently completed (Prickett 2013). Other SIL 
studies, not yet made available to the public, include preliminary analyses of Mogum, 
Saba and Sokoro (Kuipers 2010; Sauer 2007; Martin 1999). A fourth language, 
Zerenkel, has been analyzed by a member of the Fédération des Associations pour la 

Promotion des Langues du Guéra (FAPLG) in cooperation with SIL (Ramat 2007; 

                                                        
21 The earliest reference to Mubi appears to be Lukas (1937). 
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2011).22 Tamki, Kujarge, and the nearly-extinct Mabire have only been documented in 
short wordlists and have otherwise never been studied (Dakouli, Maass and Toomey 
1996; Doornbos and Bender 1983; Johnson and Hamm 2002). I do not have access to 
any data for Jonkor Bourmataguil, except for a narrative description of a research trip 
to their homeland (Roberts 1993). 

Table 1: Quantity of documentation and description 

(B1) Dangla [daa] more than lexicon and 
grammatical sketch: (B1) Bidiya [bid] 

(B1) Migaama [mmy] 
(B2) Mukulu [moz] 

lexicon/grammatical 
sketch: 

(B3) Baraïn [bva] 
(B1/B3) Mawa [mcw] grammatical sketch/ 

lexicon in progress: (B1) Mubi [mub] 
(B1) Birgit [btf] 
(B1) Masmaje [mes] 
(B1) Kajakse [ckq] 
(B1/B3) Ubi [ubi] 

 
wordlist with 
preliminary sketches: 

(B1) Toram [trj] 
(B3) Saba [saa] 
(B3) Sokoro [sok] 
(B1) Zerenkel [zrn] 

unpublished preliminary 
analyses: 

(B1) Mogum [mou] 
(B3) Tamki [tax] 
(B1) Mabire [muj] (nearly extinct) 
(B1) Jonkor Bourmataguil [jeu] 

wordlist: 

Kujarge [vkj] 

1.3. COMPARATIVE WORKS 

Comparative Chadic works have often suffered from limited data from East 
Chadic languages—particularly from the Guéra subbranch. In a relatively recent 
attempt to reconstruct Proto-Chadic roots, Stolbova complains of not being able to 
reconstruct any intermediary stages in Proto-Eastern Chadic “because of the dearth of 
material” (1996:5). Ten East Chadic languages (five from the Guéra subbranch: Mubi, 
Mukulu, Dangla, Migaama, Bidiya) were included in a “lexicostatistical and 
glottochronological” study of Chadic languages (Barreteau and Jungraithmayr 1993).  

Lexicostatistical studies have been done by Blažek, focusing specifically on 
East Chadic languages (1994; 2008; 2011). As mentioned above, his research suggests 
placing Ubi and Mawa in the southern group B3. Alio has published a comparative 
study focusing on consonant shifts in Bidiya and Dangla (2009). Gábor Takács 
published a study of “sibilant affricates” in Bidiya (based on Alio and Jungraithmayr 
1989) in an attempt to reveal the Afroasiatic roots of the language (2009a). He 
published a similar study involving the “Mubi-Toram” group (2009b). 

Lexicostatistical studies have been done by SIL for small groups of languages. 
Most of these are published electronically on the SIL website. They include: 

                                                        
22 FAPLG is a community organization dedicated to the development and preservation of the Guéra 
languages and cultures through mother-tongue literacy. SIL partners with local communities through 
organizations like FAPLG in their efforts to maintain their cultures and languages through language 
development. 
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comparison of Ubi, Mawa, Mabire, Mogum (Jegu), Dangla, Migaama and Bidiya 
(Hutchinson and Johnson 2006), Mubi and Zerenkel compared with Dangla (Johnson 
and Mbernodji 2006; Johnson 2005), comparison of Birgit, Kajakse, Masmaje and 
Mubi (Marti, Mbernodji and Wolf 2007), Baraïn compared with Sokoro and Saba 
(Maass et al. 1996) and Saba compared with Sokoro, Tamki, Mogum and Baraïn 
(Dakouli, Maass and Toomey 1996). 

Chart 7: Languages compared in previous lexicostatistical studies 

 

2. LEXICOSTATISTICAL ANALYSIS 

In this study, lexical similarity between dialects and languages is measured by 
calculating the percentage of words that are phonologically similar. This is not a 
historical-comparative study and it does not document the sound correspondences 
between languages. Such a study requires more in-depth knowledge of the phonology 
of each language, and, in many cases, more reliable data. Since no objective method 
for determining phonological similarity was applied, the resulting figures are 
subjective in nature. (Gudschinsky 1956:615). I assume that the subjectivity of the 
measurement is partially mitigated when the judgment of similarity is made by the 
same person throughout the study, resulting in an approximation of the relative 
similarities of languages and dialects. However, the method applied here cannot 
account for words that are phonologically similar by chance, and not true historical 
cognates (Fairbanks 1955). 

It would be a mistake to compare the raw numbers of one lexicostatistical 
analysis with another. Some lexicostatistical studies show much higher raw figures 
than older sociolinguistic surveys (e.g., Blaž ek 2011). Nonetheless, the relative 
similarities between East Chadic B languages are remarkably constant in all the 
studies available. 

One disadvantage of using a lexical comparison to determine genetic 
relationships is that it can easily overlook the effects of language contact. Two 
languages with a close genetic relationship can appear to be only distantly related, if 
one or both have adopted many loanwords from a third language. Likewise, two 
languages that are only distantly related may appear to have a closer genetic 
relationship, if recent contact has led to an exchange of lexical items (Swadesh 
1950:160, Gudschinsky 1955:149; 1956:613, 615). Unfortunately, our knowledge in 
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any other area of these languages remains limited, and the comparisons that can be 
drawn are sporadic. The lexical data is the only immediately available method to 
establish a working hypothesis regarding the relationships between the Chadic 
languages of the Guéra. 

2.1. DATA SOURCES 

The data on the nineteen languages (excluding Jonkor Bourmataguil) in this 
study come from several different sources. The data on Mubi, Mawa, Mabire, Bidiya 
(Tounkoul dialect), Dangla (East dialect), Migaama (Baro dialect), Mogum (Jegu 
dialect) and Ubi are from an SIL sociolinguistic survey examining the position of Ubi 
(Hutchinson and Johnson 2006). The data on Zerenkel and Mubi, as well as Birgit, 
Masmaje, and Kajakse, are taken from two other SIL sociolinguistic survey reports 
(Johnson and Mbernodji 2006; Marti, Mbernodji and Wolf 2007). The data for Sokoro, 
Saba, Tamki and Toram are taken from unpublished wordlists elicited by SIL. The data 
on Mukulu are taken from Jungraithmayr’s lexicon (1990). The Kujarge data are from 
the field notes of Paul Doornbos. The data on Baraïn come from the author’s field 
notes while in Chad in 2010. 

The 160 item wordlist used in this study was once the standard of SIL 
sociolinguistic research. It was chosen because the data available for many of the 
languages are limited to this list. Due to several items not being included in one list or 
another, the actual number of words compared between most languages ranges from 
137 to 153. The Kujarge list did not elicit the same items as the other lists, so it only 
provides between 89 and 95 comparisons. 

Table 2: Number of words available for comparison between languages 
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The data was compiled and analyzed in the software known as WordSurv.23 This 
program allows the linguist to simultaneously examine entries from every language in 
the database for a particular gloss, and to group the words according to their percieved 
phonological similarity. The program then calculates the percentage of words that each 
language has in the same group with each other language. 

2.2. RESULTS 

The percentages of phonologically similar words resulting from the comparison 
of nineteen Chadic languages of the Guéra are in the following table. Thicker black 
lines indicate where the statistics show a cluster of languages with relatively higher 
percentages of phonologically similar words. The clusters highlighted in the table 
closely reflect the current Ethnologue classification. There is a cluster that corresponds 
with the current B1.2 (Kajakse, Masmaje, etc.). Another cluster corresponds to B1.1 
(Dangla, Migaama, etc.). These two clusters are slightly more similar to each other 
than to a third, which corresponds with B3 (Saba, Sokoro, etc.). The average 
percentage of phonologically similar words between the first two groups is 
approximately 35 percent. The average percentage of phonologically similar words of 
each of the first two groups with the third is 25 percent.  

Table 3: Percentage of phonologically similar words 
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This pattern supports the concept of subgroups within the B1 group found in the 
current classification. However, two languages in the B1 group, Toram and Birgit, 
might be currently classified in the wrong subgroup. In addition, the percentage of 
similar words that Kujarge shares with the B1 group is higher than the percentage 

                                                        
23 This software is developed by SIL in partnership with Taylor University. It is available for free 
download online at http://www.sil.org/computing/survey/wordsurv.htm (accessed December 2011). 
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shared with other languages in the subbranch. This suggests that Kujarge could be 
most closely related to the B1 languages. 

The consistently low percentage of phonologically similar words between 
Mukulu and every other language confirms its classification in a separate group, B2.24 
Even though the percentage of similar words between Baraïn and other languages is 
significantly higher than Mukulu, Baraïn is similar to Mukulu in that it does not show 
a particularly close relationship with any one language or cluster of languages. These 
issues, and other discrepancies between the current study and the Ethnologue 
classification, are discussed below. 

2.3. MAWA AND UBI (B3) 

The current study confirms the proposal that Mawa and Ubi should be moved 
from the B1 group to the B3 group (Stolbova 2007; 2009; Roberts 2009; Blaž ek 
2011). Although Sokoro, Tamki, and Saba are more closely related to each other than 
to Mawa and Ubi, the latter have percentages of phonological similar words with the 
B3 languages that are double the percentage of phonologically similar words they 
have with any B1 language. Hypothetically speaking, future comparative studies could 
show this lexical similarity to be a false indicator of genetic relationship, but given the 
fact that Mawa and Ubi, especially Ubi, are somewhat separated geographically from 
Tamki, Sokoro and Saba, it is unlikely that this lexical similarity is the result of recent 
borrowing through contact. 

It is, therefore, reasonable to assert that Jungraithmayr was in error when he 
classified Mawa in his Dangla-Migama group (B1.1) (1981a; Caprile and 
Jungraithmayr 1973). The SIL sociolinguistic survey which placed Ubi in the same 
group as Mawa noted that Ubi was significantly more closely related to Mawa than to 
any other B1 language included in their study (Hutchinson and Johnson 2006). 
However, since they failed to include a B3 language in their study, they missed the 
explanation for this fact: Mawa and Ubi belong in a different group. Another proposed 
modification to the B3 group is the removal of Baraïn discussed in section 2.5. 

2.4. BIRGIT AND TORAM (B1.1) 

In the early classification by Lukas, Birgit and Toram were considered dialects 
of Mubi. Although no longer considered dialects, Birgit and Toram have been 
associated with Mubi ever since, in spite of the absence of any linguistic evidence to 
support the claim. Birgit was recently compared with Mubi, Kajakse, and Masmaje in 
a lexicostatistical analysis (Marti, Mbernodji and Wolf 2007). That study clearly 
demonstrated that Mubi, Kajakse, and Masmaje are more closely related to each other 
than any of them are to the three dialects of Birgit surveyed.25 

                                                        
24 The explanation for this remarkable neutrality is unknown. A study by Blažek (1994) indicates that 
Mukulu is even less similar lexically to the Chari-Logone languages (East Chadic A). Mukulu has 
not been strongly influenced lexically by its Nilo-Saharan neighbor, Kenga. Only half a dozen words 
in the 160 item wordlists are potential cognates between Mukulu and Kenga. 
25 A reviewer pointed out that the lexical similarity between Mubi, Masmaje, and Kajakse appears to 
be higher than the lexical similarity between some of the Birgit dialects. There is at least one other 
language in Guera subbranch where “dialects” have a relatively low lexical similarity (Lovestrand 
2011). In these cases, the social factors of identity and perceived ethnic unity are used to group 
together language varieties into one “language” despite their lexical differences.  
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Table 4: Lexical similarity of B1.2 languages (Marti, Mbernodji and Wolf 2007) 

Birgit (Abgué) 
74 Birgit (Agrab) 
62 62 Birgit (East)  

45 38 37 Mubi  
39 36 37 69 Masmaje 
39 35 35 63 68 Kajakse 

Another comparative analysis has shown that Birgit is more closely related to 
Mogum (B1.1) than to any other language in the study (Blaž ek 2008; 2011).26 These 
two previous studies are confirmed in the present study. Birgit has 55 percent lexical 
similarity with Mogum and 50 percent lexical similarity with Dangla. The figures for 
the comparison of Birgit and any B1.2 language are not higher than 41 percent. 
Though the data sample is limited and non-lexical factors have not been taken into 
account, this is the third study suggesting that Birgit is incorrectly classified.  

This interpretation is reinforced by the data for Toram, a closely related 
language. Toram has 57 percent lexical similarity with Mogum (B1.1) and 55 percent 
lexical similarity with Birgit. A previous study, which examined 40 Toram words, also 
suggested the language may be more closely related to Mogum (B1.1) than any of the 
B1.2 languages (Blaž ek 2008; 2011). If we take these three languages (Toram, Birgit 
and Mogum) as a group, they average a lexical similarity of 36 percent with the B1.2 
languages (Zerenkel, Mubi, Masmaje, and Kajakse) and a 46 percent lexical similarity 
with the B1.1 languages (Dangla, Bidiya, Migaama, and Mabire). Though non-lexical 
factors may someday prove otherwise, the lexical data available clearly points to 
Birgit and Toram being classified together with Mogum and Dangla in subgroup B1.1. 

2.5. KUJARGE (B1.3) 

Though geographically isolated from other Chadic languages, Kujarge has been 
described as a Chadic language since its earliest documentation (Doornbos and Bender 
1983:59, 76). The people are described as “Chadic speakers” who may have very well 
been taken as slaves from the western boundary of the Daju sultanate, viz., the Guéra 
region. An unpublished list of two hundred Kujarge words from the field notes of Paul 
Doornbos has recently been circulated among linguists. While there are some words 
on the list that point to links with other Afroasiatic families, Kujarge shares more 
lexical similarities with East Chadic than any other group (Blench 2008; Blaž ek 
2010, Malášková and Blažek 2012). It is suggested that the cross-family similarities 
may be retention of archaic forms and more evidence of the links between Afroasiatic 
families. 

The limited data available renders any attempt at classification of Kujarge 
tentative at best. Nonetheless, the lexical comparison in this study supports what other 
linguists have proposed: Kujarge is most likely a member of the Chadic languages of 
the Guéra. The percentage of similar words between Kujarge and B1 languages 
averages at about 25 percent. The percentage of similarity with B3 languages averages 
at about 14 percent. This supports the suspected connection between Kujarge and B1 
(Dangla-Mubi group). Based on this data, it is proposed that a new subgroup be 
created for Kujarge in the B1 group: B1.3. This subgroup allows the classification to 
reflect that Kujarge is an East Chadic language most closely associated with the B1 

                                                        
26 Birgit is said to have a surprisingly high 81 percent lexical similarity with Mogum. The figures for 
the comparison of Birgit and the B1.2 languages in the study (Mubi and Kajakse) are not given. 
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group, but not particularly closely related to either of the B1 subgroups. The full list of 
likely Kujarge-East Chadic B cognates is given in the appendix. 

2.6. BARAÏN (B4) 

The pioneer in Chadic linguistics, Johannes Lukas, was one of the earliest 
researchers to document Baraïn (1937). This early publication includes two pages on 
the language presenting a list of one hundred glossed words, as well as some numbers. 
Lukas classified it as a dialect, together with Sokoro and Saba, in a cluster arbitrarily 
named Sokoro (Westermann and Bryan 1952). When Greenberg established the basis 
for the modern classification of Chadic languages, he elevated Baraïn to full language 
status, but followed Lukas in leaving the language in a group together with Sokoro 
(9c) split from the other Chadic languages of the Guéra (9f) (1963). Hoffman looked 
at the classification of these languages and decided that Baraïn did not belong in the 
so-called Sokoro group (1971). His observation was ignored by Jungraithmayr and 
Newman who reunited Baraïn with Sokoro (Jungraithmayr 1981a; Newman 1977). 
This is the classification that serves as the basis for what appears in the sixteenth 
edition of the Ethnologue (Lewis 2009). 

The two previous lexicostatistical studies that were done as part of the SIL 
sociolinguistic surveys of Baraïn and Saba reveal that Baraïn is not as closely related 
to Saba, Sokoro, and Tamki as the three are to each other (Maass et al. 1996; Dakouli, 
Maass and Toomey 1996). The studies by Maass et al., which focused on the dialects 
of Baraïn, found a predictably high percentage of lexical similarity between the 
dialects of Baraïn, but a very low percentage of lexical similarity between any of the 
three dialects studied and Sokoro and Saba. Baraïn is said to have between 13 and 19 
percent lexical similarity with Sokoro and Saba, while Sokoro and Saba have a 
significantly higher lexical similarity of 52 percent. 

Table 5: Lexical similarity (Maass et al. 1996) 

Baraïn (Jalkiya)  
92 Baraïn (Giliya) 
70 70 Baraïn (Jalking) 

15 13 19 Sokoro 
13 13 18 52 Saba 

In the sociolinguistic survey focused on Saba, the data from the Jalking dialect 
of Baraïn was again compared with Saba and Sokoro, as well as Tamki (once 
considered a dialect of Sokoro) and Mogum. In this study, it is shown that Tamki, a 
language with a relatively high lexical similarity with Saba and Sokoro, is no closer 
related to Baraïn than those two languages are.  By including Mogum in their 
statistical analysis, the researchers demonstrate that the lexical similarity of Baraïn 
with Saba, Tamki, and Sokoro is no higher than the relationship between Mogum (B1) 
and the B3 languages. 
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Table 6: Lexical similarity (Dakouli, Maass and Toomey 1996) 

Saba 
62 Tamki 
50 55 Sokoro 

16 16 13 Mogum 
15 13 13 14 Baraïn (Jalking) 

Previous lexicostatistical studies have demonstrated that there is no lexical 
evidence to support the current classification of the language. This current study 
attempts to find another language among the Chadic languages of the Guéra with a 
closer relationship to Baraïn than the B3 languages. However, Baraïn, like Mukulu, is 
remarkably neutral. Among the eighteen other languages in the study, not a single 
language shows a significantly higher relationship to Baraïn than the others. The 
percentage of words that are judged to be phonologically similar between Baraïn and 
the other Chadic languages of the Guéra ranges between 26 and 33 percent, with the 
exception of Kujarge (20) and Mukulu (15). 

The reason for this apparently neutral lexicon is unknown. The oral history of 
the Baraïn recounts the story of a man named Jalki who left from somewhere north to 
establish the first Baraïn village in the southern part of the Guéra. Their stories include 
the list of all the villages established in the order of their founding. Nowhere in their 
history is there any mention of the Saba or Sokoro. If we are to believe that the oral 
tradition reflects reality, then the Baraïn people represent a wave migration distinct 
from the arrival of the Sokoro or Saba to the southern part of the Guéra. In that case, 
their current geographic proximity is in no way a sign of a particularly close ethnic or 
linguistic relationship. 

The current classification is an assumption of linguistic proximity based on 
geographic proximity. All of the comparative studies done involving Baraïn have 
reinforced that there is no linguistic evidence for the current classification. Since the 
lexical evidence does not reveal a particular close relationship with any other 
language, it seems more reasonable to create a separate subgroup for Baraïn. This 
would affirm its unique position among the Chadic languages of the Guéra, instead of 
perpetuating past assumptions based on geography. 

2.7. UPDATED CLASSIFICATION 

Based on the current study, four changes are recommended for the current 
classification of the Guéra subbranch. The first is to accept the now thrice-repeated 
proposition that Mawa and Ubi be moved from B1 to B3 (Roberts 2009; Blaž ek 
2011). The second recommendation is to move Toram and Birgit from B1.2 to B1.1, as 
was recently suggested by another linguist (Blaž ek 2008; 2011). The third proposal 
is to list Kujarge as an East Chadic language in a new subgroup B1.3, similar to the 
proposal of other linguists (Blench 2006b, Malášková and Blažek 2012). The fourth is 
to create a separate group for Baraïn—a language which has yet to show a particularly 
close linguistic relationships with any other language of the subbranch. After the 
release of an early draft of this paper (Lovestrand 2012a), this classification scheme 
was endorsed by Paul Newman (2013). 
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Chart 8: Working hypothesis for the classification of the Guéra subbranch
27

 

 

The classification of two of these languages is particularly tentative. Jonkor 
Bourmataguil was not included in this study due to a lack of data. Kujarge was 
included, but the amount of data was limited to the point of not having a reasonable 
number of lexical items to compare (less than 100). Another area of particular interest 
for further study is the unique position of Mukulu and Baraïn in the subbranch. More 
in-depth studies would help establish their origins and the reasons for their distinct 
lexicons. 

3. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

Though the history of the classification of the Chadic languages of the Guéra 
primarily precedes 1978, most descriptive work was not available and many languages 
remained undocumented until after this date. All of the classifications are qualified by 
their authors as being tentative, provisional, or in some way non-comprehensive. Only 
in recent years are we seeing enough data become available to seriously approach a 
comprehensive and definitive classification of the Guéra subbranch using a 
lexicostatistical approach. This approach is not irrefuatable, but it may be considered 
better than tentative, and is certainly an improvement on the oversimplifications and 
speculation based on limited data used in the current classification schemes. 

This study is a significant step towards the goal of establishing a definitive 
classification of the Guera subbranch. Four improvements of the current classification 
scheme are recommended: 1) move Mawa and Ubi to B3, 2) move Birgit and Toram to 
B1.1, 3) create a new subgroup B1.3 for the currently unclassified Kujarge, and 4) 
move Baraïn to its own group. 

 
 

 

                                                        
27 Italics represent a language not included in the current study and still in need of verification in 
regards to its classification. Parentheses indicate an alternate name. 
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APPENDIX: Possible Kujarge-East Chadic B cognates 

The Kujarge wordlist from the field notes of Paul Doornbos (circulated by Paul 
Whitehouse in 2005) was compared with eighteen languages from the East Chadic B 
subbranch.. Below are the likely cognates found between Kujarge and the East Chadic 
languages. The French gloss from the wordlist is given, followed by the word in 
Kujarge. Potential cognates are listed below with the name of the language preceding 
the word in that language. Of the ninety-five Kujarge words examined, thirty-four 
appear to have a cognate with some East Chadic language. 
 
animal/viande: kwe� 
Kajakse: kʰímé; Masmaje: kʰóméí; Mubi: komɛʔ; Zerenkel: kume 

corde: bɔɲe / bɔɲa 
Mukulu: bônné 

corne: gapfe / gaffa 
Baraïn: gápːíníŋ; Bidiya: gɛpunu; Birgit: géfò; Dangla: gepi; Kajakse: gáfò; 
Mabire: gepo; Masmaje: gɛ́rɪ̀n; Mawa: gab; Migaama: gaapa; Mogum: gɛpo; 
Mubi: gebi; Saba: gə̀pə́nʔɛ�; Sokoro: gə̀pə́n; Tamki: gə́p; Toram: gɛ́ːfò; Ubi: gaba; 
Zerenkel: gapi 

courir: ŋgúru� 
Baraïn: gòró; Bidiya: gadu; Dangla: ŋagaɗe; Kajakse: ɠèɾéˈɟ͡ʝá; Mabire: gaɗu; 
Migaama: gaɗɗo; Mubi: giɾu; Saba: gáʔgàʔ; Sokoro: nà gád gáɗi�; Tamki: kəɗɛ; 
Ubi: gega; Zerenkel: aɾŋgaɾuwa 

dix: kʌrup 
Baraïn: kúr; Kajakse: kʊ́ɾwì; Masmaje: kúɾúk̚; Mubi: kuɾuk’;  Zerenkel: kuɾuki; 
also: Bidiya: ɔrɔ; Birgit: ʔòˈɾók̚; Dangla: orok; Mabire: oɾa; Mawa: kwajɛ; 
Migaama: orra; Mukulu: kòomát; Saba: órka�; Sokoro: órka�; Tamki: ɔrka; Toram: 
óːro�; Ubi: oɾoki 

donner: buruno / bure / birini 
Baraïn: bèdí; Bidiya: bɛrɛ; Birgit: bíɾú; Dangla: ŋabere; Kajakse: fáɾʔì; Mabire: 
biɾka; Masmaje: fáɾkʰú; Migaama: biraw; Mogum: nobira; Mubi: baɾ; Tamki: 
ɓeke; Ubi: bije; Zerenkel: aɾbaɾa 

écorce: kuránu 
Mubi: kuɾoɾo; Zerenkel: koɾoɾo 

entendre: aɟigala / aɟugɔna 
Mubi: dʒige; Zerenkel: aɾdʒigija 

genou: guge / gife 
Bidiya: gipɛ; Birgit: ˈgɪ̀6�; Dangla: gipo; Kajakse: kɪ́fə�; Migaama: gippi; Mogum: 
gip; Mubi: gip; Zerenkel: gibi 

lune: tire� 
Baraïn: túrú; Birgit: tèɾé; Kajakse: tìˈɾí; Mabire: tɛɾɛ; Masmaje: tírí; Mogum: tɛɾɛ; 
Mubi: tiɾi; Mukulu: tére�; Toram: tɛ́tɛ� 
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maison: kuro / kire 
Baraïn: géra� (village); Bidiya: gɛro; Birgit: gìɾí; Dangla: gɛr; Masmaje: kìrì; 
Migaama: ger; Mogum: gɛr; Mubi: giɾ; Toram: gɛ́r; Zerenkel: giɾi 

manger: tona / tuye / tuwona 
Baraïn: tíː; Bidiya: tia; Birgit: tóː; Dangla: ŋate; Kajakse: tùwà; Mabire: taka; 
Masmaje: tígaù; Mawa: notə; Migaama: tijaw; Mogum: nota; Mubi: tiʔ; Saba: 
tátìjə�; Sokoro: nà táʔga�; Tamki: tiəgɛ; Toram: nù tɛ�; Ubi: to; Zerenkel: aɾti 

mourir: maat 
Baraïn: mótó; Bidiya: maate; Birgit: máˈtí; Dangla: ŋamate; Kajakse: mátì; 
Mabire: mate; Masmaje: màtì; Mawa: nomit; Migaama: maato; Mogum: nomat; 
Mubi: mat; Saba: ámìta�; Sokoro: nà míta �; Tamki: mitɛ; Toram: no� mát; Ubi: 
midjə; Zerenkel: aɾmata 

noir: kálámàdu� 
Baraïn: kōlmó; Saba: kílmi�; Sokoro: kílmi�; Tamki: kilime; Ubi: kilimin 

oreille: kumayo – kime 
Kajakse: kòiˈm̯í  

partir: iɟi / ucɔmo 
Kajakse: ɟʝ͡ìá  

poisson: bùɟa� 
Baraïn: būːsí; Bidiya: boose; Birgit: bísò, bísì; Dangla: boso; Kajakse: bɔŋ � gʰʊ̀s; 
Mabire: bis; Masmaje: bògòs; Mawa: bus; Migaama: buusu; Mogum: biso; Mubi: 
bogoso; Mukulu: pùunìso�; Saba: búsɛ�; Sokoro: bús; Tamki: búse�; Toram: bího�; 
Ubi: buza; Zerenkel: boksi 

pou de tête: bíita� 
Bidiya: itaate; Birgit: ˈʔítáˈtì; Dangla: ita; Kajakse: ʔátat́̚; Mabire: intat; 
Masmaje: ʔàtat́̚; Migaama: itaata; Mogum: intat; Mubi: idedi  

quatre: fada 
Baraïn: púdú; Bidiya: paɗaŋ; Birgit: fóːɗì; Dangla: poɗ; Kajakse: fát̚; Mabire: 
pot; Masmaje: fát̚; Mawa: par; Migaama: pooɗi; Mogum: pot; Mubi: faɗa; 
Mukulu: pìɗe�; Saba: páʔa�; Sokoro: páʔáɗa�; Tamki: paɗa; Toram: fóɗa�; Ubi: 
poɾa; Zerenkel: paɗa 

sable: alala 
Ubi: juale 

sang: ɪbɪri� 
Baraïn: bāːrí; Birgit: bàrá; Dangla: bari; Kajakse: ˈʔábàɾ; Mabire: bar; Masmaje: 
ʔábár; Migaama: baara; Mogum: bar; Mubi: oboɾ; Toram: bár; Zerenkel: ubaɾi 

savoir: kawanawe / kawananɪra 
Baraïn: wōnːó 
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se lever: wusi / wusugɔna 
Mawa: nowisi; Sokoro: nà wúsa�; Toram: nù ús; also Bidiya: ucu; Birgit: 
gə́cçáˈlì; Dangla: ŋaʔutje; Kajakse: wə́cçə̀kʰú; Mabire: watʃe; Masmaje: 
wə́dʒə́gə�; Mogum: noutʃa; Mubi: wədʒik; Mukulu: 'òozìga�; Ubi: wedʒe; 
Zerenkel: aɾawadʒiga 

sein: féfè 
Bidiya: pupa; Birgit: fìfánàŋ; Dangla: popi; Kajakse: fàfó; Masmaje: fɑ̀fo�; 
Migaama: puupu; Mogum: popo; Mubi: fabo; Toram: fúfu�; Zerenkel: papo; also 
Baraïn: pējé; Mabire: paj; Mawa: paja; Saba: páyo�; Sokoro: kúp; Tamki: kúp; 
Ubi: pajo 

semence: uso 
Baraïn: wásːì; Bidiya: busu; Birgit: bʊ̀súm; Dangla: busam; Kajakse: bʊ́sʊ̀n; 
Migaama: busina; Mogum: busum; Mukulu: búzu�; Toram: bóhàm; Zerenkel: 
busunu 

soleil: afar 
Bidiya: paato; Bigit: fòtó; Dangla: pato; Kajakse: fátì; Mabire: pat; Masmaje: fɑt́ 
i �; Mawa: pidi; Migaama: paato; Mogum: pot; Mukulu: pèeɗo�; Mubi: fat’; Saba: 
píɗo�; Sokoro: píʔo�; Tamki: pìʔi�; Toram: fóː; Ubi: pidio; Zerenkel: pati 

terre: kiye / kiya 
Baraïn: kídá; Bidiya: kiɗa; Birgit: kìˈɗá; Dangla: kiɗa; Mabire: kit; Masmaje: 
kíʔí; Mawa: ko; Migaama: kiɗa; Mogum: kit; Mubi: kiɗi; Toram: kít 

tête: akaɟo / áke / akaɟe 
Baraïn: kèː; Bidiya: kate; Birgit: kʰàɟ͡ʝá; Dangla: ka; Kajakse: kàc͡ç; Mabire: kajat; 
Masmaje: kátʃ; Migaama: kaja; Mogum: kata; Mubi: katʃ; Toram: kát; Zerenkel: 
kəj 

trois: ubo 
Baraïn: súbːù; Bidiya: subaŋ; Birgit: súbù; Dangla: suba; Kajakse: sɔ́b̚; Mabire: 
sup; Masmaje: sób̚; Mawa: sub; Migaama: subba; Mogum: sub; Mubi; suɓa; 
Saba: súba�; Sokoro: súba�; Tamki: suba; Toram: súba�; Ubi: suba; Zerenkel: subːa 

tuer: donɪra / duda / duɲure 
Baraïn: díː; Bidiya: dec; Birgit: gúdàiga�; Dangla: ŋade; Kajakse: ɗúwà;  Mabire: 
nadɛ; Masmaje: dégú; Mawa: nodaka;  Migaama: dijaw; Mogum: noda; Mukulu: 
(t)íde�; Mubi: di; Saba: dáiga�; Sokoro: nà dádéŋ; Tamki: tiɛgɛ; Toram: nò dɛ́ɛ́k; 
Ubi: dage; Zerenkel: aɾdi 

un: kurwo / kirre 
Bidiya: ke; Birgit: kʰáido�; Dangla: rəki; Mabire: ke; Migaama: kaɗji; Mogum: kɛ; 
Sokoro: kétti�; Tamki: kiiti; Toram: kɛ́taŋ̀ 

urine: fidiɟi 
Bidiya: biʔɛ; Birgit: ˈfɪ́ɟì; Dangla: piɗji; Kajakse: fə́ɗɪ́cç; Masmaje: férídʒʔ; 
Migaama: piɗɗji; Mogum: pi; Mubi: fəɾitj; Toram: fítʃ  

vache: keɟa / kúɟo� 
Kajakse: kʰíjà; Masmaje: kíh; Mubi: ki; Zerenkel: ki 
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vent: usmala 
Birgit: ʔʊ̀si; Dangla: usu; Kajakse: kʊ̀sʊḱ ʰ; Masmaje: kúsúk; Mawa: otʃ; 
Migaama: ussu; Mogum: os; Mubi: kusuk; Saba: óso�; Sokoro: ós; Tamki: ɔ́ssɔ�;  
Ubi: aso; Zerenkel: usuki 
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